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ABSTRACT

This is a report of a 2-year collaborative evalawf the City of Chicago
Domestic Violence Help Line. It assesses whethetelp Line effectively meets the
needs of diverse victims of domestic violence. Wiree primary goals of the evaluation
are as follows: 1) assess the effectiveness dfihe Line’s operation in serving
domestic violence victims from Chicago’s divers@plations; 2) learn about the
differing needs of diverse populations and thepegiences utilizing the information,
referrals, and linkages; and 3) provide informat@mother municipalities interested in
establishing such public-private programs, collakions, and policies.

The focus of the evaluation is from the user’s pecsive of the usefulness of the
service. The primary purpose of the Help Line isd@anect victims to domestic violence
service providers. Therefore, the most importamgpective is that of the domestic
violence victim. Telephone interviews were conddatgth 399 victims who had
previously called the Help Line. Connecting to seevice provision community is a key
to the success of this model. Therefore, teleplateeviews were conducted with 74
staff at domestic violence service provider agesciéctims are referred to the Help Line
from a variety of people; the number one referoalrse is the Chicago Police
Department. A survey was administered and congleyel,202 police officers. Finally,
community awareness of the Help Line is essertiag¢ach victims of domestic violence.
To assess the awareness of the Help Line, 357eambmmunity residents were surveyed
at the 25 Police District Advisory Committees.

Overwhelmingly positive assessments of the Helglsiusefulness were given,
which underscores the value of the Help Line. Tieraction with the Victim
Information and Referral Advocate (VIRA) was ofrpdry importance in the victim’s
assessment of the Help Line. Victims identified $breng personal connection, the
support and comfort, and the strategizing as ingmbin their interaction with the VIRA.

The types of services requested by Black, Whitd,laatino victims differed.
Black victims most often sought shelter service batiho victims sought information on
an Order of Protection or other general domesbtewice information. Most obtained the
information or service they requested and thoughtnformation was useful. Most also
tried to connect to the domestic violence servickhe community, however, some were
unable to connect for a variety of reasons.

Implications for policy and practice are discussed
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Evaluation Project

The City of Chicago Mayor’'s Office on Domestic \golce (MODV) in
collaboration with the Center for Urban Researcld &earning (CURL) at Loyola
University Chicago was awarded a grant from thedwal Institute of Justice to conduct
a 2-year evaluation of the City of Chicago Dome¥figlence Help Line. The Help Line
is a unique telephone service functioning as aricigaouse for all domestic violence
victim services in the Chicago metropolitan arehisTservice is toll-free, multi-lingual,
confidential and operates 24-hours, 7 days a wébk. purpose of the Help Line is to
connect domestic violence victims to specializetvises through direct referrals and
three-way phone linkages. There are no similar risoofeHelp Line service known to us
in the country.

The Help Line began operation in October 1998 andesthis time the Mayor’s
Office on Domestic Violence has contracted with tieicago Metropolitan Battered
Women’s Network to operate the Help Line. Domestaience trained Victim
Information and Referral Advocates (VIRAs) answallsc received through the Help
Line and provide general domestic violence infororgtreferral, and linkage between
domestic violence victims and domestic violenceises.

Grant funds were used to conduct the first evatmatf the City of Chicago
Domestic Violence Help Line. The evaluation focusesthe users’ perceptions of the
Help Line and the 3 primary goals of the evaluatog: 1) assess the effectiveness of the
Help Line’s operation in serving domestic violengetims from Chicago’s diverse

populations; 2) learn about the unique needs adrde/populations and their experiences



using the information, referrals, and linkages; &@)dprovide information to other

municipalities interested in establishing such puptivate programs and collaborations.

Methodology

In order to conduct a comprehensive evaluationp#repective of a broad range
of users of the Help Line was sought. Focus graugre conducted with the VIRAS to
solicit information about their experiences onlttedp Line. Information from these
focus groups helped to guide the development o¥itttem interview instrument.
Additionally, 399 telephone interviews were coneuaictvith domestic violence victim
callers to the Help Line over the course of ona.yEalephone interviews were also
conducted with 74 domestic violence service prawdAs the largest referral source into
the Help Line, 1,200 Chicago Police Officers congiea written survey about their
experiences with the Help Line. Finally, to expltine general awareness of the Help

Line we surveyed 377 members of the District AdjsBommittees across the city.

Key Findings

Victims, police officers, domestic violence seevigroviders, and DAC members

all rated the usefulness of the Help Line highly.

Domestic Violence Victim Interviews

All victims rated the usefulness of the Help Lwvexy high. The mean usefulness
rating was 4.41§D=1.13) on a 5-point scale with 5 as the highestinbavictims rated it
the highestNI1=4.59,SD=.97) and White victims rated it the lowedl<£4.28,SD=1.17),

although this difference was not statistically #igant.



Separate from the general usefulness of the Heilp, lyictims also rated highly
the usefulness of information, referral or linkaghey received with a mean of 4.27
(SD=1.35). Latinos once again rated it highst=@.58, SD=1.1) than Black or White
victims, however this was not statistically sigo#nt.

Of the few victims who rated the usefulness lovostrhad difficulty connecting
to the domestic violence service providers in thi@m@unity.

Most victims would be highly likely to refer the lpeline to someone they knew
(4.68SD=.89), and the more useful victims perceived thipHe, the more likely they
were to refer it to someone they kneWill of the non-English speaking victims said they
would be highly likely to refer a friend to the lgdline while the English speakers were
slightly less likely 4.65 (SD=.03).

About one-third of the victims expressed that they initially been hesitant to
call the Help Line. Victims who worked within theaal services or law enforcement
field indicated hesitancy and mistrust of using $keevices or information they obtained
from the Help Line.

Two-thirds (67%, N=264) of the victims reported tthiaeir experience with the
Help Line resulted in increased knowledge or awessrand made comments such as, “I
know now what my options are and what | need toalud“ | understand what an Order
of Protection is now and how it can help me.” Yittiree percent (210) of victims
indicated that there was some kind of emotiongbarse to their experience with the
Help Line. For example, victims reported feelingtée about oneself after calling or
confronting their situation. Thirty-eight percerft\actims reported that the call resulted

in “action” such as obtaining an Order of Proteatio



The most important aspect of the Help Line for dstigeviolence victims was
their interactions with the VIRAs. Of the 399 intewed victims, 370 made unsolicited
comments about their interactions with the VIRA&rée themes were identified in the
victim/VIRA interaction: aStrong Personal ConnectiorgceivingComfort and Support,

and the importance to the victim $frategizingwith the VIRA.

Domestic Violence Service Providers

Domestic violence service providers also reporidrig a positive assessment of
making referrals to the Help Line, reporting theyrid the referral process easy. Eighty-
two percent (61) of the domestic violence agenspoadents stated they referred victims
to the Help Line and some referred as many as 80@hpnth. On a difficulty scale of 1
= no difficulty, to 5 = very difficult, provider spondents found the referral process not
difficult (Mean=1.23, SD=.46). Further, the respents who worked in a domestic
violence service agency prior to the creation eflttelp Line reported that referrals are
easier to make now than before the Help Line wtabéshed.

Similarly, providers reported that receiving reédsrfrom the Help Line was not
difficult and indicated that referrals made to theency from the Help Line were
appropriate. Only 15 respondents (20%) reported leaeng received an inappropriate
referral.

Similar to the victims, DV providers praised thelplkine VIRAs. DV providers
typically commented that the VIRAs are knowledgeadntd sensitive, thus making the
referral process easier. Service providers alsoedhthe “one-stop shop” feature of the
centralized information and resource, that the Héle keeps up-to-date and accurate

information, the accessibility of a 24-hour 7 dayweek staffed service, and the easily-



remembered number. The ability to use the Help’kinennection to the Language Line

for interpretation services was also often usedvahged by DV providers.

Chicago Police Department

The 1,200 officers surveyed as part of this evadnatad a positive assessment of
the Help Line. Of the officers who had an opin&rd reported having tenure on their
job before the inception of the Help Line in 1998% (299) found it easier to give a
referral to a domestic violence victim than befthre creation of the Help Line.

Ninety-five percent (1131) of the officers surveyet responded to an incident
of domestic violence in the past 6 months, giving Domestic Incidence Notice (DIN)
an average of 26.74 times (Md=10). Beyond providiregDIN, 82% (901) often or
sometimes suggested to the victim to call the Help and 11% (111) reported often
calling the Help Line for the victim.

Ten percent (122) of the officers reported thaiciim expressed some hesitancy
to call the Help Line because of the sponsorshipamsociation of the Help Line with
city government. In only a minuscule number ofsthcases (17) the victim refused to

take the Domestic Incident Notice (DIN).

District Advisory Committee Members

District Advisory Committee (DAC) members completedvritten survey on the
characteristics of domestic violence and their kiedge and awareness of the Help Line.
The majority of DAC respondents had a broad andprehensive knowledge of the
types of domestic violence behaviors as well asréhationships in which abuse could

occur. There was also robust awareness (80%, 86 Help Line by the community



leaders, residents, and activists attending lockte DAC meetings. Of those who knew
about the Help Line, awareness of the specificiseswvas generally very high with over
three-quarters indicating they knew the Help Lireuld offer referrals for shelter,
counseling, children’s services, and general infirom

Nearly one-quarter (24%, 80) of DAC members bdber used the Help Line
themselves or recommended that someone call thp Hake. The 2 most common
services they sought when calling the Help Lineemawunseling services, followed by
shelter. Of those that used the Help Line, 83% {bdlight it was useful and most (87 %,
62) believed they were treated with courtesy argpeet. Eighty-three percent (229)
reported that they would refer someone to the Help in the future.

Most DAC members (81%, 283) knew they could actkssHelp Line through
the non-emergency city service number (311), bwt keew the direct Help Line phone
number (1-877-863-6338). Eighty-three percent efAC respondents said that leaflets
and billboards on domestic violence were displagad available within their specific
community. However, slightly over half (57%, 158jdsthey were not displayed at their

church, mosque, synagogue or temple.

Summary

Overall, the Help Line’s users—domestic violencetims, service providers, the
police, and DAC members—gave a very positive assessof the Help Line. The high
rating that all users gave to the Help Line’s ubefss underscores the value of the Help
Line for the city of Chicago. Victims consistentigted the overall usefulness of the Help
Line highly and the majority would refer someonseeto the Help Line. The vast

majority of the domestic violence service providarnso were interviewed and three-



guarters of the police officers surveyed indicateat the Help Line was a useful or very
useful resource for victims. Furthermore, the mgjoof the DAC members who had

previously used the Help Line thought the Help Luvees useful.

Conclusions

The Help Line model is predicated on 3 componel)tso provide a streamlined
system for victims to easily access resources) 2jripower victims; and 3) to increase
community awareness of domestic violence and adailsupport. The purpose is to
provide a more efficient system for linking diversetims to the services and resources
in the Chicago area and to illustrate and docurtienheeds of those victims to inform
service delivery. The findings of this evaluatidihpaint to:

* the effectiveness of the Help Line in meeting theds of diverse victims;
» the effectiveness of the Help Line as a model ofise delivery; as well as
» the effectiveness of providing the service as idéeh

Not unexpectedly, 4 challenges were identifiechmn domestic violence service
provision system beyond the Help Line. Those &Ayevhen a domestic violence service
exists but cannot always meet the demand; 2) winesdrvice does not fit the particular
needs of the victim; 3) when no services are abvi|aand 4) when one dominant service
need does not exist.

Interviewing victim callers to the Help Line notlgmprovided the opportunity to
assess the Help Line from the perspective of tbenvibut also allowed us to explore the
needs, experiences, and actions of victims asgbeght a safer life. One purpose of the
Help Line is to illustrate and document the nedds® diverse population of domestic

violence victims. This evaluation helps to meett thoal and provides valuable



information about victims who have called the Heipe. The findings indicate that there
are differences in circumstances between diffegeniips of victims, but rarely did a
particular group have a circumstance that was matesl, though perhaps not to the same
degree, by another group. The similarities anikdihces among racial/ethnic groups
provide valuable information for further researci ahe development of domestic

violence services.



DETAILED PROJECT REPORT
INTRODUCTION

The National Institute of Justice awarded a 2-yggant to the City of Chicago
Mayor’s Office on Domestic Violence to conduct agmam evaluation of the City of
Chicago Domestic Violence Help Line, in collabooatiwith Loyola University
Chicago’s Center for Urban Research and Learnihg.Help Line is a toll-free, 24-hour,
7- days—a-week, multi-lingual, confidential servibat functions as a clearinghouse for
all domestic violence victim services in the Chigagetropolitan area (1-877-863-6338).

The impetus for this evaluation was the desiressesas whether the Help Line is
meeting the needs as intended when founded in X998valuation of the Help Line had
not been previously conducted and little researchelp Lines or Hotlines in general
has been conducted. Another motivating factor wdarther explore the needs of
domestic violence victims from Chicago’s diversencounities.

The 3 primary goals of the evaluation are: 1) seas the effectiveness of the
Help Line’s operation in serving domestic violemetims from Chicago’s diverse
populations; 2) to learn about the differing neefidiverse populations and their
experiences utilizing the information, referralsgdinkages; and 3) to provide
information to other municipalities interested stablishing such public-private
programs, collaborations, and policies.

Data were collected from 4 groups of users of tepHine: domestic violence
victims; Chicago Police Department patrol officdpsstrict Advisory Committee

members; and domestic violence service providedslitionally, focus groups were



10

conducted with the Help Line staff. This produdecbmplex datasets with valuable
information on the effectiveness of the Help Line.

We organize the report into 4 sections. In th& Bection, we present the Help
Line model background describing the developmenicgire and underlying
philosophy. Also in this section is a review ot fiterature in 3 parts: evaluation
research; research on diverse communities; andrainustice research. In the second
section, we present the overall research desigmmaatkdodology for this evaluation.
Specific data collection methods for each reseantigroup are described in subsequent
sections. In the third section, we present easbareh sub-group, and describe the
particular methodology and findings of each. Paynis given to the victim interview
findings, including both their assessment of thépH#ne and the needs of diverse
victims. In the final discussion we summarize élrerall findings and make

recommendations and concluding remarks.

The Help Line Model

Beginning in the 1970’s, agencies providing doneesiblence services have
provided shelter (emergency, transitional, residéntdomestic violence counseling
(individual and group), legal services, legal acda@cand much more. The numerous
agencies could at times work at cross-purposes.igdting the array of domestic
violence services may be overwhelming to victimsl am people attempting to refer
victims to servicesIn response, during the 1990's many locations bearuild
“coordinated community responses” to domestic vioée several of which were funded

by the Violence Against Women Office (VAWA), focagi on streamlining systems’



11

responses to domestic violence at the local goventiievel, city, county and statewide
systems.

In 1996, Mayor Richard M. Daley designated a neficef the City of Chicago
Mayor’s Office on Domestic Violence (MODV), chargedth the task of developing a
coordinated response to domestic violence. The Majsp established the Domestic
Violence Advocacy Coordinating Council (DVACC) toform the coordination of City
departments and private service providers. DVACOnbmrs include representatives
from both public and private systems such as thiea@b Police Department, the State’s
Attorneys Office, Cook County circuit court, lllirroDepartment of Children and Family
Services, the Office of Emergency Communicationd anommunity-based domestic
violence service providers.

In 1997, the DVACC conducted a needs assessmelanoéstic violence services
and resources in Chicago (Landis, 1997). Gaps enpttovision of domestic violence
services and the need for a central informaticspuece, and referral link to Chicago area
domestic violence service provider agencies wemmntitled. Additionally, the state
VAWA funds administered by the lllinois Criminal shice Information Authority
required the development of a Chicago responseotuedtic violence that included
coordination of victim services, the police, ance thourt (the Chicago Response
Protocol). To address the identified gaps and ¢wide the victim services component of
the Chicago Response Protocol, the City of Chidagmestic Violence Help Line was
developed as a public-private partnership to pmvéd single point of access to all

domestic violence services.
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The Domestic Violence Help Line began operatiorOetober 1998. The Help
Line is intended to alleviate the frustrating anfteio tedious search for services by
victims and those who respond to a victim’s reqé@@shelp, such as police officers. The
lllinois Domestic Violence Act of 1986 mandated thieicago Police Department to give
a domestic violence referral to the victim in adindestic violence related calls. Prior to
the Help Line, officers had difficulty locating amatoviding appropriate referrals for
victims. The Help Line gives police officers a dmghone number to access all domestic
violence services in Chicago. As of 1999, the Cinc®&olice Department’s mandatory
protocol requires that every victim of domesticleiece be given information about the
City of Chicago Domestic Violence Help Line.

The Help Line is a public-private collaborationhelMayor’s Office on Domestic
Violence provides the funding for the operationtbé Help Line and provides the
physical space and equipment. The Chicago MetrgpoBattered Women’s Network
(CMBWN), a private coalition of domestic violenceopider agencies, supervises and
staffs the Help Line. Victim Information and RefdrAdvocates (VIRAsS) employed by
the CMBWN answer calls to the Help Line.

Although hotlines exist nationally and for specifigencies locally, the Help Line
provides citywide information. The City of Chicafmmestic Violence Help Line is a
unique combination of 2 forms of hotline servicEhe Help Line provides access and
referral to all domestic violence service providegencies in metropolitan Chicago.
Additionally, unlike the national or statewide hiods, the Help Line is a local entity
making direct referrals to services via three-wdone linkage. Referrals to crisis

hotlines are made only when needed. VIRAs malkernas to domestic violence service



13

agencies, identify non-traditional domestic violerservices, provide safety planning or
tips, and help victims explore service options.

Users of the Help Line include domestic violencetims, perpetrators of
domestic violence (abusers), people calling on Ibedfaa victim (third party callers),
including friends or family of the domestic violeneictim and first responders such as
the police and other domestic violence service idey¢. The Help Line answers
inquiries from victims, police officers, prosecudpr medical providers, schools,

employers, social service agencies and the gepebdic.

Philosophy

The operation of the Help Line (Appendix A) is bésen Feminist and
Empowerment Models--operating under the assumgtiah the victim knows what is
best for her situation--and when provided with miation can make her own informed
decisions. Therefore, the VIRA is a peer rathanth director, collaborating with the
victim. Together they identify the most appropriatervice. VIRAS receive extensive
training prior to and during employment on the Helpe to instill and reinforce these
values.

The VIRA is a trained domestic violence advocatenyersations with the VIRA
are confidential and non-judgmental. The Help L\H&As provide information about
domestic violence and the options available forvlotim to make her own informed
decisions about her situation. The VIRAs do natvmte domestic violence services or
crisis counseling. Callers in crisis are linkedatbappropriate community-based domestic

violence hotline or to 911 for those in immediasager.
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One key component of the Help Line is community @mass and outreach. The
Mayor’'s Office on Domestic Violence (MODV) remairommitted to conducting
ongoing public awareness campaigns. These campadyestise the Chicago Domestic
Violence Help Line, target traditionally undersedwvectims, and encourage concerned
stakeholders and community residents to take adstgainst domestic violence in
Chicago. These public awareness campaigns arededetio increase the city’s ability to
educate victims safely about domestic violence #mel available resources while
simultaneously encouraging concerned individualdegin addressing this important
issue in their communities. The MODV provides aietyr of educational forums and
trainings in which information about the Help Lime provided. (See Appendix B for
detailed information.)

The Help Line staff also actively promotes theHeine through distribution of
resource materials at area train stations, artiglégished in the Chicago Metropolitan
Battered Women's Network newsletters, and demdrwstraf the Help Line via laptop

computer at community events.

Literature Review

This study should be considered within the contE@x8 strains of research: 1)
evaluations of Hotlines and Help Lines; 2) studiégliversity and domestic violence;

and 3) criminal justice research on addressing ddmeiolence.

Hotline/Help Line Evaluations

The Help Line model is unique to Chicago, but thare other hotlines and

referral lines that provide domestic violence ardeo related services (i.e. runaway
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hotlines). There are 2 basic forms of domestitevice telephone services--hotlines and
telephone referral systems.

One form of hotline is provided by a particulammtkstic violence agency (most
often a domestic violence shelter). It provides mdiate contact between the domestic
violence agency and the victim, usually in the fafrerisis intervention counseling, and
often assesses for services. These hotlines pravidenation and service for their own
agencies but often do not know about other senagagable in the community or across
the city. The second basic form of domestic vioketedephone service is referral. These
types of hotlines are often national or statewiddimes that keep databases of local
domestic violence hotlines. Callers receive infaioraabout domestic violence and are
then transferred to another agency to further addtkeir needs. The City of Chicago
Domestic Violence Help Line combines the 2 modélseovice provision.

Few evaluations of hotlines and help lines havenlmmducted and none look at
how victims utilize the information or how the siees meet the needs of diverse
populations. Some programs such as, The Nationatd3tc Violence Hotline (April
2003 phone call) and The New York City Hotline (Agrhone call, Bea Hanson 2003),
are considering doing a rigorous evaluation of rtisgrvices. In 1996, the Center for
Social Work Research conducted an impact assessofetite National Domestic
Violence Hotline on local service providers in TeX&enter for Social Work Research,
online). Also, DePaul University conducted an aa#ibn of the National Hotline which
focused on client satisfaction (April 2003 phon#, ddaureen Blaha). In 2004, National
Runaway Switchboard conducted a caller satisfa@ssessment during a one-week time

period and found that 91% of the responders wepgetdy their services.
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Evaluations conducted of domestic violence servprasarily focus on projects
aimed at reducing or ending violence, such as oammjustice responses and abuser
treatment. For instance, the University of Illin@is Chicago’s Domestic Violence and
Sexual Assault Evaluation Team conducted an outcewaduation of all 87 lllinois
Department of Human Services (IDHS) funded domegtitence and sexual assault
agencies (2001). The evaluations included agensisdrotlines and analysis was based
on clients self-reporting on the amount of inforimatthey received from the hotline and
how supported they felt throughout their experiewith the agency hotline. Similarly,
Fleury (2002) conducted an evaluation of clientiséattion with the criminal legal
system including police response, the prosecutaislling of the case, the court system
process, and the court outcome. She examined $athat may impact the client’s
satisfaction (violence experienced, relationshilaser, economic dependence, social
support, experience in contact with police and gour

Levin (1999), and Riger et al (2002) point out thes a need for intensive
evaluation in domestic violence victim service pson. Previous studies focus
primarily on customer satisfaction. The evaluatidrthe Help Line addresses use, client
satisfaction, and the needs of diverse victimsarhéstic violence. The evaluation also

provides a useful model for others in their ownleaaons.

Diverse Communities

Domestic violence crosses all socioeconomic amthlrdoundaries. However,
reported rates of domestic violence by ethnicityrase vary (Rennison and Welchans
2000; Sorenson 1996; Tjaden and Thoennes 2000inkise2005; Durose, Harlow,

Langan, Motivans, Rantal, and Smith 2005). Litdksaarch has been conducted into the



17

reasons for the differing rates, or the distinceds of these populations of victims.
Furthermore, the research that does exist has nfimdohgs regarding differing rates of
domestic violence. Sorenson (1996) found that tldiss reported higher rates of
domestic violence for African-Americans than Whjtésit the size of the difference
varied by study. Additionally, studies that inobad Hispanics reported higher rates,
lower rates, and similar rates to non-Hispanic it

Historically, little domestic violence researchshfmcused on women of color
(Sorenson 1996, NIJ Workshop Summary 2001) andHassfocused on the needs of
diverse communities or the impact of programs amrooinities of color (Lee 2002, NIJ
Workshop Summary 2001). There is a need for a leo#dteoretical understanding of
domestic violence in minority communities (Bell Z0Bograd 1999, Martinson 2001).
As Yoshihama at the NIJ Workshop (2001) statederfaty-funded research projects
assume there is only a single domestic violenca@nenon. Missing from the research
is recognition of the differing experiences anddseef diverse populations including
racial, ethnic (Brograd 1999, Martinson 2001, Tjadend Thoennes 2000), linguistic,
geographic, experiential, and sexual preferenderdifices.

Some research has addressed the differing expeseot diverse victims of
domestic violence. These have highlighted the rs#iyesf recognizing the impact of
racism and stereotypes on the African-American womagerception of and use of
domestic violence services (Bell 2000, Sorensor6188artinson 2001, Taylor 2005).
Additionally, Sorenson (1996) states because dhkamnd ethnic stereotypes, domestic
violence services may not recognize the differirgpds of ethnic groups, such as

providing appropriate grooming aids or food (Soen$996). However, there remains a
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gap in the research into what the needs of thoseifsp populations are and whether
service needs differ. The evaluation of the Cithicago Domestic Violence Help Line
seeks to not only identify factors of inaccesdipilbbut to explore the different needs
across diverse groups of victims of domestic vioéen Furthermore, Tjaden and
Thoennes (2000) report that Hispanic women wereenlikely than non-Hispanic
women to report that they had been raped by a muareformer intimate partner. This
evaluation explores differences in experience ofab

Immigrant victims of domestic violence are anotpepulation that has received
little research attention (Davis and Erez 1998 e8son 1996, Raj and Silverman 2002).
In their NIJ-funded research, Davis and Erez (1968amined whether language,
expectations, and treatment by officials caused igremt victims more difficulty in
dealing with the criminal justice system and fouhdt immigrant victims of domestic
violence were less likely to report the violencenifarly, Sorenson (1996) suggests that
for immigrant women, an inability to communicate i&nglish, insufficient
language/culturally appropriate services, and éohiknowledge about legal rights are
some of the barriers to using services. Raj andeBilan (2005) explored the limited
literature addressing domestic violence in immigreammunities and found women’s
vulnerability to domestic violence, definitions @dmestic violence, and barriers to help-
seeking are increased by cultural and contextu@bfa. Missing from that research are
the specific needs of immigrant victims from thperspective. Finally, Lesbian, Gay,
Bisexual and Transgender (LGBT) relationships, el as male victims in heterosexual
relationships, are often excluded in domestic vioke research (Riger 2002, Bograd

1999), but are examined in this evaluation of tle¢pH.ine.
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Criminal Justice

Accountability to the domestic violence serviceysmn community, to victims
of domestic violence, and to others utilizing thervice of the Help Line is a key
justification for an evaluation. One componentltd tommunity is the City of Chicago
Police Department (CPD). A unique feature of thelpHeine is the close referral
relationship it maintains with the CPD; almost hailfthe callers to the Help Line each
year were referred by police officers.

While there is a great deal of research examinimg dffectiveness of various
criminal justice system interventions, less redeaxamines the effectiveness of these
systems from the user’s viewpoint. Some research éxamined the police officer’s
perception of and attitude towards domestic viateaod the impact of these perceptions
on police response decisions (Stith 1990, Buchamah Perry 1985, Finn and Stalans
1995). However, no research explores the policeemapce with linkage to, and
utilization of, domestic violence victim servicesdaresources. Feder (1997) found that
the police officer’s perception of the utility oblice involvement accounts for some of
the variation in police decisions to arrest. Aduhflly, since the police are often the first
to intervene in domestic violence, their effectihandling of the situation could
encourage the woman to seek further help (Martir2€i).

In this evaluation, we expect that police beligfarling utility of the referral and
the Help Line impacts their assessment of the &¥Eress of the Help Line and their
presentation of the Help Line as a resource tomgct

Finally, little research explores police responséghwdiverse communities.

