The author(s) shown below used Federal funds provided by the U.S.
Department of Justice and prepared the following final report:

Document Title: Meeting Survivors’ Needs Through Non-
Residential Domestic Violence Services &

Supports: Results of a Multi-State Study

Author: Eleanor Lyon, Jill Bradshaw, Anne Menard
Document No.: 237328

Date Received: February 2012

Award Number: 2009-1J-CX-0027

This report has not been published by the U.S. Department of Justice.
To provide better customer service, NCJRS has made this Federally-
funded grant final report available electronically in addition to
traditional paper copies.

Opinions or points of view expressed are those
of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect
the official position or policies of the U.S.
Department of Justice.




This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s)
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.

MEETING SURVIVORS’ NEEDS
Through Non-Residential Domestic Violence
Services & Supports:

Results of a Multi-State Study

Original Grant Title
Non-Residential Domestic Violence Services: Survivors’ Experiences

FINAL REPORT

Eleanor Lyon & Jill Bradshaw
University of Connecticut
School of Social Work

and

Anne Menard
National Resource Center on Domestic Violence

November, 2011

Prepared for
National Institute of Justice
Grant # 2009-1J-CX-0027

This project was supported by Grant No. 2009-1J-CX-0027, awarded to the National Resource Center on
Domestic Violence by the National Institute of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, U.S. Department of
Justice. Points of view expressed in this document are those of the study authors and do not necessarily
represent the official position or policies of the Department of Justice.



This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s)
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.

ABSTRACT

This study of the services and supports provided by domestic violence programs in four
states was designed to help fill a gap in current knowledge about the range of services
provided, and the needs and experiences of survivors. Research goals included obtaining a large
and diverse sample of survivors and programs, to permit meaningful comparisons of services,
immediate outcomes, and experiences by race/ethnicity, immigration status, gender and other
characteristics of survivors, while also taking program capacity into account.

Data were collected during a nine-month period from 1,467 survivors from 90 domestic
violence programs in four states. The states were chosen to maximize geographical, population,
rural/ urban and economic diversity. Programs were also selected for participation by major
national culturally-specific institutes and organizations, to help ensure diversity of the survivor
and program samples. In addition, 10 focus groups were conducted with a total of 73 survivors.
These groups focused on survivors from marginalized groups, and populations often neglected
in the literature.

Programs provided information about their capacity (number and backgrounds of staff)
and the services they offered. Census data were also collected about the county served by the
program. Survivors were asked to complete a written survey after they had experienced a
minimum of two face-to-face contacts with program staff. All study materials were translated
into ten additional languages to increase accessibility. Surveys asked about four major types of
services and 54 different possible needs; they also addressed efforts to obtain help,
immigration and financial status, immediate outcomes, and the respect and support survivors

had received from program staff.
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Data from programs showed that they ranged greatly in capacity (1 to 70 staff), and had
offered services and supports to between 26 and 8,519 survivors in the past year. Across
programs, staff could speak 48 different languages; 69% had staff who spoke Spanish.

Nearly half of respondents reported being born outside of the United States (U.S.); 31%
of surveys were completed in 8 languages other than English. Over one-fifth of survivors came
from a predominantly rural program, and 21% reported having a disability or disabling
condition(s).

Respondents reported their primary needs as information/support, safety, legal
advocacy, help with economic