Sorenson (1996) states that police may be calledftican-American homes only in
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instances of severe abuse. This then, forms thes lodsthe officer’s perception and
reinforces stereotypes about violence in that comtyu Additionally, Sorenson (1996)
speculates that there may be patterns in repottingplice across ethnic communities.
Little research examines how often police encoulateguage and other cultural barriers

to the officer’s referral of the victim to services

OVERALL RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

This evaluation flows from the model of the Helmé&iand the research reviewed
above. We examined the effectiveness of the Help’'& operation in serving domestic
violence victims and the Help Line’s effectivenasseaching and meeting the needs of
diverse victims. To effectively pursue the evaloatiour research design has 3 key
features. First, our research is participatory esithborative. Second, our research
includes the perspective of key groups of Help lusers. Third, our research combines

both quantitative and qualitative research methods

Participatory and Collaborative

Participatory and collaborative approaches to etadn research are gaining
momentum in the social sciences (Suarez-BalcazhHanper 2003). This participatory
approach ensures that all research questions signeéd and developed with equal
participation by both community and university @s#ers and that the resources,
values, and knowledge of each partner are utiliZdus method ensures that the
knowledge gained from the research can be disségairtiarough both the academic and

practice communities (Dalton, Elias, and Wandersg@i1).



21

Both of the organization partners in this projgbe Mayor’s Office on Domestic
Violence (MODV) and Loyola University Chicago Center Urban Research and
Learning (CURL)--have long practiced collaborativerk. The mission of MODV is to
develop a coordinated and comprehensive commuesfyanse to domestic violence. To
do this, MODV collaborates and forms partnershigh wublic and private organizations
providing research and developing policy relateddmestic violence. CURL’s work
focuses on developing research partnerships betwsearsity researchers and
community and public organizations. Their focusnsresearch that promotes community
improvement and social justice.

The participatory research plan of this evaluatbowed both research partners
to be active partners in the design and implememtatf the research. Both partners are
skilled in research, negotiation, developing paghigs, and were respectful of the
ethical and practice divisions necessary to conduigorous evaluation. MODV also
brought with it access to its working partners, tmagably the Chicago Police
Department and the network of domestic violencerigeys. Additionally, it brought its
expertise in working with victims of domestic vialee. CURL researchers had extensive
experience in working with non-academic partnexslarought with it a large research
staff not available at MODV. Together the partreigseloped an Advisory Board
composed of experts in the field who advised botthé design of the project and the

preliminary analysis.
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Differing Perspectives

A number of different perspectives were soughtraleoto assess the
effectiveness of the Help Line, test the desigthefHelp Line model, and learn of the
differing needs of diverse populations. Data weréected from 4 key user groups:

o Chicago Police Officers, the largest referral seurcthe Help Line;

o Community resident members of the 25 Police DistriDistrict Advisory

Committee (DACs);
o Domestic Violence Service Provider Agencies; and
o Victims who called the Help Line.
In addition, focus groups (see Appendix C) weredcmted with the Victim

Information and Referral Advocates (VIRAS), whoaas calls received at the 24-hour
Help Line, to inform the development of the victimerview instrument and become

familiar with the Help Line procedures and pattevhsiteractions.

Quantitative and Qualitative

This study has 2 dimensions of analysis; it is kttase study and a comparison
study. It is a study of the Help Line as a unit.isla particular situational study, which
allows us to examine the soundness of this paaicotogram’s underlying theory and
whether it is able to address the victim’s needa farticular location, Chicago. Since
the ultimate unit of analysis of this study is tHelp Line, it could be considered a case
study (Walton, 1992). It is both a study of a pmadar situation yet has a sense of

generality (Walton, 1992). The evaluation draws anvarying combination of
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guantitative and qualitative data collected fronnveys, interviews, focus groups, and
administrative data (Exhibit 1).

However, in examining issues of diversity of expage among the victim callers,
it is a comparison study of different groups’ outws. In this model, race/ethnicity as
suggested by Sorenson (1996), become variablésianalysis. We explore differences
between groups in what services they utilize, hosy tutilize the services, and the impact
of those services.

Not only do we have a combination of units of asalybut we also combine
gualitative and quantitative data analysis. Victesponses to open-ended questions and
other comments made by victims provide rich quiigadata that helps us understand
the particularities and subtleties of the inte@tdi various reactions, and actions taken,
by victim callers. Mixing quantitative methods r#search--triangulation--gives us a
strength of analysis that would not have been obthiby using either method alone

(House 1994; Feagin, Sjoberg and Orum 1991).



Exhibit 1

Summary of the Five Data Sources

24

Data source Method of data Data analysis techniques N
collection
Victim Information Four Focus Qualitative analysis of 3 VIRA groups
and Referral Groups comments 1 Supervisor
Advocates (VIRAS) group
Self-administered Quantitative analysis 1202
Police Surveys (descriptive statistics)
District Advisory | Self-administered Quantitative analysis 357
Committees (DACs Surveys (descriptive statistics)
Chicago-area Structured Quantitative analysis 74
Domestic Violence Telephone (descriptive and inferential
Service Providers Interviews statistics) and Qualitative
analysis of open-ended
responses
Victims who called | o Administrative Quantitative analysis o 6974
the Help Line Data (descriptive and inferential
statistics) and Qualitative
o Structured analysis of open-ended o 399

Telephone

Interviews

responses and researcher’s

notes from interviews

D

Our research questions addressed 5 major areas:

1) the effectiveness of the Help Line servicesddrassing the differing needs

identified by a diverse population of victims;

2) the effectiveness of outreach efforts aimedateasing awareness of the Help

Line in diverse communities;

3) the effectiveness of linking together referratems (first responders) and

domestic violence service providers;

4) satisfaction and confidence of users (victiregenral sources including police,

service providers) in the Help Line; and
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5) the capacity of the current domestic violena®ise provision system in

Chicago to serve the needs of the diverse popul#ti@ughout the city.

Protection of Human Subjects and Informed Consent

Both Loyola University Chicago’s Institutional Rew Board for the Protection
of Human Subjects and the City of Chicago DepartroéRublic Health’s Institutional
Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjepigraved the research protocol and
informed consent forms. The police surveys andcctmmunity resident surveys were
anonymous. The provider phone interview respoarsdsVIRA focus groups responses
were confidential, although the VIRAs were made @that the researchers could not
ensure that the other focus group respondents woaldtain confidentiality.

Supervisory staff was portioned to a single foausig and none was present in the 3
staff focus groups. The victim phone interviewsevanonymous. There were many
safety provisions in both the recruitment and witaw protocol for the victim phone
interview that are described below in the Victinelview portion of this methodology
section.

Participation was voluntary for all of the survefagus groups, and interviews.
For the 2 surveys, the respective consent formrees to each survey group, and a copy
of the form was given to each participant. InRA focus groups, each VIRA who
participated signed a consent form. A consenpsueras included at the beginning of
each provider interview and consent was implieghdnticipation. Finally, a consent
script was included at the beginning of each vidtiterview and the victim attested their

willingness to participate.
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Limitations

As in any research, there are a variety of linotadi By the nature of the Help Line,
only victims who are seeking information or sergican be interviewed. This population
perhaps includes victims who have not utilized ater forms of domestic violence
services but may not reflect the population of dsinceviolence victims. While there
have been numerous studies done to attempt toastiime extent of domestic violence,
the true prevalence is not known.

We placed a variety of restrictions upon datasmibn in the interest of the safety
of the domestic violence victim that further lindteur sample. The purpose of the Help
Line is to link victims to services, but we did mednt to interrupt the service in the
interest of research. Therefore, victims who wera crisis situation were not invited to
participate but rather linked or referred to anrappate service immediately. We also
did not interview victims under the age of 18 yemsghese victims cannot consent to
participate because of their minor status. Futesearch should explore methods for
including this important victim population.

In addition, we were not able to interview thervéed victims who did not have
safe phones. Procedures for participants tdbeak to an 800 number were not
successful (see Appendix G). We are confidenmftioe administrative data, that this
group does not vary on any demographic basis frmse interviewed and provides a
sufficient sample to compare the experiences d¢mdiht demographic groups in using
the Help Line. However, there might be other fextbat make this group without

contact information different from the interviewabat may limit our findings.
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We expected that victims might be currently residmith their abusive partner.
To limit the potential time frame in which an abus®y “discover” the victim being
interviewed, we developed the interview to be catgd in approximately 10 minutes.
Much more may have been learned from these vidfime had the opportunity to
conduct in-depth personal interviews.

We did not leave any messages on voicemail atregittendline or cellular phone
line because of the potential for the abuser ta flea message. Today, it is common
practice to screen incoming calls. Therefore, wk ribt connect with some willing
interviewees because we did not leave messagesireFesearch will want to consider
the effect of voice mail screening. Providing B-i@e number for potential participants
to call back does not appear to be an effectivéaukt

In order to recruit respondents for the domegtitence service provider
interview, the Domestic Violence program manageis executive directors were asked
to identify a key informant for an interview. Manythe domestic violence agencies are
quite large, with up to 100 employees. Becaudbetime and cost restraints on this
project however, we could only interview one onfbrmants at each agency. In an
attempt to obtain as much information as possildeeqguested that informants discuss
with colleagues their experiences prior to therineav. However, we do not know if this
occurred. Furthermore, this research is limitethéostaff identified by the directors and
managers.

This research was overly ambitious, with the amaidritme and money limiting
the amount of analysis that could be done. Fomgka not included in this report is in-

depth analysis of the help-seeking behaviors dimg Further, given the small number
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of male victim interviews, we were limited in thaadyses that could be made with this
population.

Finally, the Police Officer and DAC member surveyere administered at one
point in time. They were both limited to personattwere present at the Police

Department and DAC meetings on those particularesuadministration days.

VICTIMS AND THE HELP LINE

The key user of the City of Chicago Domestic Videndelp Line is the domestic
violence victim. An assessment of the abilitylu# Help Line to serve those victims is a
central factor of this evaluation, and the mostaonignt perspective on the usefulness of
the Help Line is that of the domestic violence ict It is from them that we can best

assess if the Help Line meets their linkage, rafeand informational needs.

Methodology

For this evaluation, there are 2 victim data saosirdérst, there is the
administrative data that the Help Line routineljlects on each caller. Second, there are

data collected from phone interviews with a sangblhe victim callers to the Help Line.

Administrative Data

As an integral design of the Help Line, a rich agaent of information is
collected about each caller and stored in an ACC#z&&base. A variety of people place
calls to the City of Chicago Domestic Violence Helpe. For example, during the time
period July 22, 2004 through August 10, 2005, 18 @4dlers sought information,
resources, and referrals from the Help Line. @& 6,974 were victirhsf domestic

violence calling to obtain information or servidesthemselves'
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Exhibit 2

Administrative Data: Demographics on all victims wto called the Help Line (N=6974)

Age Sex Race/Ethnicity
N=5949 N=6513 N=6259
Range| Mean &| Male | Femalg Black White | Latino| Other
SD

13-94 | M=33.38/5.1% | 94.9%| 55.7% | 20.1% | 21.1%| 3.1%
SD=10.24| (335) | (6178)| (3487) | (1256) | (1319)| (197)

Collection Process

During the course of each call to the Help Lithes VIRA records general non-
identifying information about the victim and bagsiéormation about the victim’s service
needs into an ACCESS Database. Data used in tlpsrtrenclude demographic
information such as victim’s sex, age, race/etltyiahildren and living circumstances.
Other data include language used in the call, imnctller learned about the Help Line,

and the types of services the caller requested.

Victim Interviews

Brief telephone interviews were conducted with@esentative sample of a
subset of victim callers to the Help Line. Forsaas of safety, this subset did not
include victims who were in crisis or any victimder 18 years old. In addition, since
the focus of the study was on intimate partnereviok, victims whose abuser was a non-
spousal family member were not included.

The phone interviews were designed to take plaaet apd subsequent to the
Help Line call. This decision was made for a vgref methodological and safety

reasons. The time lag allowed respondents to bawe time to assess her or his
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experience and to have had the possibility of ugiegnformation and therefore gauging
its usefulness, providing for a more valid assesdgroktheir experience.

Phone interviews were conducted over 55 weeks leetdaly 2004 and August
2005 with 399 victims who called the Help Line. elbrief interviews ranged from 5 to
45 minutes, averaging about 10 minutes. The ir@etwwere conducted on an average
within 11 days from the victim’s call to the Helpé, thus allowing us to ascertain both
the victim’s assessment of her or his interactidth Whe Help Line and how she or he
subsequently used the information/linkage/refdraah the Help Line. The vast majority
(391) of the completed interviews was the resuttadfs originating from the researchers,
with 8 calls originating from a call to an 800 nuenl§See safety procedures and

Appendix E.)

Recruitment and Interview Process

The victim interview design is illustrated in exhiB. The research collaboration
partners each had a distinct role in the recruitraed interview process. Under the
direction of the MODV research director and conpipal investigator, the sample
selection was managed and the victims were recriatethe study. Under the direction
of CURL senior research fellow and co-principalastigator, the interviews were
conducted and the interview data were maintaineldaaalyzed.

All the VIRAs recruited victims to the study duritige course of their staffing of
the Help Line During a Help Line call, if the VIRA determinelat the victim met the
criteria to be included in the study, the VIRA peeded to ask the victim to participate in

a later telephone interview. If the victim agreadafe phone number, name and time for
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a return call were gathered, if available. If eesaimber was not available, the caller was

provided with a toll-free phone number to call hder to participate in the interview.
Exhibit 3

Victim Interview Recruitment Process

Computerized VIRA Victim
VICTIM CALLS Selection Recruitment Decision
into the > YES > > YES
Help Line \ \ YES
NO NO NO

Contact Information

Requested v
Victin/ \Researcher
Calls Toll-free Calls Victim
No Safe Safe
YES Numbe Number YES
NO |

Completed
Interview

Each week the MODV transmitted by computer distheoCURL research team
selected information on all those individuals wlaadl lbeen asked to participate in the
study for the preceding week and their responses.

The CURL researchétghen proceeded to call recruited victims. A Sphni

speaking researcher called all Spanish-speakirigng@nd conducted those interviews.
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Other researchers used the Language Line, a 24 holarys a week over-the phone

interpretation service.

Safety Procedures.

In the recruitment process, only victims who weogin crisis were asked to
participate in the study. This was determined wa¥s. First, no victims seeking
immediate crisis intervention services were reeduitAdditionally, when the VIRAs
assessed that the victim was in a crisis situatiafecision was made that it would not be
appropriate to recruit the individual to particat the study. A safe phone number and
a safe time to call were obtained from victims velgpeed to participate.

In the calling procedure, there were steps thairtteeviewer followed to
maintain safety of the respondent. First, in otdeapproach each call safely, the
interviewer checked the transmitted MODV Help Ldwa prior to calling. For instance,
interviewers were able to ascertain whether otm®@abuser was of the same sex as the
victim, and what type of relationship and abusetsxiand the safe time to call the
respondent. Interviewers never called outside itt@vs reported safe time.

Second, to ensure safety of the potential partntgaf our study, we set a time
limit for attempted calls at 3 weeks. The sengiiaf our research prohibited us from
making too many call attempts to the victim's hdmeeause we were unsure if the
environment was safe, for example, if the abuser mvanitoring the victim’s use of the
phone. If we did not reach the victim at the 3-kwewark, we terminated the calling
process. However, if we contacted the victim ategkg and were still negotiating a good

time to conduct the interview, we continued catiipts for an additional 2 weeks.
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Third, upon reaching the client, interviewers proegpthe respondent about the
study itself (using the name “City Health Survegi)d only continued the call if the
respondent remembered the survey. If there wasnaigation that this was not the case,
the interviewer terminated the call. If the respamidndicated any emergency or crisis,
team members were prepared to refer him/her battletélelp Line and/or the police.
However, this situation never occurred.

Fourth, no voice mail messages were left. In alditll calls originated from
specific phone stations at Loyola that were dedit&b the study. A protocol was
developed to ensure if an abuser attempted to &raahl by using caller ID; whoever
picked up the line was prepared with a respondonigts

Finally, we designed the interview to be as undieias possible. We intended
the interview to be completed in as few as 10 neisutVe asked no questions about the
nature of the violence. Also, cognizant that tletim respondents often still needed
information and assistance, we included opportesittor the victim respondent to
request, if they needed, to be connected to thp Hek for more information and/or

referrals/linkages.

Data Collection

MODV used a computerized sampling frame programimiedthe Access
database program used by the VIRAs to record daiagleach call. The database was
programmed to select callers to be invited to pigdite in a later interview. From July
22, 2004 through October 20, 2004, we used a syiestratified sample of victim
callers to the Help Line. This sampling frame wasealoped to achieve equal racial

representation for White, Black and Laftheictim callers. After several weeks (8 weeks
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of recruiting plus 5 weeks of pilot recruitment) determined that with the sampling
frame in place, we would not achieve a sufficiauresentative sample size, and
therefore it was modified. Subsequently, all indlials in the targeted population were

asked to participate (see Appendix D for more teetdisampling).

Characteristics of Research Population

During the time period July 22, 2004 through AudgLt 2005, the City of
Chicago Domestic Violence Help Line responded tts ésom 6,974 domestic violence
victims who were searching for services for themel The vast majority of the victim
callers were female (95%, 6,178). The mean agéctifvcallers was 33.38, (SD=
10.24),' of which 69 were under the age of 18.

The Help Line callers reflect the diversity in rao&l ethnicity of the population
of the City of Chicago. Over half of the victimlieas were Black (56%, 3487), 20%
(1256) were White, 21% (1319) were Latino, and 3%/} were another racial group
including Middle Eastern, Asian, Native Americardanulti-racial.

There was a great deal of diversity in the typeslationships of abuser to
victim. Most victims were in heterosexual relasbips; however 3% (200) of callers
were in same sex relationships. The 3 most likelgtionships were spouse (35%, 2151),
cohabiting partner (24%, 1484) or ex-spouse/paltt@¥o). Just over 9% (581) were
dating partners, 6% had a child in common but herotelationship, and just under 2%
were a personal attendant, roommate, or in soner othationship. For 7% (412) of the
victims, their abuser was a family member such parant/step or sibling/step (these

victims were not recruited for participation in tinéerview).



35

Victim callers came from all geographic areas efcity: 29% (1344) North, 33%
(1574) Central, and 38% (1797) in the South seafttie city. Victims outside Chicago
but within lllinois are 18% (1051) and another 1%8) of the victim callers were out of
the state of lllinois, representing 21 differerates.

The vast majority of the calls were conducted iglish. Of the 6974 victim
callers to the Help Line, 11% were conducted iargguage other than English. The vast
majority of those conducted in another language awasiucted in Spanish (10%, 709).
Polish was the next most often used language bupadeed less than 1% of the victim
calls. One to 4 calls were conducted (total 2@hwictims in the following languages:
Arabic, Bosnian, Chinese, Creole, Croatian, Filipirench, Greek, Hindi, Mongolian,
Russian, and Urdu. Two calls were conducted owefthY for hearing impaired/deaf
victim callers.

Some victim callers (10%, 725) requested the damestience service provider
have the ability to provide services in the victilasiguage. The victim may have
conducted the call to the Help Line in English guired services in another language
while others conducted the call to the Help Linamother language but did not require

the service provider conduct services in that |aggu

Victim Interviews Take-Up Rates

Discontinuation of the sampling allowed us to ackia representative sample of
victim callers to the Help Line. A minimum of 2@&erviews was needed to achieve a
representative sample of the 6,974 Help Line calidro called between July 22, 2005

and August 10, 2005 (with a confidence intervab @ind a confidence level of 95%).
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During this time period, 397 interviews were contgte(2 additional interviews from the
pilot period included in the analysib)

The study was successful in obtaining a take-tgthat led to sufficient
interviews to represent the target population. ©78 victims of domestic violence, the
VIRAs made an attempt to recruit 3,138 victims &otigipate in a later interview. Of the
3,138 recruited, 51% (1597) agreed to participatie evaluation interviewkight
hundred twenty-three victims with phone numbersanemtacted for the stutly Of
those called, 47% (389) were interviewed (see Eix#)b In addition, 728 victims were
recruited for interviews but were not able to gofene numbers. Either they did not
have access to a phone, or they did not have a [gaine.” Eight of those called the 800
number and were interviewed, resulting in a toté3¥ interviews. Of the 823 victims
who gave contact information (name and safe phonaoer), 325 could not be reached

to complete an interview.
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All Victims Target Agreed Info No Declined | Completed
N=6974 | Population| N=1597 | given* Contact | N=101 N=397*
N=3138 N=823 N=325
Age 13-94 18-94 18-94 18-94 18-65 18-74 18-69
M=33.38 | M=33.15 | M=33.09 | M=32.73 | M=31.82 | M=36.20 | M=32.62
SD 10.243 | SD 9.65 SD9.84 [ SD9.98 | SD9.39 | SD11.14 | SD 0.039
Sex
Male 5.1% 5.5% 4.9% 6.8% 7.4% 7.9% 6%
(335) (171) (79) (56) (24) (8) (24)
Female | 94.9% 94.5% 95.1% 92.9% 92.6% 91.1% 94%
(6178) (2962) (1517) (764) (301) (92) (373)
Race
Black 55.7% 52.7% 58.4% 57.5% 57.4% 52.2% 59.7%
(3487) (1652) (931) (470) (186) (53) (237)
White 20.1% 20.4% 17.2% 18.4% 15.4% 26.7% 17.9%
(1256) (638) (275) (151) (50) (27) (71)
Latino 21.1% 23% 20.8 20.6% 23.5% 17.8% 19.1%
(1319) (722) (332) (169) (76) (18) (76)
Other 3.1% 3.9% 3.5% 3.3% 3.7% 3% 3.2%
(197) (123) (57) (27) (12) (3) (13)

*Does not include 2 interviews conducted prior ity 22, 2005.

Instrument and Measurements

The primary research goals of the interview wejdoZXollect respondents’

assessments of their experience with the Help 2hég learn how they had used the

information and referrals following their call toet Help Line; and 3) to obtain any

demographic and other characteristic that woulg helunderstand how diverse clients

might interact with the Help Line. In addition, wented to ascertain help-seeking

behaviors of the victim callers. Our instrumergiga was shaped by the Help Line

service program design and victim safety concefhsontained both closed and opened

ended questions.
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Development of Instrument.

We developed the instrument (see Appendices E aodIRboratively with the
research team, the Help Line staff, and the prajéavisory Board. Focus groups with
the VIRA’s delineated the Help Line call processd @novided input on what was to be
covered in the evaluation. The Advisory Board eexed 2 drafts of the instrument.

With the assistance of 2 shelters, we then rect@tirmer victims to test the instrument
who had previously called and were familiar witk tHelp Line. Finally, the instrument
was piloted for 8 weeks with victim callers to tHelp Line. There were no substantial

changes made to the interview after the pilot &iode cases were included in the study.

Instruments in Spanish and other languages.

Since 11% of the victims who call the Help Line @pea language other than
English, primarily Spanish, we simultaneously depeld the English and Spanish
interview instruments. This allowed us to modifydasthange wording or terms that were
not “workable” in both languages and replace themthwomparable wording. In
addition, we also knew that we would be using tl@aduage Line to translate into
languages other than English and Spanish. A é&nadlish copy of our instrument was
sent to the Language Line for review and feedbagktrbnslators of the ten most

commonly translated languages.

Measurements used.

First, several questions covered what kinds afrimftion (both general
information and specific referrals and linkage®rls were seeking, how useful they

found the interactions with the Help Line in gedtithat information, and what they did
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with the information that they received. Usefulneaghese dimensions and others was
measured on a Likert scale with a five-value rai@geond, questions were included that
measured the accessibility of certain featuret@ftelp Line. Third, questions to
measure the impact of the Help Line call on théimis were included. Fourth, questions
were included in the survey to see how victims ssed that system of services and what
gaps and challenges they encountered during tbaégs. Finally, the Help Line
collected most demographic information during tredine call, however there was
some additional information that was covered inglgdhe living situation of the

respondents and their employment status.

Merging of Victims’ Administrative and Interview @aa

Caller identification numbers were used to mergta detween the MODV and
CURL. Every person who called the Help Line reedia caller identification number so
that every time they called, the VIRA could refarenheir personal file. CURL used the
unique caller identification numbers to label eadbrview. The MODV provided CURL
with each caller's demographic information, as wal information on the abuser and
type of abuse so that there was no need to agkdbinformation during the interviews.
This may have made callers more comfortable becthese did not have to disclose
demographic information during the interview. Datare picked up directly from
MODV and not e-mailed to ensure client confideittal Caller identification numbers
made data management very discreet and no persiemifiers were needed to sort the

data.
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Quantitative Analysis and Methods Used

All of the victim interviews were entered into awdess database and ultimately
imported into SPSS 13.0. Quantitative analysis paaformed using SPSS. The original
database contained approximately 187 variablesa part of the analysis process, nearly
200 additional variables were created and the filagéhbase contains over 350 variables.
Both descriptive (e.g. frequencies, measures ofraketendency, standard deviation,
correlations) and inferential (e.g. chi-squaressts, ANOVA) statistics were used in the

analyses.

Qualitative Coding and Reliabilities

The open-ended responses from the interviews waded for relevant themes.
The qualitative analysis of the victim interview svdone using the N6 Nudist qualitative
coding software. All of the interviews were impatt@ notepad form to the N6 database
for the project. In each interview, we looked a¢ thpen-ended responses to questions
regarding what happened when victims received médion or referrals, how the
information impacted their situations, and variamsnments regarding the Help Line
itself. We created thematic codes based on vistisomments. Additionally, all
demographic information was attached to each aasgrder to distinguish groups by
race, age, location, and children.

Each of the interviews was coded based on shaestds jointly developed by
the research team after individual exploratory ngaf a sample of qualitative data. One
team member then used these themes as a baswding @ll the responses to the open-
ended questions. She made some modificationsithtmes based on her coding. The

research team then reviewed and confirmed the icatldns.
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Data Security

The interview instrument and contact log were pasdvwprotected, which ensured
safety. After the interview was complete, the cohiaformation was moved to a
password protected final contact log, saved ire2tebnic project folders, and a hard
copy was printed. The hard copy was stored in keldoffice. Additionally, participants
who were unreachable or declined to participateevaéso removed from the contact log

and placed in the final contact log.

Challenges to the Study

There were numerous challenges to the study, motbly problems with
grafting a selection program onto the Help Line'stalbase system, ensuring the
commitment of the VIRAS, recruitment and recruitmealiability, connecting with
victims for the interview, and conducting the iniews in languages other than English.

(See Appendix G for a more detailed discussion.)

Characteristics of Interview Sample

Of the 399 victims who were the respondents ofrtberview, nearly all (94%,
375) were female. The average age of the victias 32. The victims were racially and
ethnically diverse and the largest single group Blask (60%, 238). Additionally, the
sample of victims consisted of 18% White victimg)719% (76) Latino and 3% (13)
Other. These others included Asians (1%, 4), Midethstern (.5%, 2), multi-racial (.8%,
3), and Native American (1%, 4). Nine percent (@6he respondents were interviewed
in a language other than English, in most casesii38panish. Nearly two-thirds (64%)

reported that they had children. Further, a lgmggortion (83%, 331) were living with
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someone else, such as children, family member¢her people. Eleven percent (42)
indicated that they were not permanently housadally, of those that we had

information for, over half (52%, 199) were employed

FINDINGS
Help Line Use by Victim Callers
Overall Usefulness of Help Line Very High

All victims rated the overall usefulness of the pielne very high. On a scale of
1 being the lowest rating of usefulness and 5 b#irdiighest rating, the mean rating
across all ethnic/racial groufiswas 4.41 $D=1.13). Latino victims rated it the highest
(M=4.59,SD=.97) and White victims rated it the lowebt£4.28,SD=1.17), although
this difference was not statistically significarithere was not a significant difference

between males and females in their ratings of divesafulness.

Assessment of Low-Raters

Very few (10%, 38) of the victim respondents rateel Help Line a “1” or “2” on
the 5-point scale. However, we were interestddoRking at this sub-set of people to
determine if there was anything that differentiatesim from other callers. A
dichotomous variable was created to indicate whdtteerespondent was a “high rater”
(rated the Help Line a 3, 4 or 5) or a “low-ratédted the Help Line a 1 or 2). Slightly
more of the “low-raters” indicated that they tritedget services from DV providers after
their call with the Help Line.

Of those who tried to get services, “low-raterstl lzamore difficult time getting

the service than “high raters.” This could be bseaservice space/slot was not available,
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did not meet with some personal preferences o¥ittien, or was inappropriate (i.e. too
far away from the victim's home). Therefore, it mag/that those who rated the Help
Line low were frustrated with their inability to moect with services and not the Help
Line itself. Also noteworthy, the “low-raters” weemore likely to report hesitancy to call
the Help Line in the first place. This hesitancgysnassociated with uncertainty about

whether they could get help or not.

Whether the Victim Would Refer Others to Help Line

As a further measure of how useful victims perogitree Help Line, they were
asked how likely they would be to refer someong #treew was experiencing domestic
violence to the Help Line. On a scale from 1 tth® mean rating was 4.68 (SD=.89),
indicating that the victims would be highly likely refer the Help Line to someone they
knew. In addition, there was a strong, positiveradation between the overall usefulness
rating and the rating of how likely they would loeréfer someone to the Help Line,
r(394)=.534, p<.001. That is, the more usefulinis perceived the Help Line, the more
likely they were to refer it to someone they kné@lwe 36 Non-English speakers rated this
item significantly higher than English speaker84i{)=-7.1, p<.001). In fact, the mean
rating for non-English speakers was 5.0 with adsiath deviation of 0. That igjl of the
non-English speakers said they would be highlylyike refer a friend to the Help Line.

The mean for the English speakers was 4.65 (SD=.03)
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Hesitancy of Victim Callers

Of the 399, approximately one-third (35%, 141) stdt they were hesitant to
call the Help Line. There were no differences lestwracial/ethnic groups in whether or
not they were hesitant to call the Help Line.

When asked why they hesitated, victims had a breadety of complex
explanations. Several major themes emerged. Miatiyns said they did not know what
to expect (49) either with just what kind of seeschey could get or the quality of the
service. Many mentioned feeling fearful (26) orbamassed (17). Some said they did
not want to take an action that would acknowledgeirt abuse and that the
acknowledgement might put them at risk (31). Otie@mes included discomfort with
being labeled a victim of domestic violence (7),riyoabout language barriers (8), and
not being sure that what they experienced woulddpesidered abuse (8).

Interestingly, victims who worked within the socgarvices or law enforcement
field indicated hesitancy and mistrust of usinggbevices or information they obtained
from the Help Line. While the number of victimsentiewed working in law
enforcement or social services who expressed $eamall (7), they are important to
mention because of their added barrier not onpctessing the Help Line but also using
services.

As one victim working in the social services coemted, “| was hesitant to call
because | didn’t know if this was confidential dricdhow most of the counselors, who are

they going to refer me to? | know how things worki geople talk. | know the trade.”
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Another victim working in law enforcement statetigive the number out to people who
call me. | feel like | can’t use the services, tisia tight field and people know what is

going on with you. Everyone is intertwined.”

Types of Services Requested

The 6 most requested services by victims were ehe@®rder of Protection,
general information, counseling, safety tips anahping, and legal services. Exhibit 5
provides a breakdown of services victims requestegarated by racial/ethnic group.
Black callers (35%, 82) requested shelter more #mgnother racial/ethnic group. Whites
(21%, 15) and Latinos (21%, 16) were more likelygquest counseling for themselves
than the other groups. Further, worth noting & thatinos requested Order of Protection
information (34%, 26) and legal services more oftean the other groups. Also, the 36
non-English speaking victims were more likely tquest general information 42% (15)
and divorce 11% (4).

Exhibit 5

Reason for Call by Racial/Ethnic Group and Gender

Blacks Whites Latinos Others Males Only

N=237 N=72 N=76 N=13 N=24

Shelter 34.5% 18.1% 15.8% 15.4% 8.3%
(82) (13) 12) (2) 2)

General 16.8% 13.9% 26.3% 38.5% 29.2%
Information (40) (10) (20) (5) (7)

Order of 19.3% 16.7% 342% | - 45.8%
Protection (46) (12) (26) (12)

Safety Tips 13.4% 20.8% 18.4% 7.7% 16.7%
(32) (15) (14) (1) 4)

Counseling for 14.3% 20.8% 21.1% 15.4% 4.2%
Self (34) (15) (16) (2 Q)

Legal Services 6.3% 13.9% 18.4% 23.1% 8.3%
(15) (10) (14) 3) 2
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There were also some differences between the sereiguests for males and
females when calling the Help Line. Men were miess likely (8%, 2) to request
shelter than females (29%, 107), which was foundeostatistically significant, %,
399)=4.64, p<.05. Males were also much more likdi§%, 11) to request Order of
Protection information than females (20%, 74) whi¢hs also found to be significant,
x?(1, 399)=9.17, p<.01. Furthermore, males (4%, Ieviess likely to request counseling
than females (18%, 66), approaching, but not remghstatistical significance?(,
399)=2.91, p<.09.

Exhibit 6

Mean Usefulness by Service Requested

Service N* Mean SD**
Shelter 92 4.05 1.6
Order of Protection 78 4.62 1.01
General Info 74 4.27 1.32
Counseling 61 4.51 1.06
Safety tips and 58 4.67 .78
planning
Legal Services 38 4.00 1.52

* N is less than the number of people who requestecervice because not every victim
respondent provided a rating of the service.
** Calculated with N-1 in the denominator

Usefulness of Information, Referrals or Linkages

Respondents were also asked to rate the usefudh#ss information, referrals,

or linkages that they specifically obtained frore thelp Line. In looking at the 6 most
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requested services, all of them received high lise$s ratings. As can be seen in exhibit
6, there were no mean ratings lower than 4.0 arake svhere 1 is the lowest value and 5
is the highest possible rating. The overall ggiof usefulness were high, with a mean
of 4.27 SD=1.35).

Additional analyses compared ratings of individsevices by racial/ethnic
group. Differences in means across racial/ethrocgs approached, but did not reach,
statistical significance (F(3, 356)=2.18, p=.089helter and legal service had the highest
standard deviations, indicating that people’s elgpees with these 2 services varied
more than with other services. Latinos had thédmsg ratings of usefulnedgl€4.58,
SD=1.1) of all of the groups. In turn, Latinos wivere interviewed in Spanish rated
individual services the highes®€4.85,SD, 442). This was statistically significant (F
=4.26, p=.042). There were no differences betwealesn(M=4.17, SD=1.37) and

females (M=4.42, SD=1.17) in overall ratings of Hep Line.

Value of Help Line Features

Victim respondents were asked to rate on a scaletofs how important a
number of features of the Help Line were in theicidion to call, such as the toll-free
number, 24-hour availability, confidentiality, sgamship by city government, and if it
was well advertised. The data has been summarizexhibit 7. As seen below, all
features were rated as both useful (4) and verfjuu®. The 2 highest rated features
were 24-hour serviceM=4.82,SD=.68) and confidentialityMi=4.84,SD=.58). Looking
at different groups of victims, we find that sonte@ssed some of these features

differently.
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Exhibit 7

Help Line Feature Ratings

N Mean S.D.
Toll-free 397 451 .98
24 Hour 395 4.82 .68
Confidential 396 4.84 .58
Sponsored by City 397 4.56 .99
Government
Advertising 396 4.02 1.38

Differences Among Various Races/Ethnicities

There were significant differences when assessiagisefulness of the Help Line
being widely advertised by racial/ethnic group §32)=4.28, p<.01. Specifically,
Latinos had the highest rating (4.43, SD=1.15)pfekd by Blacks 1=4.03,SD=1.38),
followed by those in the “Other” categoy1£3.92,SD=1.38). Whites had the lowest
overall rating on this item\{=3.62,SD=1.5). Using a Tukey post-hoc comparison with a
Games-Howell correction, we see that there is@ifsgignt difference between Latinos

and Whites and a marginally significant differehetween Latinos and Blacks.

Non-English Speakers

Victims interviewed in a language other than Ergtigted the toll-free feature
significantly higher (M=4.83, SD=1.01) than Englsbeaking respondents (4.48,
SD=.61), t(56.32)=-3.02, p<.05). Non-English spaalalso rated sponsorship by city
government higher (M=4.89, SD=.66) than Englishakees (M=4.52, SD=1.01). This

difference was significant: t(55.78)=.233, p<’01.
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In addition, while there was no significant diffece in non-English speakers’
ratings of advertising from English speakers, @8y (12) of those interviewed in
another language said that they knew that they avbelable to speak to someone in their

own language before they called.

Differences Between Female and Male Victims

Females rated confidentiality higher (M=4.87, SO03.than males (4.39,
SD=1.23) and this difference was marginally sigifit, t(22.47) =1.85, p<.08. Finally,
female callers rated sponsorship by city governniids#d.59, SD=.96) higher than males

(M=4.08, SD=1.25) which was a marginally signifitdifference, t1(24.8)=1.19, p<.07.

Obtaining Services from the Help Line

In assessing what types of services respondenéiveel; we asked them what
they were calling for and if they received inforioat a referral, or a direct linkage. Of
the 399 phone interviewsjctims received varying combinations of 3 distikatds of
help: information, direct linkages to communitysbd services, and/or referrals to
community based services. Three hundred thirty-{8®2%) received a total of 396
various kinds of information. Three hundred twetwyp (81%) received a total of 430
referrals to community based service(s). Fifty{di4%) were directly linked to a total of
59 community based service(s). In most casesyithels received a referral or linkage
during their call. Seventy-eight callers (21%)yakcessed the Help Line for general

information or someone to talkto
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Racial/Ethnic Groups Report Differences in Gettiihgat They Were Looking for

As can be seen in exhibit 8, the majority of peagaiswered “yes” to the question
“Did you get what you were looking for?” in all egories of services. (In evaluating
this information it is important to note that thpem-ended comments inform us that
when the victims responded to this questions isdud mean that they actually went to a
shelter, or got an Order of Protection, rathersitlizely meant that they got referral
information on the service.) There were significdifterences by racial/ethnic group in
response to this question. Blacks were signifigamiore likely to say they did not get
what they were looking for than other group$(3x395)=7.95, p<.05.

Exhibit 8

Did you get what you were looking for?

Yes No Total

Shelter 58.7% 41.3% 100%

(64) (45) (109)

Counseling 83.6% 16.4% 100%
(56) (11) (67)

Legal Services 71.4% 28.6% 100%
(30) (12) (42)

General Information 82.7% 16.0% 100%
(62) (12) (74)

Order of Protection 89.4% 10.6% 100%
(76) 9) (85)

Safety Tips and 87.1 % 12.9% 100%
Planning (54) (8) (62)

Majority Tried to Connect to Services with Varyi@gtcomes

We have follow-up information on 302 callers whoeiwwed a referral or linkage.
Approximately two-thirds (64%, 194) of these calléiad tried to connect to the service.
Of those who we know tried to connect, nearly (@#%, 93) were able to get the service

they wanted.
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We found that the most common reason for not babig to connect to a service
was because the service was unavailable (23%, 6Theovictim was unable to get
through due to the phone line being busy or beurigop hold (11%, 26). Some victims
reported being ineligible for the service (5%, 13pther reasons included the service
being too far (8%, 19), or deciding on another htatp Line service (2%, 5).

We attempted to do further analysis of these reedodhriables broken down by
the specific type of service and by racial/ethnigup. However, because of the small
cell sizes, we were unable to perform any meaningfalyses. Therefore, only
frequencies were calculated. This information hasnbsummarized and included in
Appendix H.

Those who connected to services were looking fiberdint services than those
who did not. Specifically, those who answered “n@re looking for shelter, housing
and legal services more often than those who amrslvges.” This difference is

significant, X(72, 398)=369.53, p<.001.

Location Often a Factor in Connecting to Services

Looking at victims’ comments when they discuss @mtimg to services, we see
that a persistent theme is geographic location.|&Vaiparticular service referral may
have been found, for many the identified service wat in the victim’s neighborhood.
For some victims, getting to a preferred serviderotiepends upon how far the service is
from their neighborhood. Additionally, victims iradited they had difficultly traveling to
shelters out of their local neighborhood or areeahee of children’s school schedules,
transportation and work. As one victim lamenteduét got of the hospital and they told

me there were no services in my area, so | woule ha go to Elgin or further in the



52

city.” She was unable to drive an hour, so shetwera hotel that night. Likewise,
another victim expressed, “I can’t just go thatdaray from my house. What happens to
my job or school? Leaving and going north is nobption.”

The Help Line administrative data and reports ofRAX$ underscore the
limitations and constraints associated with logati®he geographical location of the
caller and where they could receive services wharder identified by VIRAs during
focus groups. VIRAs stated some victims wanteddy 81 their neighborhood but there
are no services available. Depending on the tgpesices could not be found in the
victim’s neighborhood for 45% to 74 % of the victoallers to the Help Line (see exhibit
9).

Exhibit 9

Service Found by Location

Shelter | Counseling| Legal Other
In Neighborhood 25.8% | 54.7% 25.6% |32.4%
(512) (583) (357) (110)
Out of Neighborhood | 74.2% | 45.3% 74.4% | 67.6%
(1469) | (483) (1037) | (229)
TOTAL 100% 100% 100% 100%
(1981) | (1066) (1394) | (339)

Other Limitations to Service

In addition to whether a particular type of servisevailable and located in the
victim’s neighborhood, there are other factors thetims reported limited their ability to
connect to a service.

Of the 40.2% (45) of victims who indicated thed diot receive shelter, there
were a variety of reasons or barriers to obtairtimg service. One particular barrier

mentioned by victims was children. For example, omn statements by victims were, “I|
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don’t want to go to shelter and put my kids throtigd,” “I don’t want to go into shelter
around the holidays, | can’t do that to them.” ftifits also identified the limited
availability of non-shelter housing or other al@imes to shelter as another barrier to
service.

More specifically, victims noted eligibility as altvier to services such as shelter,
legal advice, and divorce. For instance, as on@nvistated, “| need a lawyer but they say
| make too much money to qualify for free legal.aidSome victims stated they were
ineligible for shelter because they had a son twerage of 12, had too many children or
had access to other resources such as a car,dalelatives. Divorce was also difficult to
obtain due to lack of financial resources. As oioéim noted, “In order to get a divorce,
first | have to get out the house, then | haveame up with the money to get the lawyer.

One won't happen without the other.”

Impact of Help Line on the Victim
Impact of Information

Another way of ascertaining the usefulness of tegpHine to callers is to
examine how it affected their situations. We askedrespondents how their experience
with the Help Line and the information they receiactually affected their situation. We
then analyzed victims’ open-ended responses aneddbem in 4 ways—increased

knowledge/awareness, emotional impact, action taket no impact.

Increased Knowledge/Awareness

Two-thirds (67%, 264) reported that their expereendth the Help Line resulted

in increased knowledge or awareness and made cot®seh as, “| know now what my
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options are and what | need to do” or “ | underdtatmat an Order of Protection is now

and how it can help me.”

Emotional Impact

Just over half (53%, 210) reported emotional respsrto their experiences with
the Help Line. These effects varied from simplglifeg better about oneself after calling
to confronting their situation and rejecting theiaé of abuse. As one victim lamented, “I
realize now what a roller coaster | have been @hlatopped letting myself cry. Even

though | cried to the VIRA, it still felt very godd

Action Taken

Additionally, we coded for action--whether or nbétvictim used the information
or did something as a result of their interactiathwhe Help Line. Thirty-eight percent
of callers reported that the call resulted in “acti Comments by the victims regarding
action ranged from matter of fact statements sg¢chl&new | wanted an Order of
Protection. So | went and got it” to “I called tbeunselor and talked about what was
happening.” It is important to note we also cottedchange in the victims situation as a
result of their experience, but due to the incdaasy in defining change, we eliminated

this variable.

No Impact

Finally, only 15% (59) of victims indicated thaethexperience resulted in
“nothing.” More specifically, in the cases of timelividuals who indicated “no impact”
with regard to information, this response was jik&lated to unavailability of services

(i.e. the information they needed was unavailable).
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VIRA Interaction

The VIRA serves as the link between the victim aadvice. Of the 399 victims
interviewed, 370 victims made some reference to ithgortance of the interaction
between the VIRA and themselves even though theénsavere not specifically asked to
comment on the interaction with the VIRA. Victimslunteered these comments when
discussing the information they received from thelpHline, how the information
impacted their situation, and when they made sumggesand final comments about the
Help Line. It is clear the interaction between mitand VIRA has a profound effect on
the success of the Help Line. Three themes weratiftel in the victim/VIRA

interaction.

VIRA/Nictim Interaction as a Strong Personal Coriitec

One theme is the VIRA as an advocate, friend, arfidante. Victims did not
view the VIRA as an impersonal resource connedtiegn to an appropriate service. For
instance, as one victim comments, “lI was mistrdigtiucall at first but the VIRA really
made me feel like | was talking to a friend. Shadenane feel secure.” The victims felt
they were able to trust the VIRA. Often they matigesnents such as, “I know that she
wants to help me,” and “I could trust in the falcatt she was pointing me in the right
direction,” or “I knew if she had information foranshe would give it to me.” The
victims did not view the VIRA as part of the socsdrvice system but rather as an
insider. They were friends in whom they could cdafand trust. As one victim noted,
“The VIRA was really on my side. She reminded memouch courage it took to call. It

was someone who really got what | was saying.”
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The importance of seeing the VIRA as not merely ilmpersonal resource
operator but as a friend or ally is essential ®dkerall effectiveness of the Help Line. It
is what makes the interaction unique for the vicand affords them a sense of trust and
support during an overwhelming emotional time iaithives. A male victim expressed,
“The VIRA empathized with what | was going througfihe victim later noted he was
sure the VIRA was not sexist because she was reallng to help him out. This
interaction demonstrates a sense of unity. Vicexressed feeling a special connection
with the VIRAs and that they were invested in hafpthem find service. This special
connection often counterbalanced the negative rsgpdo unavailable services. For
instance, of the victims who could not connectdoviee due to unavailability, 79% (26)
indicated they did not blame the VIRA for limitedadlability to services and felt the
VIRA would help them if they could. As one victinoted, “I think the Help Line is
great, | can’t say anything bad about them. Thesdmaore services, there aren’t enough

out there. That isn’t the Help Line’s fault. Tha g@roviding a great service.”

VIRA/Victim Interaction as Comfort and Support

Victims not only saw VIRAs as friends and allied beceived a sense of comfort
from them as well. For instance, one victim stat&bhmetimes | am not too sure of
myself when | call the Help Line, and the VIRAs gime the support | am looking for.”
The VIRAs not only provide victims with servicestlihey act as a buffer against the
fears of reaching out for help. They make the axtgon less terrifying or stressful. For
example, one victim discussed her feelings wheringalthe Help Line, “I felt
comfortable with the VIRA, she was a listening Barme.” The VIRA is there anytime

of day and the victims expressed “just knowing soneewas there at 2am” made them
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feel better. Other victims made comments such\&4$\0‘ else can you call in the middle
of the night?” or “The VIRA was there to just catme down and let me know | did the
right thing. | didn’t know what | wanted, but shieade me feel better.”

The comforting service from the VIRA correspondshwriewing the VIRA as
not an impersonal resource. The VIRA/victim intéi@t goes beyond friendship and
service. The VIRA is a confidante. As one victiratet, “I didn’t just get information, |
got someone who knew what it was like to be wheaml The VIRA understood and she
didn’t judge me. She was there, when | couldn’there for myself.” The VIRA serves
as a non-judgmental friend, as well as a link tovises. For example, as one victim
revealed, “Life, it's hard, you often (are) in dehiThe VIRA was there for me, the Help
Line was there for me.” She later noted she “wddgte given up or something” if they

(VIRA) had not been there for her.

VIRA/Victim Interaction as Strategizing

Another important aspect of VIRA/Victim interactias the VIRA as a source of
knowledge. Victims noted the VIRA often strategizeith them regarding their specific
situations. They helped them come up with plans.ifgiance, as one victim notes, “The
operator understood my story and was comfortinge 8lso reminded me that when
renewing my Order of Protection to be careful to leb him (abuser) know where | am.
She explained to me how to do that, we had a plarhé words “we had a plan” give
clues to how the victim categorizes the VIRA. Thetim’s comments demonstrate the
bond of togetherness she feels toward the VIRA “dneir” ability to come up with a
plan. Again, the victim believes the VIRA is invedtin her safety and will help come up

with a plan to accomplish this goal.
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Victims often expressed a sense of hopelessnesgydhe interviews but pointed
out the VIRA gave them tips and advice for thega@fic situation. Even if the victim did
not get the service they needed, the VIRA offerddic such as, “Call this shelter
tomorrow, they usually open up more than others;'Gkay there is motel that will only
charge 30 (dollars) for the night, if you need & gut now.” Victims depended on the
VIRA to guide them through the process and thegtéd the VIRAs without hesitation.
As one victim stated, “She told me that | couldaga get this Order of Protection. She
promised someone would be there to meet me. | ea®d, but someone was there to
meet me at the court. They walked me through thalevtining.”

Some victims did not get immediate response froenstirvice provider they were
connected to, but the VIRA helped them find othelutsons. One victim discussed
calling back a second time to talk with the VIR/AHe gave me lots of information and
she didn’t rush me. She said ‘let time take itsrsewand let's think about what to do
now.” She told me to change my locks, and | hatmught of that. She also told me to
read up on abuse, understand what is going on.gBeformed is power.” The VIRA
becomes the giver of knowledge for the victim. Hoere it is not merely information of
an open shelter or a counseling number but theepp®f “making a plan” that
differentiates the Help Line from calling 311. Thersonal attention the victims feel
when talking with the VIRA gives them a sense djettierness in a sometimes very
frightening experience. As one victim affirmed,

The VIRA helped me out a lot. She was very positénd told me this was

abuse. | knew in my heart what she was saying was 1 would have

brought it to her attention if she was saying sdnmet that wasn'’t right but
she just wanted me to be safe.
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DIVERSE VICTIMS OF DOMESTIC VIOLENCE

In the previous section, we found some differenbesveen how victims of
different ethnicities, sex, and languages, expeddrand assessed the Help Line.

o While the ratings on the Help Line were high fdrgebups, Latinos rated
the usefulness higher than other racial/ethnic ggoWNon-English
speakers rated the usefulness of Help Line hidter English speakers.

0 The groups varied in their ratings of the varideatures of the Help
Line.

o There were differences among groups in the typmenfices they were
seeking. Black victims were more likely to say thigg not get what they
were looking for than other racial/ethnic groupd #mey were also more
likely to be seeking shelter than other racial/ethlgnoups.

In this section, we look further at victims of @fént races/ethnicities and at male
victims. For each group we describe the demograghdcacteristics, their employment
status, living arrangements, type of abuse, anil thlationships to their abusers. All
comparisons of the characteristics among racialietijroups are presented in exhibit 11.

Comparisons of characteristics for men and womericamd in exhibit 12.

Black Victim Callers

Each year since the inception of the Help Linef mser half of the Chicago
victim callers to the Help Line have been Black.t# 399 victims interviewed, 59.6 %
(238) were Black. Ninety-four percent (225) of ttespondents were women. Black

respondents range in age from 18 to 61, with a nagarof 31.7.
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Employment

Less than half (43%, 103) were employed, whichigsifcantly less than the
White and Latino victims &3, 380)=12.20, p<.001). A small number (3%, 7)ortpd

being disabled.

Living Arrangements

Most (87%) were living with someone else, which maglude children. Of
those living with others, the amount of peopleha household ranged from 1 to 9, and
on average they lived with 2.56 other people (SB2}.in a variety of living situations.
Thirty-three (14%) victims indicated that they weia permanently housed. Of those, 9
(4%) were homeless, 8 (3%) were living in a shelted 16 (6%) were temporarily

staying with or “doubling up with” friends.

Children in the Household

Sixty-six percent (156) had minor children living the household. These Black
victims had more children than the White victimst bignificantly fewer than the Latino
victims. Of those who had children in the housdhtiie number of children ranged from
1 to 7, with an average of 2.25, (SD=1.24; seelehD). Twenty-two percent (34) were

older boys between the ages of 12 and 17.
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Exhibit 10

Children in Household

Of those who had children
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Whites SD=1.16 Blacks SD=1.24 Latinas SD=1.21

Racial/Ethnic group

The Relationship Between the Victim and the ABuser

In most cases, the victims were in heterosexualticgiships, but there were 5
women in same sex relationships and 3 men in saxeetationships. There was not
one predominate type of relationship between tleéinviand abuser. Blacks were less
likely to be married to their abuser. Most victimsperienced more than one kind of
abuse; 88% experienced physical abuse and a snmaltity reported (9%) experiencing

sexual abus¥'

Latino Victim Callers

Each year since the inception of the Help Linet mger 20% of the Chicago
victim callers to the Help Line have been Latinanéleen percent (76) of the 399

victims interviewed were Latino and 92% (70) ofrthevere women. They ranged in age
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from 18 to 69, with a mean age of 31.6 years okhrilN half, 43% (33) were interviewed

in Spanish.

Employment

As discussed previously, there were significanfedénces in employment status
by racial/ethnic group. Fifty-eight percent (44) ladtinos were employed, which was
higher than Black and less than the White victi@sly one person reported being

disabled.

Living Arrangements

Of all groups, Latinos were most likely (90%) to Ibeéng with someone else,
which may include children. Of those that did reéplring with someone, the total
number of other people residing in the same houdefamged from 1 to 7 with an
average of 3.13 (SD=1.52). Only 4 (5%) Latino mctespondents reported not being
permanently housed. Of those, none of them regdyeing homeless, 2 (3%) reported
being in a shelter and 1 (1%) reported temporatéyying with or “doubling up with”

friends.

Children in the Household

Eighty-two percent (62) stated that minor childligad in the household. Latinos
had more children in the household than the otmeums. Using a Tukey post-hoc
comparison, we see that the difference was onlygmalty significant between Latinos
and Whites and not significantly different than &acallers. Of those victims who had
children in the household, the number ranged froto b, with an average of 2.42,

(SD=1.21). Eighteen percent (14) of the victimearal had older boys between the ages
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of 12 and 17, which was a greater number than ther @ groups but does not reach

significance.

The Relationship between the Victim and the Abuser

In most cases, the victims were in heterosexuaticgiships, but there was 1
woman in a same sex relationship and 2 men in & s&x relationship. The abuser was
most likely to be a spouse. A majority of the Latwictims report experiencing physical
abuse (78%) and sexual abuse (17%). The amoursexial abuse reported was

significantly higher than that reported for Blackswhites™.

White Victim Callers

Each year since the inception of the Help Line raxpimately 15% of the
Chicago victim callers to the Help Line have beehitéd/ Of the 399 victims interviewed,
18% (72) were White. Of those, 94% (68) were wome€hey ranged in age from 18 to
55, with a mean age of 36, which was significanttjer than the Black or Latino

victims.

Employment

White victims had the highest employment rate bbakhe racial/ethnic groups,
with 61% (44) being employed. Also, a higher patage (7%, 6) of these victims was

disabled than the Black or Latino victiffis

Living Arrangements

White victims were significantly more likely to liging alone (¥(3, 380)=12.20,

p<.001). Only 64% were living with someone else. i/hvictims also lived in the
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smallest households. Of those who were living sitimeone else, the total number of
others in the household ranged from 1 to 8 withagarage of 2.43 (SD=1.58). Four
indicated that they were not permanently housede @iatim (1%) reported being
homeless, 2 (3 %) were living in a shelter and %@)(4vere temporarily staying with or

“doubling up with friends.”

Children in the Household

Just over half, 51% (37) had minor children livingthe household, significantly
less than the other groups’(® 399)=19.99, p<.001). Of those victim callenattdid
have children in the household, the number ranga fL to 6, with an average of 1.77
(SD=1.16). Eleven percent (8) of the victim callbesl older boys between the ages of 12

and 17.

The Relationship Between the Victim and the Abuser

In most cases, the victims were in heterosexuatioglships, but 2 women were
in a same sex relationship and 1 man was in a sameelationship. The spouse was the
abuser for 44% of the White victims. A higher pertege of White victims were abused
by an ex-spouse or partner than were Latinos ockBlaThe majority (81%) reported

experiencing physical abuse, with a small mincgiperiencing sexual abuse (4%).



Exhibit 11

Interviewed Victim Characteristics by Race

65

Black Latino White
Interviewed 59.6% 19% 18%
386* (238) (76) (72)
Sex-Female 94.5% 92.1% 94.4%
(225) (70) (68)
Age Range 18-61 18-69 18-55
Mean 31.7 31.6 36.01
Employed 43.2% 57.8% 61%
(103) (44) (44)
Disability 2.9% 1.3% 8.3%
(7) (1) (6)
Living w/ Someone 86.9% 89.5% 63.9%
(207) (68) (46)
Mean number in HH 2.56 SD 1.42 3.13SD 1.52 2.43 SD 1.58
Temporary Housing 14.3% 5.3% 5.5%
(33) (4) (4)
Children in HH 65.5% 81.6% 51.3%
(156) (62) (37)
Mean No. Children 2.25SD 1.24 2425SD1.21 1.77 SD 1.16
Boys 12-17 21.8% 18.4% 11.1%
(34) (14) (8)
Same Sex Relationship 3.4% 4.2% 3.9%
(8) (3) (3)
Spouse 22.7% 47.4% 44.4%
(54) (36) (32)
Partner, Living Togethe 24.4% 17.1% 12.5%
(58) (13) (9)
Partner, Dating 16.4% 7.9% 13.9%
(39) (6) (10)
Ex Spouse/Partner 21.8% 14.5% 22.2%
(52) (12) (16)
Other 14.7% 13.2% 7%
(35) (10) (5)
Physical Abuse 87.8% 77.6% 80.6%
(209) (59) (58)
Sexual Abuse 8.8% 17.1% 4.2%
(21) (13) (3)

* 13 respondents of other race/ethnicity not ineldich the table.
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Male Victims

Along with interviewing racially and ethnically divse victims, we also
interviewed a small but sufficient number (24) oélenvictims to be able to ascertain
some distinct needs and differences. Refer tao#xh? for all comparisons.

Each year since the inception of the Help Line,rapmately 6% of the victim
callers to Help Line were men (see exhibit 12)mi&irly, six percent (24) of the victims
interviewed for this study were men. They werensigantly older than the women
victims who called (t(395)= 2.34, p<.05), rangimgaige from 24 to 61, with a mean age
of 37 (SD=10.19).

Male callers were slightly more likely to be Latiriban the female victims,
however, this was not statistically significant.alHwere Black (13, 54%), followed by

Latino (6, 25%) and White (4, 17%). All were intewed in English.

Employment

Sixty-six percent (16) of the men were employedictWwiwas higher (but
not significantly) than the employment rate of wom@9%, 183). Most men were

working full time. One man was disabled.

Living Arrangements

Men were less likely than women to live with someo Sixty-seven
percent of the men (16) were living with someorse elompared to 87% of the women,
although this was not a statistically significaiftedence. Of those living with others, the
amount of people in the household ranged from 5,twith the average number of 2

(SD=1.17).
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All the men lived in stable housing, while 11% (4#)the women reported that
they did not have permanent housing. This diffeeewas marginally significant,§.,

399)=3.00, p<.09.

Children in the Household

Significantly fewer men than women had minor cheldrliving in the
household, % (1, 399)=12.30, p<.001. Only 25% (6) had childremd in those

households there was only one child.

The Relationship between the Victim and the Abuser

Twenty-five percent of men (6) were in same seati@hships. There was not
one predominate type of relationship between themwiand the abuser. One-fourth were
spouse, cohabiting partner or ex-spouse/partnke Wiomen, most victims experienced
more than one kind of abuse, 71% (17) experientsdipal abuse, and only 4.2% (1)

experienced sexual abuse.



Exhibit 12

Comparison of Male and Female Victims

Male Female
N=24 N=375
Age 36.88 32.19
Black 54.2% 60.0%
(13) (225)
Latino 25.0% 18.7%
(6) (70)
White 16.7% 18.1%
(4) (68)
Employment 66.7% 48.8%
(16) (183)
Disability 4.2% 3.5%
(1) (13)
Living w/ Someone 66.7% 88.7%
(16) (325)
Mean number in HH 2.19SD 1.17 2.62SD 15
Temporary Housing 0 11%
0 (42)
Same Sex 25% 2.1%
(6) (8)
Spouse 25.0% 33.6%
(6) (126)
Ex-partner or Spouse 25.0% 19.5%
(6) (73)
Partner, not living together 16.7% 13.9%
(4) (52)
Partner, living together 25.0% 19.7%
(6) (74)
Other 8.4%% 13.3%
(2) (50)
Physical Abuse 70.8% 85.1%
(7) (319)
Sexual Abuse 4.2% 10.4%
(1) (39)
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OTHER USERS OF THE HELP LINE

Besides victims, a host of other individuals caé Help Line.Twelve percent of
the 18,238 callers to the Help Line during the gtperiod were third-party callers,
calling on behalf of the victim. We sought thegparctives of these third-party callers, in
order to include multiple perspectives in this asssent of the Help Line and its services
for Chicago’s diverse victims of domestic violence.

We focused on the perspectives of 3 groups of ncims: domestic violence
service providers; the police; and the communisy. fiesidents, community
organizations, agencies, and businesses). Theupgicomprised 98% of the 2,209
third-party callers to the Help Line (see exhit8).1In addition, victims reported to the
Help Line these 3 groups were most likely to bertrederral source (see exhibit 13).

Exhibit 13

Distribution of Third Party Callers to the Help Lin e during Study Period

Third Party Callers

Police 4.7%
(104)

DV Providers 26.6%
(587)

Community 66.8%
(1476)

Other Systems 1.9%
(42)

TOTAL 2209
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Exhibit 14

Referral Source of Victim Callers to the Help Line

All Target | Interviewed Victims
Victims Victims
Police 56.9% 58.5 67.3%
(3676) (1767) (257)
DV Providers 13% 13.7% 13.1%
(841) (413) (50)
Community 16.9% 16.9% 12.3%
(1090) (511) (47)
Other Systems  1.3% 1.2% .8%
(83) (35) (3)
Advertisement 11.9% 9.8% 6.5%
(766) (297) (25)
TOTAL 6456 3023 382

In the following sections, we report on the intews with 74 providers, surveys
of 1,202 police officers, and surveys of 357 Chaagsidents who patrticipate in the

Police District Advisory Committee (DAC).

Domestic Violence Service Providers

The partnership between the Help Line and the dtimmesolence service
providers forms the backbone of the Help Line. éRells and linkages to an array of DV
providers, who provide services ranging from colingeto emergency shelters to job
training and placement services, are a key resdorceictims who call the Help Line.
The providers were interviewed about their usehef itlelp Line and assessment of its

usefulness, and their observations of the senacedrss that victims experience.
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Methodology

A telephone interview was conducted with 74 respoitsifrom 55 Chicago-area
agencies. Some of the organizations had multipbggghic locations or “sites” and
therefore, sometimes more than one respondentni&xsiewed from one agency.

The organizations interviewed fell into 2 typesneQype (“stand-alone agency”)
existed specifically to provide domestic violeneevices. The other type (domestic
violence program with non-domestic violence ageneg} a domestic violence program

within a larger multi-purpose agency.

Data Collection.

The service provider interview instrument (Appenidigonsisted of 21 closed
and open-ended questions administered in a onererietephone interview. The
instrument was developed with input from the progeddvisory Board. In addition, the
instrument was piloted with 3 former domestic viwle service providers. Interviews
averaged 22.86 minutes (SD=8.78, Md= 21).

The list of all possible agencies was compiledh®s/Mayor’s Office on Domestic
Violence (MODV) and the Help Line Director. Ageesithat only served sexual assault
victims or those that only provided abuser treatnsernvices were excluded. Further, all
agencies in the city were included, but agencieatéd in the suburbs were included only
if a referral had been made there in the past yEme were not included because of the
small number of referrals; 4 agencies had fewar theeferrals in the previous year. A
very thorough recruitment effort was institutecetesure a high level of participation and
to identify the appropriate staff at each agentsywho interacted with the Help Line.

Support for the project was sought at periodic mgsthosted by The Mayor’s Office on
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Domestic Violence with the Executive Directors lo¢ {Chicago-area domestic violence
service providers. An introductory letter was gerthe Program Director, and copied to
the Executive Directors, in order to identify a keformant to participate in the

interview. Telephone interviews were conducted fryonil to August 2005.

Response Rate

The response rate was 83%, with 55 out of a paséiblagencies participating.
There was not a significant difference betweerpirgicipating and non-participating
agencies. However, the representation of 16 agetltét serve the needs of specific
populations of victims, such as certain ethnic geoar disability groups, was slightly
lower than “mainstream” agencies. Of the “popolaispecific” agencies, the response

rate was 75% (12), while of the “mainstream” agesd¢he response rate was 86% (43).

Provider Characteristics

Of the 74 interviews that were completed, 31 (42%ie with representatives
from “stand-alone” domestic violence agencies. ty=three (58%) interviews were
conducted with domestic violence programs within4domestic violence agencies. A
further distinction was made between agencies antsite or agencies with multiple

sites. The breakdown of interviews can be seaxlnibit 15.
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Exhibit 15

Service Provider Interviews

# of interviews % of total interviews
conducted

Stand-alone

Single site 17 23%

Multiple sites 14 19%
Total 31 42%
DV Programs within a non-DV agency

Single site 22 30%

Multiple sites 21 28%
Total 43 58%

Grand Total 74 100%

The 74 respondents and their co-workers provideda vange of services at their
sites. Approximately three-fourths (75%, 56) offealk-in counseling and about the
same percentage (78%, 58) provide crisis counselstightly fewer (60%, 44) offer
legal advocacy, and even fewer (20%, 15) providallservices. Less than one-quarter
(24%, 18) of the providers interviewed had shelteheir specific site. Approximately
two-thirds (68%, 50) reported offering “other sees.”

Among the most common responses for the “otheicest/were outreach and
training such as violence prevention and healttgticmship workshops, and parenting
classes. Also, several of the agencies providetsiional living and rental assistance as
well as job training and placement services. Aapttommon response was support
groups for the victims and children’s services sasltounseling and after-school
mentoring programs. Nearly all (89%, 67) of theypders offer more than one service

while 9% (7) only offer one service.
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Respondents’ Characteristics.

The respondents who were interviewed held a widgeaf positions. We
sought to interview staff who had previous expeaseéewith the Help Line. Of the 74
respondents, the majority (57%) were “Program-statfis included positions such as
Case Worker, Counselor, Intake Coordinator, angh. Approximately one-third
(31%) of the respondents were Program Directonsly © respondents (7%) were
Executive Directors and even fewer (5.4%) respotsdeeld other non-director

administrative positions.

Findings
Providers Use of the Help Line as a Resource

In total, 82% (61) of the domestic violence agerespondents reported that they
did refer victims to the Help Line. The averagentwer of referrals made per month
ranged from O to 300 with a mean of 18.34¢44.78).

Of the agencies that made referrals, stand-aloeecags made significantly more
referrals M=31.04,SD=63.37) per month than DV programs within non-D\éagjes

(M=7.6,SD=10.54). This difference is statistically signéit,t(59)=2.09, p<.05.

Positive Assessment of Help Line Referral Process

Domestic violence service providers had a posassessment of referrals to the
Help Line, reporting they found the referral praceasy. When asked how difficult it is
to make referrals to the Help Line on a scale fiobeing not difficult at all to 4 being
very difficult, the vast majority rated the process difficult, with a mean rating for this

item of 1.23 §D=.46).
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The comments of providers give us some indicatajnshy there is such a high
assessment of the Help Line. Some comments foausédw the Help Line had more
resources available than any one agency and therebolld provide up-to-date
information about a wide range of services. Otleerscentrate on the easy accessibility

of the Help Line, its 24/7 staffing, and the easdynembered phone number.

Help Line Brought Improvement to DV Referral System

Given the providers’ strong assessment of the Hielg, it is not surprising that
83% of the 42 respondents who had worked in theesyprevious to the Help Line

reported it was easier to make referrals now ttedarb the Help Line.

Help Line’s Effectiveness at Making Appropriatedredls.

The number of referrals the provideeseivedfrom the Help Line per month by
each domestic violence service provider ranged ©dm300, with a mean of 19.61,
(SD=50.95). Again, stand alone agencies reportedviagemore referralsNi=31.45,
SD=56.6) than DV programs within non-DV agencibt=(1.63,SD=45.11), although
this difference was not statistically significat{#,0)=1.64, p=.106. Of those agencies
with shelters, the number of referrals that wereendirectly to the shelter ranged from 0

to 300, with a mean of 60.18[D=84.7).

Easy to Receive Referrals.

Overall, the respondents also found it easy toiveaeferrals from the Help Line,
with a mean of 1.61 on a scale from 1 being ndicdift at all to 4 being very difficult

(SD=.85).
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Referrals Were Appropriate.

Only 15 respondents (20%) reported ever havingvedean inappropriate
referral. However, from reviewing the comments@dt all of these mentioned that
either it was a rare occurrence, or the Help Liaé some misinformation about the
agency in the past that has now been resolved.nms common reason cited for how
the referral was inappropriate was that a victioutiht the agency was a shelter when in
fact it was not. Other reasons that the refemalise inappropriate included location and

languages the agency could accommodate.

Positive Praise for VIRAs

In commenting on why it is so easy to receive amel, several respondents
praised the VIRAs, saying they were “great staffiomvere both “knowledgeable” and
“sensitive.” In fact, one person commented thiagcause they are so knowledgeable
about what we’re about, that's (what) makes it@asye’ Having a good relationship with

the Help Line staff seemed to be valued by theiseproviders who were interviewed.

Providers Assess Help Line as Useful Resourceifinys

Two-thirds of respondents (66%, 49) indicated thatHelp Line was very useful
as a resource to victims. An additional 23% (hd)jdated that it is “useful.” And only
8% (6) indicated that it is “somewhat useful.” Noof the respondents indicated that it
was not useful at all. The 2 most important reasbatsthe service providers believed the
Help Line was so useful was its centralizationnddrmation and its accessibility.
Translation services and general information alloeistatus of programs were also

mentioned as important features of the Help Line.
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One-stop Shop.

Eighty-four percent (62) felt having only one phananber to call was “very
useful” while an additional 10% (7) said that itsvaiseful.” Many respondents
underscored the value of there only being one nuridbgoeople to call to get all
information. They noted, “The number (1-877-86383r 1-877 TO END DV) was an
easy number for victims to remember.” Several reféto the Help Line as a “one stop
shop” because it kept up-to-date, accurate infaonabout a wide range of services and
shelter availability. This can “lessen frustratiofa victims when they only have to call

one place.

Availability and Accessibility.

Other respondents commented they found it usefulitbims because it was a
place to turn to when no one else is availablecé&the Help Line is staffed 24 hours, a
VIRA will always answer the call. One respondezferred to the Help Line as “a
lifeline.” Another person stated that it was “aadhcomfort to know there is at least one
place to start reaching out.” Others suggestetthigefact that it was toll-free was crucial

because anyone could use it at anytime.

Other Help Line Features can Augment Providersvises

The usefulness of the Help Line as a single nundret its easily accessible and
available referral information were clearly its mwsportant features to providers. In
addition, just under half of the respondents, 49%) (eported that they also used the
Help Line for other functions. Many of the servm®viders mentioned calling the Help

Line in order to get general information about 8=y, bed availability in shelters, and
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geographic locations of agencies. A second commserotithe Help Line is for
translation. Many of the service providers repmbrsing the Help Line’s connection to
the 24-hour Language Line for interpretation sexsito assist them in serving a victim

whose language they could not speak.

Providers’ Assessment of the Capacity of DomestileNce Service Provision System

To explore the capacity of the current domestidevioe service provision system
in Chicago to serve victims with varying needs aikrse circumstances, the provider
respondents were asked about ten specific victiougistances. Providers were asked if
they or their colleagues had encountered victimsaich of the ten circumstances. From
their experience, providers were then asked if tineyl observed any particular
difficulties victims in those circumstances facedai provide examples. Finally,
providers were asked whether they see these difésuhappening a lot, sometimes,
hardly or never (4 point scale, 1=never). Provide@smments were from their
perspective and were based on their observationgemeral. Comments were not
particular to an agency—Clarify what this means) hot sure. The mean ratings of

difficulty faced ranged from a low 2.47 to a high3062.



Exhibit 16

Providers Rating of Various Difficulties in Obtaining or Using Services
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Non-verbal, having HIV/AIDS, etc.)

Victim Circumstances % that have  Mean SD
encountered frequency of
difficulty
1 | Having kids or dependents 100% 3.62 81
2 | Having mental health issues 89.2 3.26 77
3 | Not speaking English 89.2% 3.24 .38
4 | Under 18 66.2% 3.17 .86
5 | Being an ethnic or racial minority 98.6% 3.15 6l 1
6 | Being a substance-abuser 85.1% 3.06 1.05
7 | Being elderly 75.7% 2.61 Ol
8 | Having physical disabilities 71.6% 2.51 1.01
9 | Being a male 67.6% 2.48 91
10 | Being LGBT 77% 2.47 1.02
Other circumstances (Immigrant, Deaf, Blind, 36.5%

Victims with Dependent Children.

All providers encountered victims with dependeritdren. The overall rating of

victims having problems observed in accessing sesvibecause of having children is

very high (3.62). Specific difficulties that proiars discussed for victims with kids or

dependents are problems in finding shelter (eslheéoa victims with older male

children or many children), the lack of childcaeswsces, and the victim’s limited

financial resources, especially related to finduagquate housing.

Victims with Mental Health Disabilities.

Almost all (89%) of the domestic violence professils interviewed indicated

that they had encountered victims with mental g8yeand that they were very likely to

have difficulty in obtaining or using services @)3The service providers observed a

lack of connection between mental health and dameistience service providers and

the shortage of appropriate shelter. Several tpne@aders mentioned that shelters often
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could not accommodate victims with mental healdués. Shelters could not provide the
“higher level of care” required by this group. Sibeally, many shelters are not
equipped to manage medication distribution forimsttaking medications to treat their

illnesses.

Victims Who Do Not Speak English.

The majority of the providers (89%) encounteredinis who do not speak
English and this is very likely (3.24) to creatéidulties in accessing and using services.
First, the providers described a lack of transktégencies have limited resources to be
able to provide quick, affordable translation tovadtims. Second, providers reported
that the legal system is often difficult to navg#dr victims who do not speak English.
The court staff is often unsympathetic to non-Estgbpeakers, and the word of abusers

who speak English is taken over that of the victim® do not speak English.

Victims Under 18.

Two-thirds (66%) of the providers reported thatythad encountered victims
under the age of 18. These youth are likely (3td Have difficulties because of the lack
of parental consent which is required to obtain yrgarvices and because many of the
youth are in denial that they are in an “abusivaationship and therefore are reluctant to

get help.

Ethnic or Racial Minority Victims.

All but one person in provider interviews (98.6%jported that they had
encountered ethnic or racial minority victims, d@hese victims were likely to encounter

difficulty (3.15) in accessing or using servicédhe service providers reported that the



81

difficulties are associated with a lack of cultlyaensitive services. Examples of
cultural insensitivity ranged from a lack of undargling by service providers of
women’s roles in particular cultures to a lack @ftary options or discomfort between

different cultural norms in some shelters.

Substance-addicted Victims.

Eighty-five percent of respondents reported haengountered substance-
addicted victims and these victims were likely 6.6 encounter difficulty in accessing
or using services. Providers identified seveifdicdlties for substance-addicted
victims--a lack of connection between substancesalpoviders and DV providers,

shelters not being equipped to accommodate sulestdnesers, and social stigma.

Elderly Victims.

Three-quarters (76%) of providers had encountelatlg victims but they
reported that they were not very likely (2.61) tvé observed them having difficulties
accessing and using services. Providers descrigggehdience on their abuser for care,

mobility, and isolation as barriers for elderly tuigs.

Victims with Physical Disabilities.

Nearly three-quarters (72%) of the providers entenal victims with physical
disabilities. However, again the frequency (2f1)which the respondents observed
difficulties in access or using services for thisup were not as high as for other groups
of victims. Providers described limited servicaidability (especially accessible shelters
and housing options), limited physical mobility dasensitivity, as difficulties for victims

with physical disabilities.
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Male Victims.

Approximately two-thirds (67.6%) of the provideeported that they had
encountered male victims. Providers reported,venagye, that male victims were less
than somewhat likely (2.48) to encounter diffioetti One of the most commonly
reported barriers was that there are not enougficesrthat meet their specific needs,
especially counseling and shelter. Secondly, pergideported that there is a realistic
concern in the DV community that heterosexual malag be posing as victims when
they are in fact, perpetrators. Given that conceren must “jump through a few more

hoops to prove that they're actually victims.”

Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender (LGBT) Victims.

Over three-quarters of the providers (77%) saitltthey had encountered LGBT
victims. They were on the average less than somastiikely to observe difficulties
(2.47). They identified a lack of available spézed services, especially shelters and

discrimination (especially in the court system)pasriers for LGBT victims.

Other Groups.

When providers were asked if there were any othmugs the researcher had
missed, nearly two-thirds answered “no.” Of thiedl{36.5%) that answered yes, there
were a variety of responses for what the missiogijgs were. Some of the “other”

groups that were mentioned included “deaf, blindam-verbal,” “victims with HIV or
AIDS,” and “victims who had been adjudicated.” Thest common response (44%) was

they had also encountered “undocumented” or “imamgrpopulation. Three-fourths
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(75%) indicated they had observed barriers fordghmip “a lot.” The remainder (25%)

said they had seen batrriers for this group “somegiin

Chicago Police Department

A unique feature of the Help Line is the relatiopswith the Chicago
Police Department, which is the largest referrairse for the Help Line. This is due in
part to the 1999 Chicago Police Department mangaootocol that requires every
victim of domestic violence be given informationoabthe Help Line. Officers provide
a key front-line link between a domestic violenagtitn and the Help Line. The officer’s
perception of the usefulness of the Help Line midgcathe victim’s decision to call. As
the largest referral source, officers are in atpwsto provide useful feedback to the Help
Line evaluation, not only in terms of the refermbcess, but also in terms of their

observations of difficulties that victims may face.

Methodology

We conducted a survey (Appendix J) of 1,202 citjceoofficers at the patrol
level and Domestic Violence Liaison Offic€ts The survey was developed in
collaboration with the Chicago Police DepartmeRé&search and Development Division
and with feedback from the project’s advisory bodiravas piloted with 4 officers that
were not currently on patrol duty. The survey ined questions about the officers’ use
of the Help Line and their experiences with andiwis’ reactions to the Help Line,
including barriers encountered in serving victima various racial, ethnic, linguistic, or

life style groups (see Appendix J).
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Data Collection

The CPD administered the survey to all Chicagodedliepartment officers in
every one of the 25 Police Districts at each sbiftcall on March 16, 2005, providing an
accessible environment for distribution of the syrv Completion of the survey was
voluntary and confidential. No record was kepinofividual survey completion in order
to mitigate the possible coercive effect of supsrks’ administration of surveys. This

resulted in 1,202 completed surveys.

Response Rate

For security reasons, the Chicago Police Departroeuald not report the exact
number of patrol officers in the city, the numbeheduled or, the number who appeared
at roll call on the day the survey was administefdterefore, we are unable to directly
ascertain the refusal rates or whether respones differed by district.

There are 2 methods to estimate the number of [Ratficers. At the time of our
survey the CPD reported that there were betweean8®0 officers per watch per district
employed by the CPD (this includes all officers.etfter or not they are currently on
patrol). Using this estimation, we can infer thatween 2,250 and 3,750 patrol officers
could have been present at roll call. A seconthatkinvolves a calculation by police
beat. All 281 of the police beats are coveredtidgast one patrol car and may have
several unmarked patrol cars depending upon teeosithe area covered by the beat.
This estimation procedure results in an estimatk 124 officers. We obtained 1,202
completed surveys suggesting a high completion Aatditionally, all 3 shifts are
represented, 34% (415) of the surveys were contplateshift 1; 27% (320) shift 2; and

39% (464) from shift 3.
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Respondents’ Characteristics

The only data available for comparison of our samigl that reported in the
Chicago Police Department 2004 Annual Report, wigdbased on all sworn and exempt
members of the Chicago Police Department. Theseds include the patrol officers and
all other sworn and exempt personnel. While theopafficers are a subset of this larger
group, the percentages completing the survey ageswailar.

Exhibit 17

Characteristics of CPD personnel

Sworn/Exempt | Completed
Personnel Surveys*
Male 76.5% 78.2%
(10,268) (816)
Female 23.5% 21.8%
(3,155) (227)
White 56.0% 47.6%
(7,532) (495)
Black 25.9% 22.9%
(3,480) (238)
Latino 15.8% 19.7%
(2119) (205)
Other 2.2% 9.7%
(292) (101)
TOTAL 13,423 1202

*The percentages and n for gender and race/ethaicitypf those reporting. 159 respondents did not
identify their gender and 163 did not designatdr ttee/ethnicity.

The police sample consisted of 93% (1,054) beatas, 4% (42) supervisors
and 3% (34) selected other designations such amaoity policing officer. The median
age of officers was 37 (mean 37.54) and had sesmdte force for an average of 9.18

years (Md= 8) with their tenure ranging from ldsart a year to 38 years.
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Findings
Ninety-five percent (1,131) of the officers survdyead responded to a DV

incident in the past 6 months, giving the Domelstidence Notice an average of 26.74

times (Md= 10).

Assessment of Help Line Usefulness as a RefersaluRee

The police officers surveyed had a positive assessof the Help Line.

Useful to Victims.

Of the 717 officers who responded to the questmutathe usefulness of the
Help Line, 64% (462) thought the Help Line was afukor very useful resource for
domestic violence victims. Sixty-one percent (7af7fdhe 927 officers answering the
guestion about the utility of having a single citgiesz phone number reported that this was

a “useful” or “very useful” feature of the Help len

Easier to Refer Victims to Resources.

Of the officers who had an opinion and reportedratenure on their job before
the inception of the Help Line in 1948 74% (297) found it easier to give a referral to a
DV victim than before the creation of the Help Li26% (104) did not find it easier. In
addition, 77% (717) reported that having a singlere number provided by the Help

Line was an important feature.

Many Officers Proactively Refer Victim to Help Line

The police officers are proactive, with 82% (904ying “often” or “sometimes”

suggested the victim call the Help Line beyond rgvithe Domestic Incident Notice.
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Most, 64% (650) never called the Help Line for thetim, but 11% (111) reported
calling the Help Line often for the victim. Thirfyercent (300) often or sometimes gave
victims another domestic violence service phone memmNinety-nine officers provided
information about other things they did in additiom giving the DIN. The 4 most
common activities were: advising victims about @sdaf Protection or warrants; calling
or referring to community resources; giving geneaalvice and information; and

transporting victims to a safer location such aa tamily member, friend, or shelter.

Officers’ Perceptions of Barriers

Ten percent (122) of the officers reported thaicim expressed some hesitancy
because of the sponsorship and association of #iie Hne with city government. In
only a minuscule number of those cases (17) didvitien refuse to take the Domestic
Incident Notice (DIN). To examine officers’ percigpts of difficulties that are faced by
the domestic violence victims they encounter, efficwere asked:

We know officers encounter diverse groups of vistivhen fulfilling their duties.

Sometimes victims face barriers that make it difti¢or them to use a DV Help

Line referral. From the following list, please indie how often you encounter

situations where you believe the following may féallties.

Officers rated each of the 8 potential circumstésnan a four-level scale. Results

are presented in exhibit 18.
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Officer’'s Perceptions of Difficulties
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Never | Hardly Ever| Sometimes| Often | TOTAL
Language Barriers 20.1% 21.6% 38.5% 19.8% 100%
(218) (235) (418) (215) (1086)
Physical Disabilities 33.1% 42.7% 22.0% 2.2% 100%
(354) (456) (235) (24) (1069)
Mental Disabilities 23.8% 30.7% 37.8% 7.7% 100%
(254) (327) (403) (82) (1066)
Sexual Orientation 35.4% 35.7% 24.6% 4.3% 100%
(378) (381) (262) (46) (1067)
Male Victims of DV 29.3% 41.5% 25.4% 3.9% 100%
(311) (441) (270) (412) (1063)
Elderly/Senior Victims 26.6% 36.8% 33.5% 3.1% 100%
(284) (393) (357) (33) (1067)
Youth/Minor Victims 23.6% 31.1% 39.7% 5.6% 100%
(251) (330) (422) (59) (1062)
Many 23.5% 28.1% 36.7 % 11.6% | 100%
Children/Dependents (249) (298) (389) (123) (1059)

Few officers (8%, 97) reported “never” to all 8 @uatial difficulties. Other than

language and having multiple children or dependafticers do not often encounter

situations in which they perceive barriers. Thera vast array of languages spoken in

Chicago, so it is not surprising that officers wbahcounter victims and perceive there

to be difficulties for victims who do not speak Hal.

Police officers consistently rated the level ofrleas encountered much lower

than the domestic violence providers. Since tlie@®’ role is to intervene during a

specific incident, their awareness of barriersadgffrom that of the providers. However,

ordering the difficulties from most often to leaften seen produces quite similar orders

for police compared to providers. Providers sawgiteatest barriers for victims with

children or dependents, which is second to langtagefficers.




89

District Advisory Committee Members

Various Chicago residents call the Help Line segkiormation or services to
help a domestic violence victim. These callersnfftbe community are family members,
friends, neighbors, employers, medical professgmraérgy, teachers, Fire Department
Personnel/EMT, and a gambit of other helping pitesls. These community
members are also the people who refer victims ltdteaHelp Line.

While it was beyond the capacity of this studyuovey a representative sample
of these community residents, we were able to suaveonvenience sample of Chicago
residents who attend monthly Police District Advismeetings in each of the 25 police
districts. The attendees at these open commurastings range from residents to
business owners, helping professionals and vapab#c servants, community policing
officers, firefighters, and city service employeagopulation similar to the range of
community callers to the Help Line. In additionetDACs are part of the broad
community policing approach of the CPD and a taojeommunity outreach by the
MODYV and Help Line staff. Therefore, they are mxportant component in broadening
the understanding of domestic violence and sugpostictims in local Chicago

communities.

Methodology

In May through September of 2004, we surveyed (AdpeK and L) a total of
357 Chicago residents attending one of the 25 nhpRiblice District DAC (District
Advisory Council to the District Commander) meenglhe DAC’s 25 geographic

districts encompass the whole city and thus theimimers provided a convenient sample
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of active community residents, representatives fsogial service agencies, community
and faith organizations and business leaders.

This short survey gathered information in 4 maj@as: 1) individuals’
understanding and knowledge of domestic violenckdmmestic violence services in
their community; 2) their knowledge of the Help &iand its components; 3) their use of

the Help Line; and 4) their assessment of the Help.

Data Collection

The 10-minute survey consisted of 23 closed andegpended questions
primarily consisting of yes/no and simple Likerakcitems (Appendix K). Techniques
and queries in question development were adopted & variety of sources (Altfeld,
2004; Block, 1997; Transforming Communities, 200)owledge of the types of
domestic violence was tested using a question uely used in a community survey by
the Mayor’s Office on Domestic Violence that wagigd from the Community
Attitudes Questionnaire, developed by the TransiiognCommunities (2000). Feedback
was also obtained from the project’s Advisory Boandthe development of the
instrument.

The surveys were conducted during a regularly sdieddnonthly DAC meeting
and were administered by Loyola University Chicaggearchers. Attendance at the
District’'s meeting varied from 8 to thirty-five mdrars. Survey administration was

incorporated into each meeting’s agenda, whicHhifaigd completion of the survey.
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Response Rate

The research team surveyed 357 DAC members froppR&e districts in the
city of Chicago and achieved an 89% participatite out of the 403 surveys distributed.

The participation rate was very low in only onetris.

Characteristics of Respondents

Fifty-three percent (178) of the members surveyedeviemale and 47% (158)
were male. More specifically, 48% (170) were Whit8% (103) Black, 6% (22) Latino,
1% (4) Asian American/Pacific Islander and lessith& (1) was Native American.

Approximately one-third (29%, 49) of the sample wasler the age of 45. The
largest group of respondents (30.2%, 101) was lsetilee ages of 46-55 and an
additional 20% (67) were between the ages of 566&ndFinally, 20% (69) were over
the age of 66.

Two-thirds of the members surveyed identified tipeafessions. The range of
professions and affiliations were broad, with nearfjuarter (23%, 49) retired or not
currently working for other reasons. Other commategories of professions included
“professionals” such as attorneys or business pempd those working for government
or social service agencies. Incidentally, 32 membere police officers within their
specific community. There were a small number dfinteers, homemakers, and students

(5) and 5% (11) of the respondents identified asestype of clergy.
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Findings
Awareness of Domestic Violence

The majority of DAC respondents reported a broadl amomprehensive
knowledge of the types of domestic violence behaviNinety-eight percent (341) of the
respondents viewed domestic violence as physiaaeali.e. hitting or kicking). Eighty-
five percent (298) viewed domestic violence as @&nat abuse, such as making a person
feel worthless. Also, 87% (305) recognized forcamgintimate partner to have sex with
them as domestic violence. The characteristic ahegiic violence that was least
recognized was constantly paging or checking up tbe person (67%, 235).
Approximately two-thirds of the respondents (64%4)Precognized all 4 behaviors as
domestic violence.

Additionally, 98% (343) of the respondents indicatieat domestic violence
could occur in a husband/wife relationship. AB8% (310) said it could occur in a
same-sex relationship, 89% (308) by a caregiver difabled person or elderly person
and 87% (303) in a sibling relationship and 93%b§3a a boyfriend/ girlfriend

relationship.

Awareness of Help Line by Community Members

There is a robust awareness (80%, 286) of the Hapby the community
leaders, residents, and activists attending lockte district advisory meetings (DACS).
Of those who knew about the Help Line, awareneskepecific services was generally
very high with over three-quarters indicating ttkenew the Help Line could offer
referrals for shelter, counseling, children’s seegiand general information. Results are

summarized in exhibit 19. A much smaller perceat@.9%, 228) was aware that the



93

Help Line could offer referrals for legal servicdsooking at the individual police
districts, it appeared that one of the districtd less awareness of the legal services than
the others. The district did not have any uniguecseconomic factors from other
districts. Also, there did not appear to be ddferes by age or racial groups in the
knowledge of the community members surveyed as@ewh

Exhibit 19

Awareness of Help Line Features by District Advisoy Committees

Feature of Help Line % Knew about Feature
Offers referrals for shelters 79.6%
(265)
Offers referrals for counseling 80.7%
(268)
Offers referrals for legal services 60.9%
(228)
Offers referrals for services for children 75.1%
(247)
Offers referrals for general information 79.6%
(262)
Offers for any other services 9.5%
(29)

Although the awareness of the Help Line was highy, 6f the DAC members
knew the Help Line phone number. In fact, only 2(B%) reported they already knew
the number. The most common response (81%, 2838\ofw to access the Help Line
was to call 311, the non-emergency city servicelmemn It is also interesting to note only
17% (52) indicated they could find the number oradwertisement. This is consistent
with findings from the victim data that indicatedgple believed there should be more

advertising of the Help Line.
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Advertising as a Factor in Awareness

DAC respondents were asked which areas in theinoamity had information
about domestic violence available. Eighty-threeeet of the respondents said that
leaflets and billboards were displayed and avadlatithin their specific community.
However, slightly over half (57%, 157) of the resdents indicated leaflets or posters
were not displayed at their church, mosque, synagog temple. Incidentally, 42%
(142) expressed that DV was addressed in somemidneir church, mosque, temple or
synagogue. In terms of advertisement to non-Englgaking groups, 64% (184) of the
respondents indicated seeing posters in their camynim a language other than English.
It is important to note that 75% (245) of DAC memsoeere aware of somewhere to go

to receive domestic violence services and resources

Use and Assessment of the Help Line by Communitybigies

Community members attending DAC meetings were askexther they had

either used the Help Line themselves or recommetige@dsomeone call the Help Line.

Past Use of Help Line.

Nearly one-quarter (24%, 80) indicated that they bsed the Help Line in the
past. Of those respondents, nearly three-quaii8f%,(64) were interested in getting

counseling services, while 61% (47) were interesieshelter.

Assessment of Help Line Use.

Of those that used the Help Line, 83% (64) thouighas useful, and 13% (10)

did not know if it was useful or not, and less td8a indicated that it was not useful.
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Notably, a high proportion (87 %, 62) believed thesre treated with courtesy and

respect.

Help Line as Community Resource.

Next, respondents were asked whether or not theydaaall the Help Line or
recommend it in the future to someone they knewlvedisg abused. Eighty-three
percent (229) indicated that they would do so, 18%) indicated that they were not sure,
and only 2% (7) said that they would not. Sligtidyer (74%, 229) indicated that they
would refer to the Help Line if they knew someon@owvas abusive. Nearly a quarter
(24%, 73) answered that they did not know if theyuld and 3%, (9) stated that they
would not.

When asked to respond to an open-ended questionth&lywould or would not
call or refer to the Help Line, a few themes emdrg&n overwhelming majority of
responses indicated that they would be likely tbfoaadvice or general information.
Further, several people also stated that they wealldor help in a crisis or emergency
situation. Finally, some indicated they would itxelly to call in order protect themselves
or another person. Of those who said they woatccall or make a referral, several
people expressed a concern that it was not theisida to make for someone else. Also,

many indicated that they would call the police éast of calling the Help Line.

DISCUSSION

Overall, the users including domestic violenceimst service providers, and the
police gave a very positive assessment of the Higlp. The high rating that all users

gave to the Help Line’s usefulness underscoresviiee of the Help Line. Victims
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consistently rated the overall usefulness of thip Hene highly and the majority would
refer someone else to the Help Line. The vast ntgjof the domestic violence service
providers who were interviewed and three-quartdrghe police officers surveyed
indicated that the Help Line was a useful or verseful resource for victims.
Furthermore, the majority of the DAC members whd haed the Help Line previously
thought the Help Line was useful.

In the next section, we first discuss some of thmplications of the user’s
assessments of the Help Line from the perspecfiieecHelp Line as a model in service
provision. We talk about the 3 main componentshef design of the Help Line model
followed by evidence of those components, alondp whe importance and usefulness of
those components to users of the Help Line, prijmdomestic violence victims. After
discussion of the Help Line Model, we move beyadnel model to consider the service
provision context in which the Help Line is situdteFinally, we consider the diverse

needs of domestic violence victims.

Assessment of the Help Line Model

The Help Line model is predicated on 3 componetjtgo provide a streamlined
system for the victim’'s easy access to resourcgdp 2mpower victims; and (3) to

increase community awareness and support.

Streamlined System
Model for a Streamlined System

The Help Line provides a single point of accesalltdomestic violence services

in the Chicago metropolitan area through one tedlapmumber. This single point of
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access allows for coordination of both the comnyuaitd public responders (domestic
violence service providers, Chicago Police Depantiiereby streamlining the system.
The Help Line is a public private partnership, bliexy the resources and
authority of city government with the knowledge aepthtionship with domestic violence
service providers of the private coalition. The rchation of private and public systems
and the simplifying of access aims at making sev@nd information more accessible to

all victims throughout Chicago.

Evidence of a Streamlined System

Since the Help Line is 7 years old, some provideng police officers had
experience navigating the array of services podhe Help Line. The majority of those
providers with experience prior to the Help Lin@paged an improvement in the ease of
making referrals with the advent of the Help Lingeteran Police officers concurred,
reporting that it was easier to give a referrah tdomestic violence victim currently, than
before the inception of the Help Line.

The availability of a citywide number that is stdf around the clock and
provides information in one location clearly eadbé victim's access to domestic
violence services. Victims highly valued the akilib access and receive information 24
hours a day, 7 days a week. The Help Line immelgiatest the information and/or
referral needs of the vast majority of interviewddtims. Domestic violence service
providers and the police also identified thesedactas important. The overwhelming
majority of the service provider respondents’ thaughat the centralization of

information was either “useful” or “very useful” toctims and referred to the usefulness
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of having a “one-stop shop.” Some providers evditedahe Help Line a “life line,”
others thought having one citywide referral nunbssened frustrations for victims.

Over half of the providers reported using the Halpe for other services beyond
receiving and making referrals. The providers usedHelp Line to augment and extend
their own limited resources. Among the many usewiders identified were using the
Help Line as a centralized and updated sourcefofrmation on shelter bed availability
and general information about services includirgation of services. They also reported
using the Help Line’s translation services and ling to the Language Line. Few
providers had negative comments about the Help bim& those that did were about
issues that had been “fixed.” All of these factare indicators of a cooperative and
effective system.

This sense of being part of a streamlined and aatige system is underscored in
the police data. Through inclusion of the Help Limember in the Domestic Incident
Notice (DIN), many victims who call the Help Lineeve referred by police officers.
Using the Help Line as a tool in their policing extls beyond the DIN for many officers.
Many officers also suggest to the victim to cak tHelp Line and some even call the

Help Line for the victim.

Empower Domestic Violence Victims
Empowerment Based Model

Based on feminist and empowerment models, the Helkp is predicated on the
premise that a victim knows what is best for hehigrown situation. The victim is not
only capable, but is the most appropriate persamdke the decisions. The Help Line’s

role is to provide information so a victim can makéormed decisions. Central to this



99

model is the role of the VIRA (Victim’s InformatioReferral Advocate). The VIRA is a

trained domestic violence advocate, not a genefarmation line operator.

Evidence of Victim Empowerment

While not specifically solicited during the inteew, almost all of the victims
made some positive reference to the importanckeo$pecific VIRA to whom they
talked. There were 3 key attributes the victimsideed in the interaction with the
VIRA: 1) a strategizing function; 2) a strong sen$@ersonal connection; and 3) the
supportive nature of the interaction. The impareaaf the VIRA being a trained
professional and the advocacy approach embeddbeé MIRA model are definitely

demonstrated by the victims’ comments.

Strategizing.

Many of the victims interviewed reported that thexperience with the Help Line
increased their knowledge and helped them to figuitehow to address their situations.
For some this led to new action, such as gettin@ader of Protection, or beginning
counseling. These findings underscore the sucdabe dielp Line in meeting its goal of
empowering victims because the VIRA provides infation so victims can make their
own informed decisions. In addition, over half loé tvictims reported that the interaction
with the VIRA had a positive emotional effect oeitin

Victims’ reports about the effect the informaticsdhon them portray an active
rather than a passive dynamic; the victims stragegith the VIRAS regarding their
specific situations. Victims learned about the dsiiceviolence service provision system,

about their options, about ways to make their sitna safer, and about specific
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characteristics of services that may affect ac@esgs, eligibility requirements). Victims
associated a positive emotional effect with theshéng and interaction. Often the
victim’s discussion with the VIRA would move thectim away from a sense of
powerlessness or hopelessness. The strategy ablémrsolving interaction with the
VIRA and the emotional boost from this interactwith the Help Line are key factors in

understanding the utility of the Help Line to thetims.

Strong Personal Connection.

Victims did not view the VIRA as an impersonal nesme but rather as a peer. For
victims of domestic violence, the need for trustd aexpertise is essential in an
overwhelming emotional time in their lives. We aggthat the immediate personal
connection victims reported feeling with the VIRAem provided the bridge from panic
and helplessness to action. This connection wootda available and is probably a loss
for other consumers who are more likely to encauateomputer program or an over-
worked generalist when seeking information andueses. That the victim encountered a
live, knowledgeable, helpful, and supportive persomthe other end of the line is

important to victims.

Supportive Interaction.

VIRAs do not provide counseling services, and thfacus is on short
interchanges of information and resources. Howexietims often described the comfort
and support they received from the VIRA. This suppas is the personal connection,
was often a buffer against the fears of reachingf@uhelp. Victims often simply need

someone to listen to and believe them. While wisticalled seeking a wide range of
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services and resources, many victims sought onhergé information and safety tips.
The intent of the Help Line is to provide infornmati and assist in strategy building,
exactly what those victims sought. The “push” oformation from the Help Line

appears to match the learning needs “pull” of tlc&m.

Community Awareness
Outreach Model

Community awareness and outreach includes widedeblic awareness
campaigns, developing community information matsyiand providing
training/education for concerned stakeholders ¢oeamunity businesses, health care)
and community residents so they may take a staahstgdomestic violence in their
communities. The findings from this study show saoshthe positive effects of this

outreach and reinforce the need for continued aalr@nd advertising campaigns.

Evidence of Outreach

Nearly one-third of the victims who called the pldline cited their
referral source as either from advertising or fratimer community members. While these
findings show the success of advertising, thereewedications that even more
advertising in needed. We were struck by the nurobeictims who rated the feature of
the Help Line as being “widely advertised” somewlmater than other features of the
Help Line. Victims made many comments about thiatdee, including that they
personally had not seen advertising, more adwvegtiisivas needed, or continued

advertising was necessary.
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While the Help Line is advertised in many languagesy one-third of the
victims who used the Help Line in another languagg®rted knowing prior to their call
that the Help Line could deliver services and infation in their language. For non-
English speakers obtaining information and nawgpservices of any kind in the United
States is difficult. It is striking that so mangiled the Help Line even though they did
not know the call could be conducted in their oamguage. Increased advertising that
emphasizes the availability of conducting the ratither languages may increase the

number of non-English speaking callers.

Evidence of Streamlining and Outreach

The MODV worked with the Chicago Police Departmientievelop the Domestic
Violence Sub-committees out of the District Advis@ommittees throughout the city.
These sub-committees in turn also work to incrggseeral awareness and support in
each district. The broad and comprehensive knowel@dglomestic violence displayed in
the DAC survey responses point to some succesmirendeavor. The success of this
community awareness strategy is also illustratethbywidespread awareness of the Help
Line reported by DAC members.

The DAC member surveys point to some particulaasafer advertising. The
majority knew that they could access the Help lthreugh calling the non emergency
City Information phone number (311), however, fes@Mmembers knew the specific
Help Line phone number (1-877-863-6338). Additibnahost reported that various
forms of advertising are visible in their commurityplace of employment, but fewer

DAC members reported seeing Help Line informatiothieir places of worship.



103

The findings of this evaluation all point to théeetiveness of the Help Line in
meeting the needs of diverse victims and as a naidsdrvice delivery, specifically, in

providing the service as intended.

Beyond the Help Line
Challenges to Service Connection

In the victim interviews we found that some victidid not always get their
service needs met, at least not immediately. TAerenany reasons for this including the
capacity of the current system, the distributiosefvices through the city, and the
particular needs of the client. Some servicesarder to access than others. For
example, victims had more difficulty obtaining dkelthan the victims looking for
Orders of Protection. The perspectives of the dimemlence service providers and
police officers echoed the victim interviews. Loodiat the particular circumstances, we
find the domestic violence system is challenged, isometimes overlapping, ways.

1) The service existdut cannot always meet the demand. Sometimes) afith
shelter, the service is just not available at time tof the call. Victims reported being told
that shelter space was not available on that peaticay. Providers also commented that
shelters often do not have adequate space fomaatiith large numbers of children.

2) The service does not flie particular needs of the victim. For examptene
victims reported not being able to meet the incoeggiirement to access Legal
Assistance programs. Others mentioned that serweee too far away from where they
live. Others could not find shelters willing tocapt older boys.

3) No services are availabl@ften there is just no, or very limited services,

available to which the Help Line can refer a victBome examples include emergency
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shelter for male victims, shelters for actively staimce abusing victims, dental care to
replace or fix the victim’s teeth, and counseling ¢hild witnesses.

4) There is not one dominant service need. Victitiedt$or a wide range of
services, and no one service was dominafittims needed a basket of services, the
most prominent of which were shelter, counseliremegal information about safety

strategies and the domestic violence system, Oadd?sotection, and legal services.

Increasing Knowledge about Domestic Violence Vitim

Interviewing victim callers to the Help Line notlgrgave us the opportunity to
assess the Help Line from the perspective of tbins, but also allowed us to explore
the needs, experiences, and actions of victimeegsdought a safer life. One purpose of
the Help Line is to illustrate and document thedseef the diverse population of
domestic violence victims. This evaluation helpsneet that goal and provides valuable
information about victims who have called the Hiipe.

One unique feature of our sample is its primary position of victims who are
notresiding in shelters. Domestic violence victimoimhants are often identified while
receiving some type of domestic violence servidee host commonly surveyed
population is victims living at domestic violendgetter. Some examples of this are
Johnson (1990); Griffing, Ragin, Sage, Madry, Baxgland Primm (2002); Mitchell and
Hodson (1983); and Riger, Rja and Camacho (2002her domestic violence victims
are engaged at the end of participation in a sugwoup (Edelson 1997) or are
participants and partners of court-mandated batsereatment (Gondolf 2002, Austin
and Dankwort 1999). These services provide a r@aaye population from which to

interview. Since many victims are identified ftwmdies while at shelter or participating
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in other services, we have the opportunity to labkhe needs of victims not often
studied.

A second unique feature is the diversity of our gi@na need that has been
widely discussed (Bell 2000, Bograd 1999, Martin&i®1, NIJ Workshop Summary
2001). Just over half of the victims in our samgale Black, and just about a quarter each
of White and Latino victims participated in theantiews. Additionally, we interviewed
male victims, victims speaking languages other tBaglish, and victims from same-sex

relationships.

Diverse Victims and Diverse Patterns of Needs

While victims of different races/ethnicities, larmges, and sex have differing
needs, one type of need was not exclusive to omgpgof victims. However, some needs
were more difficult to meet than others and themfthe “success” rates in getting their
needs met differed. As our findings indicate, ¢hewere some differences in
circumstances between different groups of victiewever, it should be emphasized
that rarely did a particular group have a circumstathat was not shared, though perhaps
not to the same degree by another group. Belowpraxide a summary of the
similarities and differences between each raciabiet group and for male interviewed
victim respondents. This information has significenplications for further research and

the development of domestic violence services.

Black Victims

We found that more Black victims were unemployeahtlother groups and more

than the other victims were not living in stableibimg. Most of the Black victims lived
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with someone, most likely with their children arad/other family members or friends.
On average, 2.25 children lived in the household.

To a much greater extent than other victims, Bleickims reported significant
problems with their housing needs. Black victimgevalmost 3 times more likely than
Whites or Latinos to report having unstable liveigiations such as living in shelter, and
doubling up with relatives or friends. Their skeltequests were about twice as high as
those of other ethnicities/races. Considering thmeteéd availability of shelter, it is not
surprising that victims looking for shelter were madikely to report not being able to
connect to that service.

The combination of unemployment, unstable housitgasons, and the greater
requests for shelter points to a package of ecano@eds accompanying the domestic
violence service needs of these callers. Furthalyais is heeded to closely examine the
clustering of economic factors that may furtheustrate the needs of victims in these

circumstances.

Latino Victims

A greater percentage, more than half, of the Latiwere employed and few lived
in unstable housing circumstances. The majoritgdiwith someone. Most likely they
lived in a traditional household (children and sgp®)uas they were likely to be married to
their abuser and they had the most children (2iE) non-Latinos. Just under half were
interviewed in Spanish.

Latino victims were seeking information and refesr@mr an Order of Protection

much more often than Black or White victims. Alsmn-English speakers, primarily
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Latino, were more likely to be seeking informat@imout a divorce. This may be due in
part to the higher percentage of Latinos who weseried to their abusers.

Among the interviewed victims, a higher percentafid_atino victims related
being sexually abused than other interviewed vistiklowever, from the administrative
data (all victim callers to the Help Line), thigfdrence was not found. It is possible that
Latino victims who identified as being sexually abd were more open and willing to be
interviewed than Latino victims who were not sekuabused.

Latino victims’ requests for legal services wemgngicantly higher than Whites,
although their living situations were similar. Tliguld at least be partially explained by
the relatively greater access to resources thatéd/typically have compared to Latinos.

This is an area for further exploration.

White Victims

White victims reported the highest employment raidé®y were on the average 5
years older than the other groups and few livednistable housing situations. A higher
percentage of White interviewed victims were disdbthan Black or Latino. Just over
half did not have children living in the househaltl just over a third lived alone.

Unlike Black and Latino victims, one service was$ peedominantly requested by

White victims. Their service needs appear to behmuore diverse.

Non-English Speakers

Almost half of the non-English speakers were segk@neral information, while
a much smaller percentage of the English speakers weeking general information.

As George, Sharma and Sabina (2005) found, immigrarre likely to be unfamiliar
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with American institutions and policies. Therefotiee non-English speakers may value

obtaining information more than other types of exall

Male Victims

The majority of male victims had stable housingaiions, many lived alone, and
most were employed. Male victims were slightlyeslthan female victims.

Male victims sought the same kinds of servicesiafatmation as female
victims. However, fewer sought shelter and morst(junder half) sought Orders of
Protection. Their housing and employment situaioray help to explain the fewer
shelter requests. However, the lack of availab#dter for men may also have a chilling
effect on their requests for shelter.

It was difficult to find any explanation in the da&s to why almost half the males
sought Orders of Protection. Cynics might assunat the heterosexual callers were
attempting to “trump” their female partners who htigalso be seeking an Order of
Protection. We have no way of substantiating tledieband on the contrary, in the few
cases where the male victim described the situaimrounding the Order of Protection,
they described seeking the Order to prevent a forgiréfriend from calling work or

behaving inappropriately in social or public sitaas.

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, we have found that providing a calited clearinghouse with one
city-wide number is an effective method for linkimpmestic violence victims with
services in the Chicago area. Other municipalitiesy utilize the findings of this

evaluation to develop their own Help Line or simikervice. There are several key
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features identified by this research that we beli@re necessary for a successful
operation: the public-private partnership; the rnattive role of the VIRA; the
relationships with the Police Department and Doioégiolence Service Providers; the
accessibility of translation/interpretation; andrcounity outreach.

The relationships among the Chicago MetropolitatteBad WWomen’s network,
the VIRAs, the provider community to refer victimmut to services, the Police
Department to refer victims into the Help Line, anther third-party community
stakeholders (health care, family, friends) to refetims into the Help Line are essential
to the operation of the Help Line Model. A key find of this research is the success of
the police referral of domestic violence victims.eWound that while the victim’s
decision to call the Help Line is not always edbgy often do call when referred by the
police. As Martinson (2001) suggests, the officerdsitive assessment of the utility of
the Help Line must have a positive effect on thetim seeking further help.

Of utmost importance is the interaction of the imctvith the VIRA. The staffing
by the Chicago Metropolitan Battered Women’s Netwarings a quality of service and
expertise that a generic public help line or infation number would be hard pressed to
provide. The VIRAs do not just answer calls butyide a human connection and support
that are critical to building a sense of safety andfidence for victims. The extensive
and ongoing training of VIRAS ensures that the ewgranent philosophy of the Help
Line is maintained.

Outreach to the larger community through advemjisind material distribution is
important. While a wide range of advertising amstrbution activities are done by the

Help Line staff and the MODV, many respondents reggbnot knowing about the Help
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Line prior to being referred by the police or some@lse. While the Help Line receives
thousands of calls from domestic violence victinagte year, imagine the numbers of
people who may be reached if the number were magelyvknown, not to mention the
potential increase in calls if more non-English ageg victims knew that they could

speak to the person on the other end of the litleaim own language.

Capacity, an Ever-present Challenge

As is true across the country, domestic violens®ueces are limited. With the
advent of Help Line, however, those resources agteb streamlined and more
effectively used. Advocating for more resourcesstmaontinue to be a priority, but this
research illustrates well that we must look beydhd “typical” kinds of domestic
violence services. Victims seek a variety of resesr including some that do not yet
exist.

While shelter is an extremely valuable resource dome victims of domestic
violence, shelter should not be the sole focusxphirding resources. The majority of the
victims were looking for services and resourceselated to shelter, such as other
housing options. Many victims were in unstablengviconditions, but were not seeking
shelter. In addition, going to shelter meant thaldcen who may already be frightened
by the violence in their home would have to sleepunfamiliar surroundings and
possibly attend new schools. Some victims wereilling/ to place these additional
burdens upon their children. This evaluation cledhlistrated the need to consider other
housing options outside of shelter, as well agdinge of other services victims requested

beyond shelter.
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Future Research

This research provides a pioneering effort to gte\a rigorous, multi-
dimensional evaluation of a Help Line. We haveredrmuch about conducting research
with domestic violence victims. Victims are muchmawvilling to participate in research
than we originally thought, despite no monetary pensation. However, the difficulties
involved in reaching domestic violence victims afteeir initial call cannot be
underscored enough. Technological advances hkoweeal for greater flexibility in
managing personal calls but present new challefogebe researcher. Future research
should examine the use of these advances, for dgamfernet-based research, the use
of cellular phones, and voice mail. Perhaps voied messages could have been left
when victims do not reside with someone else oatheser. Perhaps an innocuous voice
mail message would have been acceptable. Futseaneh will want to consider all of
the safety ramifications in utilizing technology eWpted in this research to err on the
side of caution and avoid potentially unsafe situres.

This evaluation begins to address the gaps in refsedth diverse populations,
however much more is needed. We have only begaar#dch the surface of the complex
needs of differing groups of victims. Future restashould look more closely at the
particular needs of victims in same sex relatigpslaind male victims. In addition,
further research and analysis is needed to fuekgliore both the similarities as well as

the differences in the needs of racial/ethnic gsoup
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APPENDIX A
Operation of the Help Line

The CMBWN, under contract with MODV, employs a Helpe Director, an
administrative assistant, 3 supervisors and tweletp Line operators called Victim
Information and Referral Advocates (VIRAS). The adistrative assistant, one
supervisor and ten VIRAs are bicultural and biliag8panish speaking. Full-time, part-
time and per diem (as needed) staff the 3 shifts.

Telephone calls into the Help Line are routedulgitoan Automatic Call
Distribution system to the next available VIRA'$eighone. The VIRA receives the call
at a workstation equipped with a personal compihitris networked to a freestanding
server. The Help Line uses an ACCESS databasepeaates from 2 main tables: the
call information table and the service provideomfation table. The database was
created with 2 important objectives in mind: quediervice delivery and data collection.
The goal was to develop a tool that allows for guaentification of an appropriate
referral based on the caller’s unigue set of cirstaamces and needs. A second goal was
research oriented, to take advantage of the opmtytio speak directly to domestic
violence victims to find out who they are, the apé#he city in which they reside, and
what their needs for services are.

The first table in the database allows for the reicg by the VIRA of case
specific information (not victim identifying inforation) including demographics and
service needs. The database automatically asaigngjue number for each call (Call
ID). On any subsequent calls by this person, thertkis retrieved, avoiding the need to

ask the same questions. Call information recordealthe database includes victim and
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abuser demographic information (age, sex, racdylren, referral source, services
requested, and zip code.

The second table in the database contains all dmweslence service provider
agency information. Information is maintainedhrstdatabase about all Chicago area
domestic violence service providers including tbetact phone number, address, types
of services offered, ability to address any speuggds, and their ability to provide
services in other languages. Based upon the semeee identified and the zip code
where the victim desires services (e.g., near haoré), a referral or three-way phone
link is made with an appropriate domestic violeservice provider. Once an appropriate
service referral is identified, a direct three-vdnone link can be made between the Help
Line caller, the VIRA and the community-based sevo ensure that callers get
connected directly to the program. If the callefers or if the agency is closed, the

domestic violence agency’s phone number is offered.
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APPENDIX B

MODYV Public Awareness

The MODV has engaged in a variety of public awassrigitiatives including
advertising on billboards, the Chicago Transit Auity, and local radio stations. In
2005, the MODV received funding to purchase adsentients to promote the Chicago
Domestic Violence Help Line in local movie theatas cable stations, and in
community based newspapers. In addition to thegbads of advertising, the MODV
creates and distributes written educational mdsetiiat are targeted to specific
stakeholder groups. These materials include S&fetys for victims, Guideline Cards for
Concerned Family and Friends, Faith Leaders, H&albfessionals, and Employers, and
Subject Cards on Teen Dating Violence, Elder Abaséd, Violence in Lesbian, Gay, and
Transgender Relationships. Many of these matdnale been translated into other
languages including Spanish, Polish, Arabic, BasnRussian, Korean, and Mandarin.
MODV has also purchased key chains, magnets, gemheittons, bumper stickers, plastic
bags and tote bags that advertise the Help Linébeum

Materials are distributed during every event whaatker MODV or Help Line
staff is present. They are made available at regaables at health fairs, community
events, to churches, at concerts and other pytices. They are distributed to police,
firefighters, social service providers, medical\pders, childcare agencies, schools,
libraries, businesses, and at the police distr@tsestic Violence Subcommittee

meetings.
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MODYV has trained a variety of systems on generaiekiic violence awareness
including use and referral to the Help Line. Thegstems include the Chicago Fire
Department’s Emergency Medical Technicians, the&jo Police Department, Chicago
Health Clinics; other locations include Welfarétork and Job Readiness Training sites
and Homeless service providers. Additionally, numasrpresentations have been made at
workshops and conferences, the public schoolsjgbblsing, community agencies and
churches. MODV has provided hours of training omi@mess around teen dating
violence, sexual coercion and domestic violenagréaps as diverse as the members of
the National Cosmetology Association, The lllinDigpartment of Child Support
Enforcement, The lllinois Family Violence Coordimat Councils, The Illinois
Department of Human Services Teen Parent Servites|llinois Department of Labor
staff, Jewish Women International, The Faith Tiastitute and countless service
providers, educators, health care professionaldatidleaders. Many radio and

television interviews have also been conducted.



118

APPENDIX C
Victim Information and Referral Advocates Methodpjo

Four one-hour focus groups were conducted with \ARAexplore perceptions
of the effectiveness of the Help Line in meeting tieeds of diverse victims of domestic
violence and to help identify topics for victim enviews. The participants included part-
time and full-time staff working on all 3 shiftscha separate group of the supervisory
staff. Although participation was voluntary, allailable staff participated during their
guarterly staff meeting. At the time of the fogisup, the all-female staff consisted of
25 VIRAs aged 25-52 with a mean age of 41.4. Hlewvere Black, 11 were Latino, and
3 were White.

The research team developed the focus group qoegiide with feedback from
the Help Line Director and the project’s Advisorgddd. Each group was asked to: 1)
describe a typical incoming call; 2) describe hafoimation is transmitted to the victim
and how information is gathered from the victimpg@scribe the process of making
referrals and linkages; and 4) offer any commentiggestions for inclusion in the

victim evaluation interviews.
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APPENDIX D
Sampling Procedure

Originally, every caller stratified by race (eveyBlack, 3% Latino, 3° White and
every of another race) was selected. When proniptedde computer, the VIRA
attempted recruitment and then recorded the restttsat attempt. If the VIRA
determined that the victim was in current crisigaangerous or unsafe location,
recruitment did not occur.

During the project’'s development we had determihed a sample size of 367
completed interviews was needed to achieve a repi@sve sample at the 95%
confidence level with a confidence interval 8f'5 We developed the sampling frame
that identified 4 times that number (367x4) forrugtment. We believed quadrupling
would account for the drop off due to refusals atigipate, failure to contact, and
disconnected phone numbers. We anticipated tha¢ stechims would not have access to
private phones and therefore installed a toll-frember for these victims to be able to
call and participate in the study.

During the 13 weeks in which the systematic stedifampling frame was in effect,
2054 victims called the domestic violence Help Li582 (26%) were recruited, 36%
(189) agreed to participate in an interview, 108egeontact information and 39
interviews were completed. At this rate, we woubd achieve a representative sample by
the end of the data collection time period (overdburse of 52 weeks at 3 interviews per
week the final sample would have been 156 victims).

We tested a variety of strategies to increase tgkeates both at the recruitment end

and the interview end. Several steps were takentrtie length of the recruitment script
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(Appendix M and N) was decreased, discussions cedwrith and between VIRAs on
successful recruitment techniques, meetings wddevinéh Help Line supervisors on
successful recruitment, a list of tips was creded/IRAs to use, and the interval in the
selection frame was decreased. To increase caoplates, during recruitment the
VIRAs ask whether the phone number the victim seplpk a cell phone and when the
phone is likely to be on. Researchers also beg&mignavening and weekend phone
calls to victims to conduct the interview.

More than half of the victim callers, while agregio participate in the study, could
not give us a phone number where they could béneshcWe had not expected to rely
on the victim calling back to the 800-toll-free plgonumber for over half our calls.
Given the experiences of other studies using 8@0baus, we knew the fall off rate was
extremely high. To increase completion throughimatall back to the toll-free 800
number, we tested different call back times, inetlidvening times, and asked victims to
specify the time/day they were likely to call backdditionally, all shelters agreed to
post a reminder flyer next to the communal telegh@here there was no communal
phone, the shelter reminded during intake) to remiotims who agreed to participate to
place the call.

While these changes increased the take up and etmptates slightly, we would

still not achieve a representative sample by tmelasion of the recruitment period.
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New Sampling: Recruitment of All Eligible Victims.

For the remainder of the project, from OctoberZd0Q4 through August 10, 2005,
every victim caller meeting the criteria (over b8t in current crisis, not a family of
origin relationship) was invited to participatean interview. During this time period
4,920 victims called the Help Line, in 2,606 (53@akes, a recruitment attempt was made
by the VIRA, and 1,408 victims (54%) agreed to jggoaite in an interview, 738
provided contact information and 358 completedraerview.

Eliminating the systematic stratified samplinglged us to increase the number of
victims invited to participate in the study. Duritige first 13 weeks (pilot and 8 weeks of
sampling) 39 of the victim callers were interviewdduring the next 13 weeks, after the
stratification was ended, we completed 105 intevgiehe following 13 weeks, 99
interviews and then 133 in the next 13 weeks. Tied B weeks we interviewed another
21 victims

Exhibit 20

Frequencies by the Two Sampling Frames

When When everyone was All
Sampling | asked
Total Victims 2054 4920 6974
# Recruited 532 2606 3138
Of those, # Agreed 189 1408 1597
Of those who agreed, Contac103 738 841
information available
Completed Interviews 39 358 397
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APPENDIX E

R#

Interviewer

Date of INT

Time Start of INT

Victim Interview Script and Consent

“Hello is this (Name supplied by potential Help Line interview participant at
recruitment)?

(If no, the interviewer will say that she is conducting a Diversity Study for
Loyola and will call back at another time.)

Track contact notes, if unable to reach here:
(If yes the interviewer will say:

“I am calling from Loyola University Chicago about the ‘City Health Survey’ do
you remember agreeing to participate in this study?”

(Only after the interviewer is sure that the person is the potential Help
Line participant will she continue. If she is not clear, she will apologize for
calling in error and terminate the call.)

“As you recall a few weeks ago, you gave this number to the Help Line and
agreed to participate in a short interview... Is this a good time?...Are you safe?”

(If no the interviewer will ask them if they need any assistance and if that

is the case, will connect them to the Help Line via conference call.)
Track contact notes, if applicable here:

(If yes...continue:

“l want to talk to you about the purpose of this study, what I'm going to ask you
about, and your rights...

“The Mayor’s Office on Domestic Violence and Loyola University Chicago are
conducting an evaluation of the Help Line you called a few weeks ago. The
purpose of the evaluation is to look at meeting the needs of all kinds of callers
and improving the services they get. We would like you to participate in this
short, anonymous interview about your experiences with the Help Line.

“You were randomly selected to participate in this study and you will not be
asked to give your full name or any other identifying information.
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“Your participation in this interview is completely voluntary. The services you
receive will in no way be affected by your participation. The interview will last
approximately 15 minutes. You can stop at any time for any reason.

“There are no direct benefits to you for participation, but the information you give
will help others who call the Help Line.

“In the interview I'm going to ask you about your experiences with the Help Line
and whether it was helpful. No questions will ask you about your experience of
domestic violence, but this discussion could cause you distress or discomfort.
Remember at any time you can stop the interview and if you want | will refer you
to the Help Line (i.e. give helpline # : 1-877-TO-END-DV or conference call if
needed) . If at any time you are no longer safe, please feel free to end the
interview.

“Do you have any questions before we begin? (Field any questions here).

“If you need more information about this study... | can give you some contact
numbers. Would like those now?”
(If yes, provide contact numbers. [_] Check this box if numbers were
provided
Michelle Fugate, Mayor’s Office on Domestic Violence, 312-747-0730
Christine George, Center for Urban Research and Learning, 312-915-
8625
Mayor’s Office IRB, 312-747-9415
(If no, continue.

“Do you consent to voluntarily participate in this interview?”

(If no, check this box [_] thank them and terminate the call).
(If yes, the interviewer will thank them and continue with the interview...

Victim Interview Questionnaire

1. We know there are a variety of things you may have considered when deciding
to call the Help Line... How useful do you think the following features of the Help
Line are to you? On a scale with 5 being very useful and 1 being not useful at
all...how would you rate...

la. That the Help Line is a toll-free number? 5

1b. That the Help Line is available twenty-four hours/seven days a week

access? 5

1c. That the Help Line is confidential? 5

1d. That the Help Line is sponsored by City Government? 5

le. That the Help Line is widely advertised? 5
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FOR ALL NON-ENGLISH SPEAKERS:

1f. Did you know before you called that the Help Line was
available in your language?

YES [] NO []

1g. That the operators could speak your own language? 5

2. Were you hesitant to call the Help Line for any reason?

YES[] NO []

If YES, PROBE:

3. Was the ID or identification number you were given by the operator useful?
YES [] NO []
DIDN'T GET ONE []
| DON'T KNOW [_]

4. You called the Help Line at least once, were there other times you called in
the last year?
YES [] NO []

If YES: 4a. How many times in the last year did you call?
(Check to make sure: Does this include the call when the operator asked
you to be in this study?)

5. What was the particular reason you called the Help Line this last time?
(PROBE: precipitating event)

6. When you called the Help Line, what were you looking for?

6a. Shelter Info[ ] Link [ ] Referral [
(If OTHER, explain:
6b. Did you get what you were looking for?
YES [X NO []
6¢: What happened?
If they received Info/Link/Referral ask:
6d. How useful was (6A) to you with 5 being very useful and 1
being not at all useful? 5

6e. Shelter Info[] Link [_] Referral [_]
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(If OTHER, explain:
6f. Did you get what you were looking for?
YES [ ] NO []
6g: What happened?
If they received Info/Link/Referral ask:
6h. How useful was (6E) to you with 5 being very useful and 1
being not at all useful? 5

6i. Shelter Info[ ] Link [ ] Referral []
(If OTHER, explain:
6j. Did you get what you were looking for?
YES[] NO []
6k: What happened?
If they received Info/Link/Referral ask:
6l. How useful was (6E) to you with 5 being very useful and 1 being
not at all useful? 5



126

7. Was there any other information you received when you were talking with the
operator?
Probe: Were there things that the operator said that helped you out...
YES [] NO []

If YES,7a. What did you get?
Shelter Info [X Link [_] Referral [_]
(If OTHER, explain:
7b: What happened?
7c. How useful was (7A) to you with 5 being very useful and 1
being not at all useful? 5

7d. Shelter Info[] Link [_] Referral [_]
(If OTHER, explain:
7e: What happened?
7f. How useful was (7D) to you with 5 being very useful and 1 being
not at all useful? 5

8. Just thinking about your experience with the Help Line, generally how useful

was the Help Line to you... with 5 being very useful and 1 being not at all useful?
5

9. How did the information impact or affect you or your situation?
9a.
Action [_]
Emotion [_]
Change in Thinking [_]
Awareness/Knowledge X
Nothing []

9b.
Action [_]
Emotion [_]
Change in Thinking []
Awareness/Knowledge [ ]
Nothing []

10. In the future, if you knew someone who was abused how likely would you be
to refer them to the Help Line on a scale with 5 being very likely and 1 being not
at all likely? 5
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11. What is a word or phrase that sums up your experience with the Help Line?

12. We are trying to improve the Help Line; do you have any suggestions for us?

YES [ ] NO [ ]
If YES:

| have a few final questions to ask you about yourself, | want to remind that
everything you say is confidential.

13. Are you living with anyone?
YES [] NO []
Homeless [_] In Shelter [_]
In an Institution [_]
If NO: 13a. Who else lives there/who else is with you? (Record ages for
members under 18).

14. Are you employed?
YES [ ] NO [ ] Disabled [ ]

If YES: 14a. In the last month, how many hours a week did you work on
average?

15. I am going to run through a list of people, I'm wondering if you talked to any
of these people about your situation in the last year? Sometimes people talk to
others about their situation, and sometimes they don't.

Mark yes/no for each category.

Did you talk to?

For employed: Someone at work YES [] NO [ ]

Friends YES [] NO [ ]
Family YES [] NO []
Police YES [] NO [ ]
Counselor YES [] NO [ ]
Neighbor YES [] NO [ ]
Own teacher/professor ~ YES [] NO [ ] N/A []
Doctor YES [] NO [ ]
Attorney YES [] NO [ ]
Court Advocate YES [ ] NO [ ]
Clergy YES [] NO [ ]

Children’s Teacher YES [ ] NO [ ] N/A []



128

Some one who YES [] NO [ ] N/A []
watches your child/ren

(Then ask:
Were there others that | missed? (Other category) YES[ | NO []
If YES, list other responses:

15a. If YES to any above: Of those you listed, which person did you talk to
the most?

16. Is there any more information you need regarding your situation?
YES [] NO []
(If NO: 16a.: End the Interview, by thanking them for their participation. [_]
If YES: 16b.What is it?
16c. Are you planning on calling the Help Line for this information?
YES [] NO []
If NO: 16d. How were you planning on getting this
information?
If YES: 16e. Would you like me to give you the Help Line
number now for you to use at your own convenience?
YES [] NO []
16f. If YES: give number (1-877-863-6338 [TO-END-
DV).[]

17. Before we end the interview, do you have any comments you would like to
share about the Help Line?

Thank you for your participation.

Extra notes:

800-number call in? YES [_] NO [ ]

If known, was contact number a cell-phone? YES ] NO [ ]
End time of INT

Duration
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APPENDIX F

R#

Interviewer

Date of INT

Time Start of INT
Language

Victim Interview Script and Consent: Spanish

“Buenos dias, hablo con (Name supplied by potential Help Line interview
participant at recruitment)?

(If no, the interviewer will say that she is conducting a Diversity Study for
Loyola and will call back at another time.)

Track contact notes, if unable to reach here:
(If yes the interviewer will say:

Estoy llamando de la Universidad de Loyola en Chicago sobre la encuesta de la
salud municipal. Usted esta de acuerdo que si quieria participar en este estudio?

(Only after the interviewer is sure that the person is the potential Help
Line participant will she continue. If she is not clear, she will apologize for
calling in error and terminate the call.)

Hace unas semanas pasado que usted le dio este numero de telefono a la linea
de ayuda y dijo que si quieria participar en esta encuesta. Es buen tiempo para
usted? No esta en peligro?

(If yes the interviewer will ask them if they need any assistance and if that
is the case, will connect them to the Help Line.)

Track contact notes, if applicable here:
(If no...continue:

“Ahora le voy a leer el proposito del estudio, lo que vamos a pedir de usted y
sobre sus derechos.

“La oficina del alcalde contra la violencia domestica y la universidad de Loyola
en Chicago estan conduciendo una evaluacion de la linea de ayuda al que usted
llamo. “El proposito de la evaluacion es para mejorar el servicio y examinar la
capacidad de satisfacer las necesidades de las personas que llaman la linea de
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ayuda. Estamos solicitando que usted participa en una entrevista anonima sobre
sus experiencias con la linea de ayuda.

“Usted ha sido seleccionada al azar para participar en esta entrevista. No le voy
a pedir su nombre completo o cualquier otra informacion que la identifique.

“Su participacion en la entrevista es completamente voluntaria. Los servicios que
usted recibe no seran afectados de ninguna manera por su participacion. La
entrevista durara como unos 15 minutos y en cualquier momento y por cualquier
razon, usted puede parar la entrevista.

“Usted no sera directamente beneficiado. Sin embargo, la informacion que usted
provenga ayudara a mejorar el servicio proveido por la linea de ayuda.

“Las preguntas se enfocaran en sus experiencias con la linea de ayuda y si los
servicios fueron utiles para usted. Aunque no le preguntara sobre sus
experiencias con la violencia domestica, discussion sobre esto le podria causar
angustia o algun malestar y usted puede parar la entrevista. Si es necesario, yo
la puedo conectar con la linea de ayuda (i.e. give helpline # : 1.877.863.6338 or
conference call if needed) y a cualquier momento si esta en peligro puede
terminar la entrevista.

“Tiene alguna pregunta antes de comenzar?(Field any questions here).

“Si usted necesita mas informacion sobre este estudio, puedo darle algunos
numeros de telefono de los que estan encargados de este estudio. Usted quiere
esta informacion?

(If yes, provide contact numbers. [_] Check this box if numbers were
provided

Michelle Fugate, Mayor’s Office on Domestic Violence, 312-747-0730
Christine George, Center for Urban Research and Learning, 312-915-
8625

Mayor’s Office IRB, 312-747-9415

(If no, continue.

“Da usted su consentimiento para participar voluntariamente en esta entrevista?
(If no, check this box [_] thank them and terminate the call).
(If yes, the interviewer will thank them and continue with the interview...

Victim Interview Questionnaire

1. Sabemos que hay una variedad de cosas que usted considero cuando decidio
llamar la linea de ayuda — y quiero saber como usted clasificara estos detalles de
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importancia. En una escala con 5 que fue muy importante y 1 que no fue
importante, como clasificara usted:

la. Que la llamada es gratis? 5

1b. Que la linea de ayuda esta disponible 24 horas al dia, 7 dias de la
semana? 5

1c. Que la linea de ayuda es confidencial? 5

1d. Que la linea de ayuda es patrocinada por la ciudad? 5

le. Que la linea de ayuda esta anunciada extensamente? 5

FOR ALL NON-ENGLISH SPEAKERS:

1f. Que los operadores hablan su idioma? 5

1g. Usted sabia antes de llamar que la linea de ayuda
estaba disponible en su idioma?

YES [] NO []

2. Tuvo alguna duda antes de llamar a la linea de ayuda por cualquier razon?
YES [] NO []

If YES, PROBE:

3. El numero de identificacion que le dio la operadora fue util?

YES[] NO []
DIDN'T GET ONE [_]
| DON'T KNOW [_]

4. Usted llamo la linea de ayuda por lo menos una vez, dentro del ano pasado
hubo otras ocasiones en que usted llamo la linea de ayuda?
YES [ ] NO []

If YES: 4a. Cuantas veces en el ano pasado llamaste a la linea de
ayuda?

5. Por que llamo a la linea de ayuda la ultima vez?
(PROBE: precipitating event)

6. Cuando llamo la linea de ayuda, que fue lo que buscaba?

6a. Shelter [_] Info [_] Link [] Referral [_]
(If OTHER, explain:
6b. Recibio lo que buscaba?

YES [ ] NO []



132

6¢: Que sucedio?

If they received Info/Link/Referral ask:

6d. Fuy util (6A) con 5 significando muy util y 1 significando que no
le ayudo en ninguna manera? 5

6e. Shelter [ ] Info [_] Link [ ] Referral []
(If OTHER, explain:
6f. Recibio lo que buscaba?
YES [] NO []
69g: Que sucedio?
If they received Info/Link/Referral ask:
6h. Fuy util (6E) con 5 significando muy util y 1 significando que no
le ayudo en ninguna manera? 5

6i. Shelter [ ] Info [_] Link [] Referral [_]
(If OTHER, explain:
6j. Recibio lo que buscaba?
YES [] NO []
6k: Que sucedio?
If they received Info/Link/Referral ask:
6l. Fuy util (6J) con 5 significando muy util y 1 signifcando que no le
ayudo en ninguna manera? 5

7. Cuando usted llamo la linea de ayuda, hubo otra informacion que le dio la
operadora
Probe: Hubo cosas que dijo la operadora que te ayudaron...

YES [ ] NOI[]

If YES,7a. Que recibi6?
Shelter [ ] Info[ ] Link [ ] Referral ]
(If OTHER, explain:
7b: Que sucedio?
7c. Fuy util (7A) con 5 significando muy util y 1 significando que no
le ayudo en ninguna manera? 5

7d. Shelter Info [ ] Link [ ] Referral ]
(If OTHER, explain:
7e: Que sucedio?
7f. Fuy util (7D) con 5 significando muy atil y 1 significando que no
le ayudo en ninguna manera? 5

8. Pensando de su experiencia con la linea de ayuda cuanto le ayudo? .. con 5
significando muy util y 1 significando que no le fue util de ninguna manera? 5

9. Como le afecto o impacto a usted y a su situacion la informacién que recibi6?
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9a.
Action / Accion []
Emotion / Emocion [_]
Change in Thinking / Cambio de pensamiento [_]
Awareness — Knowledge / Conocimiento []
Knowledge / Sabiduria [_]
Nothing / Nada [_]

9b.
Action / Accion []
Emotion / Emocién [_]
Change in Thinking / Cambio de pensamiento [_]
Awareness — Knowledge / Conocimiento [_]
Knowledge / Sabiduria [_]
Nothing / Nada []

10. En el futuro, si usted sabe de alguien que era abusado(a), lo referias a La
Linea de Ayuda? En una escala de 5 significando muy probable y 1 significando
gue no es probable? 5

11. Que palabra o frase mas bien describe su experiencia con La Linea de
Ayuda?

12. Estamos tratando de mejorar La Linea de Ayuda; usted tiene algunas
sugerencias para nosotros?

YES [] NO []

If YES:

Tengo unas cuantas preguntas finales para preguntarle sobre usted, quiero
recordarle que la informacion que usted nos de es completamente confidencial.

13. Usted vive con alguien?
YES [] NO []
Homeless [ ] In Shelter [ ]
In an institution [1] oOther[]Explain:

If NO: 13a. Quien mas vive alli? (Record ages for members under 18).

14. Estas empleada?
YES [ ] NO [ ] Disabled []
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If YES: 14a. En el ultimo mes, cuantas horas promedio trabajo a la
semana?

15. Voy a leer una lista de personas, y quiero saber si usted hablo con
cualquiera de estas personas sobre su situacion en el ultimo afio? A veces la
gente habla con otros sobre su situacion, y a veces no.

Mark yes/no for each category.

Hablo con?

For employed: Alguien en su trabajo YES [ ] NO []

Friends / Amigos YES [ ] NO [ ]

Family / Familia YES [] NO [ ]

Police / Policia YES [] NO []
Counselor / Consejero YES [ ] NO [ ]
Neighbor / Vecino YES [] NO []

Own teacher/professor/Un maestro/profesor  YES [] NO[ ] NA []
Doctor YES [] NO []
Attorney / Abogado YES [ ] NO [ ]

Court Advocate / Juzgado YES [] NO []

Clergy / Clerigo YES [] NO [ ]
Maestro/a de su hijos YES [] NO[ ] NA[]
Alguien que cuida a sus ninos YES [ ] NO[ ] N/A[]
(Then ask:

Hubo otras personas que no mencione? (Other category)YES[ ] NO [ ]
If YES, list other responses:

If YES to any above,15a. De las personas que enlisto, con cual persona hablo
mas?

16. Y finalmente, hay otra informacion que usted quisiera recibir de La Linea de
Ayuda.
YES [] NO []
(If NO: 16a.: End the Interview, by thanking them for their participation. [_]
If YES: 16b. Cual es?

16c¢. Ha pensando en llamar la Linea para esta informacion?

YES [] NO [ ]

If NO: 16d. Como pensaba obtener esta informacion?

If YES: 16e. Quiere el numero de telefono de la Linea de Ayuda?

YES [] NO [ ]
16f. If YES: give number 1.877.863.6338 [_]
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17. Antes de terminar la entrevista, tiene algunos comentarios sobre la linea de
ayuda?

Thank you for your participation.

Extra notes:

800 number call in? YES [] NO [ ]

If known, was contact number a cell phone? YES[ | NO [ ]
End time of INT

Duration
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APPENDIX G
Various Challenges to Study
Technology

Reliance on technology for sample identificatioramtethat the computerized
system’s performance had to be continually monitdoe inconsistencies and errors, of
which we encountered many such as the pop-up natice/orking that would inform
VIRAS to recruit a particular individual. The inslon of a computer consultant familiar

with the original database ensured that we were t@baddress these problems.

Commitment of VIRAS

The VIRA’s main responsibility is to the domestiolence victim, exploring
options and providing referrals and linkages toséevices that the victim needs.
Gaining the VIRA'’s cooperation and commitment te #valuation had to be obtained
and continuously maintained.

One of the first methods was to have focus grougs the VIRAS. First, VIRAS
were introduced to the project and the researah.té@e focus group discussion
facilitated “buy-in” as the VIRAs input on the dgsiof the interview was solicited. This
solicitation continued throughout the project. &lthroughout the project the VIRAs
were encouraged to ask questions of the Help ltadé &nd MODV Co-Pl. The MODV
Co-PI continuously requested input from the VIRAs®uat their success or any challenges
in recruitment. The Pl and the Help Line Directontinued to stress the importance of

recruiting participants throughout the length @ givoject.
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Recruitment to Study

Just as in any type of telephone surveying orwering, obtaining agreement
from potential participants for an interview waslténging. The fact that these potential
participants are victims of domestic violence pnése additional challenges. Victim
callers sometimes were in transition between stiablesing, or their phones could be
monitored by the abuser.

Because the victims were calling the Help Linedome type of service or
information related to their current situation, ¥i&As found that refocusing the
victim’s attention from their service need to auest to participate in an interview was
difficult. The initial recruitment script was 2 mites in length and contained detailed
information about the purpose of the later inteavi¥ IRAs reported that victims often
lost interest before the entire script was readoAbecause the VIRAs were spending 2
minutes per call to recruit, they were more rusineghswering the next call into the Help
Line. Significant changes were made to decreassdhipt to 6 sentences.

Obtaining the victim’s agreement to participate \wasther challenge. Even after
alterations to the script, the VIRAs experiencdlalilty in obtaining agreement to
participate. Each VIRA has developed a style amiua strategies they personally use
to gather pertinent information sometimes durirf§alilt conversations. These same
skills were used to attempt to obtain agreemepatticipate. Through trial and error the
VIRAS discovered strategies for achieving positigeruitment. VIRAs found the most
success when they did not include information altegiinterview length into their
recruitment script. Leaving the time frame out alidwing the victim to question the

VIRA about the time produced more positive outcames
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While a victim’s decision not to participate wacepted by the VIRAS, at
times, the VIRA could anticipate that the calleghtibe hesitant, and used various non-
coercive techniques to persuade agreement. OnA ¥tieRred an example: after the
caller was asked to participate, the caller wastdaind possibly deciding whether to
participate); in response, the VIRA stated “so’thatyes?” which lightened up the
conversation, and caused the victim and VIRA tglatAnother VIRA reported that
when the victim had not made an immediate decisba,attempted to persuade the
victim by stating how helpful it would be to the ldé.ine or to other women. These
strategies are consistent with the findings of 8ji& and Smit (2002) in their analysis of

the verbal utterances of the interviewer and reaipin a CATI telephone survey.

Differing VIRA Recruitment Outcome

While there was a recruitment script, VIRAs wereamraged to develop their
own style of recruitment. VIRAs then had vastlyfelient recruitment results; some
achieved high take-up rates, while others receiesy low-take up rates. Determining
the exact cause of those differences proved prailemAn extremely useful strategy for
improving the low-take up rates was to involve YHRAs in the analysis of the
recruitment take up rates. This strategy of invavihe VIRAS in analysis proved to be
the most successful method for increasing recruntrteke-up rates.

To do this, data was provided to the VIRAs aboatrthmber of potential recruits,
the percentage not recruited, the percentage agreeand the percentage declined to
participate by VIRA and by total shift. While ncsthiessing patterns appeared in the
percentage recruitment or take-up/agreement, tRAYwere surprised by their results.

Those with low take up rates became determinedstmder the reasons for the
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difference, increased their efforts to obtain pesitesults, and ultimately increased the

number of participants they recruited.

Connecting with Victims

Researchers were unable to contact victims eithesilse of “bad” phone
numbers—wrong phone numbers, disconnected phob&3 ¢t due to the transient
nature of the population, victims were often na@icteable at the number given just 2
weeks prior (125).

Of the 101 victims who declined to participate wilea researcher called, 57%
did not give a reason. Of the 40% who did offeeason, it was most likely to be that
they could not remember calling the Help Line. Hodividuals (3%) abruptly
terminated the call. In addition, researchers teated 11 calls because of possible safety
concerns.

The greatest difficulty with victims completing arierview was in accessing the
victim. In attempting to contact individuals for min we had numbers, the use of voice
mail to screen calls sometimes proved a difficaltrier for the researchers. Because of
safety concerns, researchers could not leave waggemessages. This especially
seemed problematic for those 22% who had giveheis ¢ell phone numbers, since a
high percentage permanently used voice mail teesctieeir calls. Also, we were limited
to calling individuals at the times they had dedais safe; often this was just a select
number of hours a week.

In addition, cell phone users told VIRAs that theerviewer could call
“anytime.” However, when the interviewer attempteatact the cell phone was turned

off, most likely while the victim was at work. Ttefore, we added questions to the
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contact information to inquire whether the phonebar given is a cellular number and
when they are most likely to have the phone swidate This greatly improved the
likelihood that the interviewer would be able tach the victim.

Fifty-two percent (728) of the individuals who vateered to participate in an
interview had no safe phone number. While 61ho$¢ individuals did take the 800
number, only 8 used the 800 number. While low loatlk rates were expected on the
toll-free number, we had hoped for a greater tgkeate from this process than we
received. A variety of changes were made andctetinployed to increase use of the
toll-free number with little success. For exampies availability of the toll-free number
was changed by increasing the days and the howessistaffed, and putting reminder
leaflets up the shelters. However, even withehmasdifications, the toll-free number
was rarely called. It is not likely that a victimhesreceived the desired information or
referral from the Help Line would call somewherseelo participate in evaluation
research.

Previous domestic violence-related research actiibweted success when
relying on respondents to make a phone call tagieate in research (Block, 2000).
However, we wanted to attempt to interview victwighout phones.

We suspect that some of the victims who acceptedalhfree number were in
actuality a “soft no.” In other words, many of teesctims wanted to please and
therefore did not want to refuse so they just ammethe number. Others we believe
were simply unable to find the time or safe spacehich to make the phone call.

Finally, many were entering shelter, which is asraonal time, and the victim may have
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lost the phone number or forgotten about the etialna For these reasons, we developed

the reminder flyer.

Interviews in Languages Other than English

While only a small percentage of interviews wermpteted in a language other
than English (11%, N=36), they were a very impdraspect of the research. Certain
methodological differences are worth noting. Aligh we were successful in reaching
non-English speaking victims there were some amtthli factors that had to be taken into
consideration. First of all, the non-English dgra who gave us their working phone
number were more likely to be employed in servicaan-office jobs and were more
difficult to connect with at work than office wonlse For these participants it took several
phone calls in order to successfully complete &ervuew.

Secondly, non-English interviews and interviewsigshe Language line took
twice as long as English interviews. One reasown thek longer is because of the
translation process. The researcher who is bi4alland bi-lingual speaks slower in

Spanish than in English. It also took time to ttatesthe victims’ responses to English.
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APPENDIX H

Service Re-codes

Service Re-codes: If not tried, why not?
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Shelter Counseling | Legal OOP Gen Info Safety
N=108 N=67 N=41 N=83 N=75 tips/planning
N=61
No services | 1 0 0 1 1 0
in area
Got 1 1 0 0 1 0
nervous/cold
feet
Situation 3 0 0 1 2 0
improved
Unknown 3 0 0 1 1 2
Sitting 2 6 2 3 2 0
on/holding
info
Decidedon | 2 1 0 1 0
a non HL
service
Felt there 2 2 1 0 1 2
were no
good options
Losttheinfo| O 1 1 0 0 1
N/A 94 55 36 77 66 56
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If not, why not X Race (Collapsed across services)

Black White Latino Other
N=247* N=75 N=99 N=14
No services in | 2 1 2 0
area
Got 1 0 2 0
nervous/cold
feet
Situation 2 1 3 0
improved
Unknown 5 1 1 0
Sitting 10 2 2 0
on/holding info
Decidedona |5 1 0 0
non HL service
Felt there were| 2 3 3 0
no good
options
Lost info 0 2 0
N/A 220 64 86 14

*247 is more than the 237 Black callers becauseesmialy have had more than 1 reason
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APPENDIX |

Provider Interview

Pre-Interview Data: fill out prior to call if possible
Case number Interviewer Date tStane

Demographic information:
Type: Stand Alone DV Program Name of provider:
If applicable
Secondary Type[ |Site from Stand Alone DV program
[_]Site from DV Program within non-DV agency
Site Name:

Name of interviewee: Position of interviewee:

Contaothuments if necessary:

CONSENT SCRIPT:

The Mayor’s Office on Domestic Violence and the erfior Urban Research and
Learning at Loyola University are conducting anlestion of the City of Chicago
Domestic Violence Help Line. The purpose of theleaton is to examine the Help
Line’s ability to meet the needs of diverse victiaislomestic violence and to improve
the service provided by the Help Line. We are retjng your participation in a
confidential telephone interview.

Domestic violence service providers are key tosthecess of the Help Line. DV
agencies both refer callers to the Help Line a$ ageteceive referrals from the Help
Line. It is important that the domestic violenegwce provider's use and experience
with the Help Line be included in any evaluatiofods.

This project was introduced at a meeting of thechkee Directors of the Chicago area
domestic violence service providers in April oftlgsar. At that meeting, we sought the
Executive Director’s support in this process. # f@onths ago a letter was sent to the
Program Director introducing the project and askorga contact name and phone
number. You were identified as the appropriateqete participate in a telephone
interview.
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Your participation in this interview is completelgluntary. If you wish to verify this

with the Program Director or you do not believe yawa the appropriate person to discuss
use of the DV Help Line, we can set up another tivfaur participation in this phone
interview implies your voluntary consent to be mtewed. If you choose not to
participate in this interview it will in no way &€t your relationship with the City of
Chicago Help Line, The Chicago Metropolitan BatteYéomen’s Network, The Mayor’s
Office on Domestic Violence or any relationshipsiynay have with Loyola University

or CURL.

Questions on the interview address your experiewttbsthe Help Line. Information
collected from these interviews, as well as infarorafrom focus groups and surveys
with other users will be used to improve the Domeegiolence Help Line service. The
interview will last approximately 30 minutes. Yawsponses will be kept confidential,
your name or agency will not be directly attributedany of your responses. Unless you
identify an issue specific to your agency and rsgtleat the information be shared to
resolve the issue. However, given the commentsghiioe possible to identify certain
attributes of the agency such as catchments andgy@ulation served that may be
unique to a particular agency.

There may be no direct benefits to you for comptetf the interview. However, the
information you provide will help to improve thergee provided by the Help Line.

If you have any questions, please feel free talasin. Otherwise, if you have further
guestions you may contact the researchers: Mickelimte, Coordinator of Research and
Evaluation at the Mayor’s Office on Domestic Vioten(312) 747-0730 or Christine
George at the Center for Urban Research and Lepatihoyola University (312) 915-
8625.

INTERVIEW
If unable to discern type of program prior to interview begin interview
with question “I”, other wise begin with:

Qla: Stand alone program

Q1d: DV program within non-DV agency

Q1g: Site Interview begin

I. Do you only provide domestic violence servicesairyagency?
YES[] NO[]
IF YES, begin with Qla Stand Alone DV Program does
IF NO, begin withQ1d DV Program within Non-DV Aggnquestions

Qla: Stand Alone DV Programs
We understand your agency offers the following seis: Read already checkgdAre
there any others we missathéck any if apply)

[ ] Walk-in counseling
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[] Crisis counseling
[ ]Legal advocacy
[ |Legal services
[ ]Shelter
[ |Other:
1b. How many paid staff work at this agency?
1c. How many volunteer staff with at this agency?

Q1d. DV Program within Non-DV Agency.
We understand your program offers the followingysers. Read already checkgdire
there any others we missathéck any if apply)
[] Walk-in counseling
[] Crisis counseling
[ ] Legal advocacy
[ ] Legal services
[ ]Shelter
[|Other:
1le How many paid staff work within the program/s?
1f. How many volunteer staff within the program/s?

Qlg. SITES
We understand your site offers the following sezgioRead already checkgdAre there
any others we missedheck any if apply)

[ ] Walk-in counseling
[] Crisis counseling
[ lLegal advocacy

[ ]Legal services

[ ]Shelter

[ ]Other:

2.(IF APROGRAM DIRECTOR) | am going to ask you some questions about how
this DV program uses the Help Line. On averagé @acnth, how many referrals does
the program make to Help Line?

(enter number)  Ask if # [s:]Exact Numbet _]Approximate

2a. If it has &helta, How many referrals are made? (enter nuymber

3. On average each month, how many referrals asvexd from the Help Line?
(enter number) Ask if # [s]Exact Numbef_]Approximate
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3a. If it has &helter, How many referrals are received? (enterbenn

4a. The following questions ask your opinion abeatking with the Help Line. We
want to know how easy or difficult it is for yourggram to work with the Helpline. On a
scale from 1 to 4, with 1 being no difficulties asdbeing a lot of difficulties, how
difficult is it to make referrals to the helpline?

4 a lot of difficulties PROBE for All: (Ask them tgive some examples, tell me
about customer service, technical problems, getormected to services, the
process of calling in to the helpline, what maktes is so easy to use, etc..)

4b. On a scale from 1 to 4, with 1 being no diffiies and 4 being a lot of difficulties,
how difficult is it to receiveeferrals from the helpline?

4 a lot of difficulties PROBE for All: (Ask them tgive some examples, tell me
about customer service, technical problems, sepmicblems, do people directed
to the wrong place, what makes this is so easyé¢g efc..)

5. Now that the DV Help Line is available as a refksource, is it easier now to give a
referral to a DV victim than before the DV Help kiexisted?No

6. In your opinion, how useful is the DV Help Lias a resource to domestic violence
victims on a scale from 4 to 1 with 4 being vergfus and one being not useful at all?

4 - very useful PROBE: Why they think it is omist useful?

7. As a service provider, how useful is the Helpd’s single phone number compared to
just having numerous phone numbers to differenteftim violence services on a scale
from 4 to 1 with 4 being very useful and one beiogyuseful at all?

4 - very useful

8. Now we are going to shift a bit and focus attims’ experiences. We know you and
your colleagues have encountered diverse groupstohs. Sometimes victims face
barriers that limit their ability to use servicés.the following questions, | will ask you to
indicate how often you and your colleagues encatsitieations where you believe a
barrier might exist?
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In regard to victimsvho don’t speak English,using a scale with 4 being most of
the time and 1 being never, how often do you thingy experience difficulty in
obtaining/using services?

4 - Most of the time

PROBE:Can you give me some examples (get details for)@ach

How does [agency name ] deal with this?

9. In regard to victims withPhysical Disabilities, using a scale with 4 being most of the
time and 1 being never, how often do you think targerience difficulty in
obtaining/using services?
4 - Most of the time
PROBE:Can you give me some examples (get details for)8ach
How does [agency name] deal with this?

10.In regard to victims wittMental Disabilities, using a scale with 4 being most of the
time and 1 being never, how often do you think tergerience difficulty in
obtaining/using services?
4 - Most of the time
PROBE:Can you give me some examples (get details for)@ach
How does [agency name] deal with this?

11.In regard to victimsSexual Orientation,using a scale with 4 being most of the time
and 1 being never, how often do you think they epee difficulty in obtaining/using
services?

4 - Most of the time

PROBE:Can you give me some examples (get details for)@ach

How does [agency name] deal with this?

12.In regard tdMale Victims of Domestic Violencepsing a scale with 4 being most of
the time and 1 being never, how often do you thingy experience difficulty in
obtaining/using services?
4 - Most of the time
PROBE:Can you give me some examples (get details for)@ach
How does [agency name] deal with this?

13. In regard tdclderly/Senior Victims, using a scale with 4 being most of the time and
1 being never, how often do you think they expergedifficulty in obtaining/using
services?

4 - Most of the time

PROBE:Can you give me some examples (get details for)@ach

How does [agency name] deal with this?

14.1n regard toyouth/minor Victims, using a scale with 4 being most of the time and 1
being never, how often do you think they experietiffculty in obtaining/using
services?

4 - Most of the time
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PROBE:Can you give me some examples (get details for)@ach
How does [agency name] deal with this?

15.1n regard to victimsvith children or dependents,using a scale with 4 being most of
the time and 1 being never, how often do you thingy experience difficulty in
obtaining/using services?
4 - Most of the time
PROBE:Can you give me some examples (get details for,@mthabout males,
many childrep?
How does [agency name] deal with this?
16.In regard tcethnic/racial minority victims, using a scale with 4 being most of the
time and 1 being never, how often do you think tergerience difficulty in
obtaining/using services?
4 - Most of the time
PROBE:Can you give me some examples (get details for)@ach
How does [agency name] deal with this?

17.1In regard tovictims who are addicted to substancesising a scale with 4 being most
of the time and 1 being never, how often do youkhhey experience difficulty in
obtaining/using services?
4 - Most of the time
PROBE:Can you give me some examples (get details for)@ach
How does [agency name] deal with this?

18. Other than those | just mentioned, are there amgrdhings that make it difficult for
a victim to get services?

[ ]YES [ INO
If YES, list:
If applicable: How does [agency name] deal witls?hi

| have a few final questions to ask you.
19. Sometimes, someone may be referred to yourgmofrom the Help Line and you
need to refer them back to the Help Line. Hasdkiex happened to you?

No

If YES, what happened?

20. In what types of circumstances do you refatler services within your program?

21. In addition to making referrals, how else da yse the Help Line?

22. Before we end the interview do you have anyroents or suggestions you would
like to make about the Help Line?
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Field Notes:

Degree of Interview Cooperation: 5 - Very Coopemati
End Time:

Duration:
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APPENDIX J
Police Survey

Mayor’s Office on Domestic Violence

Help Line Evaluation Survey

Thank you for your participation in this survey about the City of Chicago Domestic Violence Help Line. Your
participation in this survey is completely voluntary. You may choose not to answer any question(s).

Please circle the answers or fill in the blanksdvel as applicable:

1. With the availability of the Domestic Violenceeld Line (DV Help Line) as a referral
resource, do you find it easier now to give a redeio a DV victim than before the
inception of the DV Help Line? Yes No Don’t know
N/A (was not an officer before Help Line)

2. In your opinion, rate how useful the DV Help Liiseas a resource to Domestic
Violence victims
Very Useful Useful Somewhat Useful Not Useful D& know

3. As a police officer, how useful is a single phonaumber provided by the City of
Chicago’s Domestic Violence Help Line (DV Help Linpwhen referring victims to
services compared to having numerous phone numbefgr domestic violence
providers?

Very Useful Useful Somewhat Useful  Not Useful d't know

FOR THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS, PLEASE CONSIDER YOUREERIENCE DURING THE
PREVIOUS SIX MONTHS,

4. Approximately how many times have you given th®omestic I ncident
Notice? (6 month tota).

5. When responding to a domestic incident, have ydweard any feedback from
victims about the
Help Line?
YESAnswer parts a. & b.
NO Skip to question 6
_ N/A (Have not responded to any doro@stidents in the previous 6 montt&kip
to question 6.

a.How often have victims offered you positive feedlzk regarding the usefulness of the
DV Help Line
Often Sometimes Hardly ever Never
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b.How often have victims offered you negative feedb& regarding the usefulness of
the DV Help Line
Often Sometimes Hardly ever Neve

6. Has a victim expressed hesitancy to you about @iag the DV Help Line because

it is sponsored

by City governmenf? YES answer Part a.

NO  goto question 11

a.Did any of the following things occur during the pdice response?Check all that
apply)

[] The victim took the Domestic Incident Notice anywa

[ ] The victim refused the Domestic Incident Notice

[] The victim asked for another number or place to go

[] The victim asked you to place the call

7. When you gave thédomestic I ncident Notice to the victim, how often was the
victim resistant to accepting? Often Sometimes Hardly ever
Never N/A (haven't handed out)

8. In addition to giving the Domestic I ncident Notice when responding to domestic
violence related incidents, how often have you dortke following?

a. Suggested the victim call the Help line  Often Sometimes Hardly ever
Never

b. Called to the DV Help line for victim Often Sometimes Hardly ever
Never

c. Given another DV number Often Sometimes Hardly ever
Never

d.Did something elsgplease specify)

9. We know officers encounter diverse groups of viatis when fulfilling their duties.
Sometimes victims face barriers that limit their ablity to utilize a referral. From
the following list, please indicate how often youreounter situations where you
believe the item may be limiting?

a.Language Barriers Often Sometimes Hardly ever Never
b. Physical Disabilities Often Sometimes Hardly ever Never

c. Mental Disabilities Often Sometimes Hardly ever Never
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d.Sexual Orientation Often Sometimes Hardly ever Never
e Male Victims of DV Often Sometimes Hardly ever Never
f. Elderly/Senior Victims Often Sometimes Hardly ever Never
g Youth/Minor Victims Often Sometimes Hardly ever Never
h. Many children/dependents Often Sometimes Hardly ever Never

Any additional comments?

10. Are there religious/ cultural issues that youéyad limit the victim’s ability to utilize

the DV Help Line? YES NO Don’t Know
If Yes, Please
list;

11. Finally, as a police officer can you offer any sggestions for improving the DV

helpline? Please list any comments or suggestionswymay have for improving the

effectiveness of the DV helpline.

12. Are you a: (please check)

[ICommunity Policing Officer []Beat Officer [JDVLO [JTAC Officer []
Supervisor

13. Police District Number: Shift :

14 How many years have you been a police officer? _ Years
If less than 1 year, how many months have you beam officer? _ Months

15. What is your? Sex: Age:
16. Race/Ethnicity?

[] African American/Black
[ ] American Indian

[ ] Asian

[ ] Hispanic/Latino

[ ] Middle Eastern

[ ] White/Caucasian

[lother:(please specify)




154

APPENDIX K

DAC Survey

Thank you for your participation in this survey abthe City of Chicago’s Domestic
Violence Help Line and your awareness of the doimegtlence services in your
community. Your participation in this survey is coletely voluntary and in filling out
this survey it implies your voluntary assent.

1. Which of the following options can be seen as ddimelence between
intimate partners? (Check all that apply)
o Hit, kick, slap, push an intimate partner
o Calling names to make them feel worthless
o Forcing an intimate partner to have sex
o Constantly calling, paging, and looking for youtinmate partner

2. Domestic violence can occur in the following redaships...? (Check all that
apply).
o A husband/ wife relationship
A same sex relationship
A relationship with a caregiver (handicapped oedig
A relationship between siblings
A boyfriend/girlfriend relationship

000D

3. Have you ever met someone who you believed wagladosed by his or her
intimate partner? (Please circle).
Yes No

If yes, did you? (Mark all that apply).

Refer them to a domestic violence provider

Refer them to the police

Called the police

Refer them to a member of the cleric

Refer them to the City of Chicago Domestic ViolehteLP Line
Give them advice

Just didn’t say anything

Listened

Didn’t do anything

Other (please

list:)

| Iy vy oy S N [y W[y
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4. In your opinion, to what extent is domestic violerecproblem in your
community? (Check all that apply)
o A serious problem
o A somewhat serious problem
o Itis not serious problem
o Itis not a problem at all
o |don’t know/ I'm not sure
5. Are you aware of the Police District's Domestic Mioce Sub-Committee in your
community? (Please circle).
Yes No

6. Are you involved in any community efforts to putemd to domestic violence
(formally or informally)? (Please circle).
Yes No

If yes, please list:

7. Has domestic violence ever been mentioned in yburah/mosque/synagogue/
temple? (Please circle).
Yes No | don’t know

8. Have you seen flyers and/or posters about domésience in your
community...? (Please circle).
o Church/temple/mosque/temple
Yes No
o Place of employment
Yes No
o Community/Neighborhood
Yes No

If your circled any of the options above, were ahyhe posters, information,
leaflets, and/or billboards written in a languagfeeo than English? (Please
circle).

Yes No
If yes, what language(s) (if known)?

9. Do you think that the posters, information, thdlkga, and/or billboards should
be written in another language in your communi§i2ése circle).
Yes No Not Sure

If yes, what language(s) would be helpful in yoamenunity?
10.Do you know where to go to receive services/resgsifor domestic violence in

your community? (Please circle).
Yes No
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If yes, please explain where you would go:

11. Are you aware of the City of Chicago’s Domestic Mitce HELP Line? (Please

circle).

Yes

No

If yes, how did you learn about its services (Chaitkhat apply)?

[ Iy vy vy Ay Ay A Ny

Police Department

911

Another organization against domestic violence
A social service agency

An advertisement (leaflets and/or billboards)
A health professional/organization

311 (City Information Service)

411 or the Yellow/White Pages

A lawyer or legal/court services
Employment/School
Presentations/Workshops

A friend

A fellow co-worker

Another method (please list):

12.Can you suggest other methods by which to obtdornmation about the
Domestic Violence HELP Line for your community?d&se circle).

Yes

No

If yes, please list:

13.1f you needed access to the Domestic Violence HEBE, how would you go
about obtaining it? (Check all that apply).

00000 D

Call 311 (City Information Service)

Look for the number in an advertisement
| know the number

A friend

Another method

| don’t know

14.Did you know that the Domestic Violence HELP Lirféeos referrals for the
following services? (Check all that apply).

a
a
a

Yes No
Shelter
Counseling
Legal Services
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o Services for Children who have
o Suffered from domestic violence
o General information about domestic violence
15.Do you know of other services offered by the Domeegiolence HELP Line?
(Please circle).
Yes No

If yes, please list those services:

16.Have you ever called the Domestic Violence HELPeRijPlease circle).
Yes No

If no, please skip to question 19.
If yes, what types of services interested you (Kladicthat apply)?

Counseling

Shelter

General Information bout Domestic Violence
Legal Services

Other (please list):

O00D0 DO

17.Did the Domestic Violence HELP Line help you? (Rkeaircle).
Yes No
If no, please explain why not?

18.Was the person who called treated with courtesyrasgect? (Please circle).
Yes No

If no, please explain:

19.1n the future if you or someone you know is abusealjld you call the Domestic
Violence HELP Line? (Please circle).
Yes No | don’t know

20.In the future if you or someone you know is abusih another person, would
you call the Domestic Violence HELP Line? (Pleasele).
Yes No | don’t know

Please explain why/ why not:

21.Are you an active participant in any of the follogigroups? (Please circle).
o DAC the Domestic Violence Sub-Committee
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Church/ mosque/ synagogue/ temple
Local School Counsel

CAPS/ Beat Meetings

Block Club

Neighborhood Watch

Other:

O000D0 DO

22.What is your age?

Sex:
Race/Ethnicity:
Employment/Profession:
Age Range (please circle one):

18-24

25-35

36-45

46-55

56-65

66-75

76 and older

23. Please list any additional comments here:

For Office Use Only
DACH#
R#
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APPENDIX L

DAC Encuesta

Gracias por su participacion en esta encuesta $aliinea de Ayuda de la
Ciudad de Chicago contra la Violencia Domestica g@ocimiento sobre los servicios
de violencia domestica en su comunidad. Su paatighm en esta encuesta en voluntaria
y el llenar esta encuesta implica su consentimieohantario.

1. Cuales de las siguientes opciones se pueden @ers violencia domestica entre parejas intimastMarque
todas las opciones que apliquen).

Q Golpear, patear, bofetear, empujar a su parejaanti

Q Llamarle nombres para hacerlo(la) sentir menosadeda).

Q Forzar a su pareja intima a tener sexo.

Q Constantemente llamar y buscar a su pareja.

2. Violencia domestica puede ocurrir el las siguiges relaciones.? (Marque todas las opciones que apliquen).

Una relacion entre un esposo/esposa.

Una relacion entre miembros del mismo sexo.

Una relacion con su proveedor (encapacitado o gemnealad).
Una relacion entre hermanos(as).

Una relacion entre novios y novias.

oDoooo

3. Alguna vez conociste a alguien que usted persa@babusado(a) por su pareja intirfl8r favor circule).
Si No

Si si, usted le? ((Marque todas las opciones que api)que

Dirijo a un proveedor de servicios de violencia éstita.

Dirijo a la policia.

Llamo a la policia.

Dirijo a un miembro del clero.

Dirijo a la Linea de Ayuda contra la Violencia Dastiea de la Ciudad de Chicago.
Dio consejos.

No se involucro.

Escucho.

No hizo nada.

Otra cosa( por favor enliste:)

[ iy oy Oy S )y W )

4. En su opinidn, hasta que punto es la violenciaothestica un problema en su

comunidad?(Marque todas las opciones que apliquen).

Un problema muy serio.

Un problema algo serio.

No es un problema muy serio.
No es un problema.

No se/ no estoy seguro(a).

oDopoo0
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5. Estas enterado(a) del Comité contra la ViolenciBomestica del Distrito de Policia

en su comunidad?Por favor circule).

Si No

6. Esta involucrado en esfuerzos comunitarios paracabar con la violencia domestica (formalmente o
informalmente)? (Por favor circule).

Si No
Si si, por favor enliste:

7. Alguna vez han mencionado la violencia domestiea su iglesia/ mezquita/sinagoge/templd®or favor circule).
Si No No se
8. Ha visto a, folletos, y/o carteleras sobre laalencia domestica en su ...@or favor circule).
Iglesia/sinagoge/mezquita/templo
Si No
Lugar de empleo
Si No
Comunidad/Barrio
Si No

Si circulo algunas de las opciones, estaban losdifes, la informacion, los folletos, y/o las cartaies escritas en
otro lenguaje aparte de Ingle® (Por favor circule).

Si No

Si si, cual(es) otro(s) idioma(s) (si sabe)?

9. Usted piensa que los afiches, la informacion ddolletos, y/o las carteleras deberian ser escri@n otro idioma
en su comunidad?Por favor circule).

Si No No estoy seguro(a)

Si si, cuales idiomas serian de beneficio en swodaacd

Por favor Voltee

10. Usted sabe adonde ir para recibir servicios/recsos para la violencia domestica en su comunidadPor favor
circule).

Si No
Si si, por favor explique adonde iria usted:

11. Esta enterado(a) sobre la Linea de Ayuda contia Violencia Domestica de la Ciudad de ChicagaPor favor
circule).



161

Si No
Si si, como se entero de su servicios (Margue todaspleisnes que apliquen)?

Departamento de Policia

911

Otra organizacion contra la Violencia Domestica
Una organizacion de servicios sociales

Un anuncio (, folletos y/o carteleras)

Un profesional de salud/ organizacion

311 (Servicio de Informacion de la Ciudad)
411 o Las Paginas Amarillas/Blancas

Un abogado o servicios legal/judicial

En su empleo/ escuela

Presentaciones/ talleres

Un amigo

Un compafiero del trabajo

Otro modo (Por favor enliste):

[y oy oy oy oy Sy )y Y Sy )y iy

12. Puede sugerir otros métodos para obtener inforation sobre la Linea de Ayuda contra la Violencia
Domestica para su comunidad?Por favor circule).

Si No
Si si, por favor enliste:

13. Si usted necesitaba acceso a la Linea de Ayudmtra la Violencia Domestica, como lo conseguiriapMarque
todas las opciones que apliquen)?

Llamar al 311 (Servicio de Informacién de la Cuidad
Buscar el numero en un anuncio

Yo se el numero

Un amigo

Otra forma

No se

CooopDo

14. Usted sabia que La Linea de Ayuda contra la Viencia Domestica ofrece remisiones para los senasi
siguientes? (Marque todas las opciones que apliquen)

Si No
Refugio

Asesoramiento
Servicios Legales
Servicios para nifios
gue han sido expuestos

a la violencia domestica

Informacién general sobre
la violencia domestica

15. Usted sabe de otros servicios que ofrece lakéa de Ayuda contra la Violencia Domestica@Por favor
circule).
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Si No
Si si, por favor enliste esos servicios:

16. Alguna vez a llamado a la Linea de Ayuda contrka Violencia Domestica?Por favor circule).
Si No

Sino, por favorsaltesea la pregunta 19.

Sisi, que clase de servicios te o le interesaron (Matgdas las opciones que apliquen)?

Asesoramiento

Refugio

Informacién general sobre la Violencia Domestica

Servicios Legales
Otro (por favor enliste:)

Oooo0oDo

17. La Linea de Ayuda contra la Violencia Domesticte ayudo?(Por favor circule).

Si No
Sino, por favor explique porque no?

18. La persona que llamo fue tratado con cortesiangspeto?(Por favor circule).

Si No
Sino, por favor explique:

19. En el futuro si usted o alguien que conoce elsusado(a), usted llamaria a la Linea de Ayuda conérla
Violencia Domestica?(Por favor circule).

Si No No se
20. En el futuro si usted o alguien que conoce elsusivo(a) con otra persona, usted llamaria a la Liea de Ayuda
contra la Violencia Domestica?
(Por favor circule).

Si No No se

Por favor explique porque si 0 porque no:

21. Es usted un participante activo en cualquieraallos grupos siguientes@Por favor circule).

DAC el Comité de la Violencia Domestica
Iglesia/mezquita/sinagoge/templo
Consular Local de Escuelas

CAPS/ Reuniones de Rondas
Organizacion del Bloque

Vigilancia de la Comunidad

Otra:

ocooo0ooo
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22. Cual es su edad?
Sexo:

Razd Etnicidad:

Empleo/Profesion:
Extension de edad (Por favor circule una):

18-24

25-35

36-45

46-55

56-65

66-75

76 0 mayor

23. Por favor enliste comentarios adicionales aqui:

Para uso de la Oficina Solamente:
DAC#
R#
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APPENDIX M

VIRA Script

REQUEST FOR VICTIM INTERVIEW

Before we end this call, | would like to ask yowdfu are interested in participating in an
interview. A group of researchers are evaluatirgubefulness of the Help Line to callers
to the Help Line so that we can make changes toawepthe services provided by the
Help Line. The name of this evaluation is calleel t€ity Health Survey.”

If you agree to participate, the interview woulddoeducted over the phone by a female
interviewer within 2 weeks. The interview is anorous (you will not be identified, no
one will know who you are or what you said in theerview).

However, since the interview will be over the phanea later date, we will need a safe
phone number where you can be reached.

Your participation in this interview is completelgluntary; you do not have to agree to
the interview. You will still be connected to thergce/agency you requested.

Before you decide, please consider your own safétg.phone call from a researcher
would in any way put you in danger, please do goé@to participate in the interview.

Do you want to participate in a voluntary telepharterview? Yes No

What is the phone number where you can be reached?

Check if no phone available or caller is in shelter

READ TEXT IN BOX IF NO PHONE NUMBER AVAILABLE

There is a toll-free phone number you can calloatryown
convenience to participate in the interview.
Would you like that number? 1-800-424-3982

Someone will be available to interview you durihg hours of
10AM to 4pm.

When you call the toll-free number give the intewer your
CALL ID number.

Check if 800 given to caller

Is there a time when only you are likely to anstierphone? Yes No
specific days, times, anytime?
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When the researcher calls, what name should shi®gsk

When the researcher calls, she will identify thikasthe “City Health Study”.
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APPENDIX N

VIRA Script Spanish

Antes de terminar esta llamada, permitame predergaesta interesada en tomar parte
en una entrevista. Un grupo de investigadores estalmando que tan efectiva es La
Linea de ayuda para poder hacer cambios neceggoa® mejorar los servicios
prestados por esta linea de ayuda. Este estudmnesida como “Encuesta Sobre la
Salud Municipal.”

Si esta dispuesta a paticipar, un miembro del edgeiablara por telefono dentro de
unas dos semanas. La entrevista sera completanwmritdencial (es decir, no sera
identificada; no sabra nadie como contesto lasymteg). Sin embargo, desde que la
entrevista se llevara cabo por telefono en un éutercano, es necesario que nos de un
numero de telefono al que le pueden llamar.

Su participacion es totalmente voluntaria; aunqudeasea participar en la entrevista,
sigue siendo elegible para recibir todos los s@vide esta Linea.

Antes de tomar su decision, por favor considengrepia seguridad. Si cree que el hablar
con la seforita implica cualquier peligro, por famo participe en esta entrevista.

??Quiere participar en una entrevista voluntarraglefono? Si No

??Cual es su numero de telefono?

Check If no phone available or caller is in shelter

READ TEXT IN BOX IF NO PHONE NUMBER AVAILABLE

También hay un numero de teléfono que es gratisisigsel puede
llamar si decide participar la entrevista.
Quiere el numero de teléfono? 1.800.424.3982

Alguien estara disponible para la entrevista dagel0 de la mafiana
hasta las 4 de la tarde.

Cuando usted llame al numero telefonico gratis f@eor de dar ala
persona que esta conduciendo la entrevista su ouwheddentificacion
o el numero de clave.

Check if 800 given to caller

??A que horas prefiere que le hablen por telefono?




167

REFERENCES

Altfeldt, Susan. 2004IWI Needs Assessment: A Portrait of Domestic Alouide Jewish
CommunityWashington, D.C.: Jewish Women International.

Austin, Juliet B., and Juergen Dankwort.1999. Trnpdct of a Batterer's Program on
Battered Women. Violence Against Women 58: 25-42.

Bell, Carl C., and Jacqueline Mattis. 2000. Theantgnce of cultural competence in
ministering to African American victims of domestiolence. Violence Against
Women 6: 515-532.

Bennett, Larry, Stephanie Riger, Paul Schewe, Afoilvard, and Sharon Wasco. 2004.
Effectiveness of Hotline, Advocacy, Counseling &felter Services for Victims
of Domestic Violence: A Statewide Evaluation. Jalrof Interpersonal Violence
19: 815-829.

Bennett, Larry, and Oliver Williams. 2001. Controsies and Recent Studies of Batterer
Intervention Program Effectiveness. Applied Rese&arum. National
Electronic Network on Violence Against Women. Awadile
http://www.vawnet.org/DomesticViolence/Research/VAMIDocs/AR_bip.pdf

Bent-Goodley, Tricia B. 2004. Perceptions of Doneegtolence: A Dialogue with
African American Women. National Association of &b&Vorkers 29:307-316.

Block, Carolyn Rebecca. 2000he Chicago Women’s Health Risk Project: Repothéo
National Institute of Justic&Chicago: lllinois Criminal Justice Information
Authority

Bograd, Michele. 1999. Strengthening domestic vioéetheories: intersections of race,
class, sexual orientation and gender. Journal oftd@and Family Theory 25:
275-289.

Buchanan, Dale Richard, and Patricia A. Perry. 18&&tudes of Police Recruits
Towards Domestic Disturbances: An Evaluation of Ba@irisis Intervention
Training. Journal of Criminal Justice 13: 561-572.

Buzawa, Eve S., and Thomas Austin. 1993. DetermgiRiolice Response to Domestic
Violence Victims: The Role of Victim Preference. Arican Behavioral Scientist
36: 610-623.

Campbell, Jacquelyn C., Jacqueline Dienemann, dadnand Ellyn Loy. 1999.
Collaboration as a Partnership. Violence AgainstWpo 5: 1140-1157.



168

Center for Social Work Research. ND.Evaluationhef National Domestic Violence
Hotline. Retreived November 3, 2005
http://www.utexas.edu/research/cswr/projects/pjOt.

Chicago Police Department. 2003. Annual Report328Review. Retrieved July, 2005
http://egov.cityofchicago.org/webportal/COCWebPB@&®C_ EDITORIAL/03A
R-Rev3.1 1.pdf

Collins, Martin, Wendy Sykes, Paul Wilson, and NoBlackshaw. 1988.
Nonresponse: The UK Experience.Tlaelephone Survey Methodologylited by
Robert Groves, Paul P. Biemer, Lars E. Lyberg, JameMassey, William L.
Nicholls Il, and Joseph Waksberg. New York: Johley\& Sons.

Cook, T.D, and D.T. Campbell. 19™Quasi-Experimentalism: Design and Analysis
Issues for Field SettingBoston: Houghton Muffllin.

Corcoran, Jacqueline, Margaret Stephenson, Derdyryman, and Shannon Allen.
2001. Perceptions and Utilization of a police-sbaiark crisis intervention
approach to domestic violence. Families in Sods2ty393-398.

Coulter, Martha L., Kathryn Kuehnle, Robert Byasd Moya Alfonso. 1999. Police-
reporting behavior and victim-police interactiossdescribed by women in a
domestic violence shelter. Journal of Interperséfi@lence 14: 1290-1298.

Dalton, J.H., M.J. Elias, and A. Wandersman. 2@immunity Psychology: Linking
Individuals and CommunityStamford, CT: Wadsworth.

Davis, Robert C., and Edna Erez. 1998. Immigramulidions as Victims: Toward a
Multicultural Criminal Justice System, ResearciBmef. U.S. Department of
Justice, Office of Justice Programs, National tati of Justice. Available online
at http://www.mcjrs.org/txtfiles/167571.txt

Dijkstra, Will, and Johannes H. Smit. 2002. PersugdReluctant Recipients in
Telephone Surveys. [Burvey Nonresponsalited by Robert M. Groves, Don A.
Dillman, John L. Etinge, and Roderick J.A. Littiew York: John Wiley &
Sons, Inc.

Dillman, Don A. 1976.Reducing refusal rates fromepdone interviews. Public
Opinion Quarterly 40: 66-78.

Durose, Mattew R., Caroline Wolf Harlow, Patrick llangan, Mark Motivans, Ramona
R. Rantala and Erica Smith. 200%&mily Violence Statistics Including Statistics
on Strangers and AcquaintancésS. Department of Justice, Office of Justice
Programs, Bureau of Justice Statistics.

Dobash, R. Emerson, and Russell P. Dobash. 20@0u&ing criminal Justice
Interventions for Domestic Violence. Crime and Dgliency 46: 252-270.



169

Edelson, Jeffrey L. 199 Evaluating Domestic Violence PrograniMinneapolis, MN:
Domestic Abuse Project.

Feder, Lynette. 1997. Domestic Violence and PdResponse in a Pro-Arrest
Jurisdiction. Women and Criminal Justice 8: 79-98.

Feagin, Joe, R., Sjoberg, Gideon, and Orum, Antidn{1991) The Case for the Case
Study. Chapel Hill: University of North Carolinad3s

Finn, Mary A., and Loretta J. Stalans. 1995. Palaferrals to shelters and mental health
treatment: Examining their decisions in domestgaat cases. Crime and
Delinquency 4: 467-480.

Fleury, Ruth E. 2002. Missing Voices: Patterns aft&ed Women’s Satisfaction with
the Criminal Legal System. Violence Against Womet88-205.

George, Christine, Sharma, Aparna, and Sabinay&Hf805. Hardly a Leg to Stand On:
The Civil and Social Rights of Immigrant Victims BbmesticViolence.
Retrieved from December 29, 2005, frasww.luc.edu/curl

Gondolf, Edward W. 2000. Human Subject Issues itteBar Program Evaluation. In
ProgramEvaluation and Family Violence Researekited by Sally K. Ward, and
David Finkelhor. New York: Haworth Maltreatment afichuma Press.

Gondolf, Edward W. 2002. Service Barriers for BatteWomen with Male Partners in
Batterer Programs. Journal of Interpersonal Viatehg: 217-227.

Griffing, Sascha, Deborah Fish Ragin, Robert EeSagrraine Madry, Lewis E.
Bingham, and Beny J. Primm. 20@omestic Violence Survivors’ self-identified
reasons for returning to Abusive Relationshipsridaluof Interpersonal Violence
17: 306-319.

Hansson, M. 1998. Balancing the quality of conséotirnal of Medical Ethic24:182-
188.

Hiselman, Jennifer.2005. The Extent and NatureadlACrime Victimization in lllinois,
2002. A Report on the Findings from the lllinoisr@e Victimization Survey,
2002. Chicago, lllinois: lllinois Criminal Justideformation Authority.

House, E.R. 1994. The Qualitative- Quantitative &@ebNew Perspectives. CS
Reichardt, S.F. Rallis San Fransciso: Josie- Bass

Hutchison, Ira W., J. David Hirschel, and CarolyrP&sachis. 1994. Family Violence
and Police Utilization. Violence and Victims 9: 2993.

Johnson, Holly. 1993. Violence Against Women Sur¥e800 Telephone Line Policy



170

and Procedures. Internal Document. Ottawa: Candcigter for justice
Statistics.

Johnson, Ida. 1990. A Loglinear Analysis of Abu¥éides’ Decisions to Call the Police
in Domestic-Violence Disputes. Journal of Crimidaktice 18: 147-159.

Landis, Leslie. 199Mayor Richard M. Daley’s Domestic Violence Advocacy
Coordinating Council ReparAssessment of the Current Response to Domestic
Violence in ChicagoCity of Chicago.

Lee, Roberta K., Vetta L. Sanders Thompson, andliylB. Mechanic. 2002. Intimate
Partner Violence and Women of Color: A Call for dmations. American Journal
of Public Health 92: 530-538.

Levin, Rebekah. 1999. Participatory Evaluation:daeshers and service providers as
collaborators versus adversaries. Violence Agaisinen 5: 1213-1227.

Louise Brown Research. 200Bvaluation of the Scottish Domestic Abuse HetygLi
Scottish Executive Social Research. Retrieved Ndnar3, 2005
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/library5/social/esdah-d¥p

Martinson, Lisa M. 2001. An Analysis of Racism dResources for African-American
Female Victims of Domestic Violence in Wisconsinisénsin Women'’s Law
Journal 16: 259-285.

Mitchell, Roger E., and Christine A. Hodson. 1988ping with Domestic Violence:
Social Support and Psychological Health Among BattéVomen. American
Journal of Community Psychology 11: 629-654.

National Institute of Justice (NIJ). 2001. WorksHegmmary: Broadening Our
Understandingof Violence Against Women Among Radi#thnic, and Cultural
Minorities. Retrieved April, 2003.
http://www.ojp.usdoj/gov.nij/vawprog/broadening.ttm

National Runaway Switchboard.2005ontline. National Runaway Switchboard.

Oksenberg, Lois, and Charles Cannell. 1988. Effeicisterviewer Vocal
Characteristics on NonrepsonseTkiephone Survey Methodologglited by
Robert Groves, , Paul P. Biemer, Lars E. LybergelaT. Massey, William L.
Nicholls Il, and Joseph Waksberg. New York: Johhey& Sons.

Raj, Anita, and Jay Silverman. 2002. Violence Agaimmigrant Women: The Roles of
Culture, Context, and Legal Immigrant Status omate Partner Violence.
Violence Against Women 8: 367-398.

Raphael, Jody. 200&aving Bernice : battered women, welfare, and ggvBoston:



171

Northeastern University Press.

Rennison, Callie Marie. 2000. Intimate Partner ¥ae, Special Report. U.S.
Department of Justice, Bureau of Justice Statisiétce of Justice Programs.

Richie, Beth. 1996Compelled to Crime: the gender entrapment of battdrlack
womenNew York: Routledge.

Riger, Stephanie, Larry Bennett, Sharon Wasco, Ra8chewe, Lisa Frohmann,
Jennifer M. Camacho, and Rebecca Campbell. 2D@&uating Services for
Survivors of Domestic Violence and Sexual Assabtiusand Oaks: Sage Series
on Violence Against Women.

Riger, Stephanie, Sheela Raja, and Jennifer Camaob@. The Radiating Impact of
Intimate Partner Violence. Journal of Interpersdrialence 17:184-205.

Sorenson, Susan B. 1996. Violence against womeamiinng ethnic differences and
Commonalities. Evaluation Review 20:123-145.

Stalans, Loretta J. 1996. Family Harmony or IndradProtection? Public
Recommendations About How Police Can Handle Dom&Stlence Situations.
American Behavioral Scientist 39: 433-448.

Stephens, B. Joyce, and Peter G. Sinden. 2000nmV&cYoices. Journal of Interpersonal
Violence 15: 534-547.

Stith, Sandra M. 1990. Police Response to Dom¥&stience: The Influence of
Individual and Familiar Factors. Violence and \ficsi 5: 37-49.

Suarez-Bacazar, Yolanda., and G. W. Harper. 2ZBOhowerment and Participatory
Evaluations of Community Interventio@nghamton, NY: Haworth Press, Inc.

Sullivan, Cris, and Carole Alexy. ND. EvaluatifgetOutcomes of Domestic Violence
Providers: Some Practical Considerations and $jieteRetrieved April 2003
http://www.vaw.umn.edu.

Taylor, Janette Y. 2005. No Resting Place: Afrigamerican Women at the Crossroads
of Violence. Violence Against Women 11: 1473-1489.

Tjaden, Patricia, and Nancy Thoennes. 28@ent, Nature and Consequences of
Intimate Partner Violence: Findings from the Na#ibXiolence Against Women
Survey U.S. Department of Justice, National Institutdwstice.

Transforming Communities a Branch of Marin Abusedriién’s Services. 2000.
Evaluation Handbook for Community MobilizatiddA: Dept. of Health Services,
Maternal and Child Health Branch, Domestic Violesaztion.



172

W.K. Kellogg Foundation.200W.K. Kellogg Foundation Logic Model Guildattle
Creek, MI: Author.

Wasco, Sharon M., Rebecca Campbell, April Howaiitlia@ Mason, Susan Staggs, Paul
Schewe, and Stephanie Riger. 2004. A StatewideuBiiah of Services Provided
to Rape Survivors. Journal of Interpersonal Vioket®: 252-263

Weis, Lois. 2001. Race, Gender and Critique: Afri¢anerican women, White women
and Domestic Violence in the 1980s and 1990s. XGnE39-169.

Walton, J.1992. Making a Theoretical Case What is a Case Exploring the
Foundations of Social Inquinedited by Charles C,,Ragin and Howard, Becker.
New York, NY: Cambridge University Press



173

NOTES

' Categorization as a victimBased on the caller’s presentation to the VIRAgsighation of domestic
violence victim/survivor is assigned to the catlering the original call. The designation is worlad
through the interaction between the caller andAi®RA. Some callers define themselves as a victim o
domestic violence immediately. Many, however, doself define as a victim and may even reject that
label while at the same time describing domestitevice perpetrated against them. While domestic
violence service provider agencies may have caitieni considering someone a domestic violencenaicti
the same is not true for the Help Line. The Helpeldoes not have qualifying characteristics fandstic
violence victims to receive referrals or linkagesni the Help Line.

" Of the other 11,264 callers to the Help Line, ¢heere 2209 who called the Help Line to obtain
information or services for someone else as amicii domestic violence (3rd Party callers). Theszav
271 callers who identified as an abuser callingriésrmation or services for themselves. Thereen&t20
other callers to the Help Line about community ef@e and other non-domestic violence related aallis
3564 were administrative calls.

" All interviewers received one week of trainingdomestic violence issues and safety concerns coediuc
by the Mayor's Office on Domestic Violence.

v Victim callers are asked to choose the racialgmtethey believe best describes them. For ease in
reporting, we group African, African American anth&k respondents under Black, and Hispanic or lbatin
respondents under Latino. We do recognize thaetigeoups are an oversimplification of the complex
issue of race.

¥ All statistics in this report are based on vabdes.

"' This time period includes the first weeks of stied random sampling of victim callers based ocera
After week 8 sampling was discontinued and allimatallers meeting the criteria were invited to
participate.

"' Eight hundred and forty one names and phone niswbere transmitted from the Help Line to the
researchers at CURL. However, only 823 of theseewalid; the remaining were duplicate numbers or
non-victim callers.

Y Thirteen individuals identified with a race othiean Black, Latino or White. They included indivals
identifying as Middle Eastern, Asian, Native Amaric and mixed race. They are not included in this
analysis.

* T-test values are reported here with equal vagamot assumed.

“In 19 cases we have no reports of services redeive

¥ The demographic information, abuser relationship tgpe of abuse were collected during the initél
to the Help Line.

*' The VIRAs ascertained the type(s) of abuse dutieqr discussion with the victims, however the
guestion was not directly asked.

X' We are wary of this finding, and it is very pnaihary. A quick examination of the Help Line
administrative data did not find the same significdifference. We need to examine this further.

*¥ The small cell sizes of people who were disabletipdes statistical analysis.

* The DVLO is a sworn member, trained on domestitevice, assigned to each district's community
policing office. They are chosen by the distriociranander to act as a district-based resource omslinn
violence issues for field officers and the commynit

“ Excluded responses from officers employed less éhgears from analysis.

' Sample sized identified using the Sample SizeWatior at http://www.surveysystem.com/sscalc.htm



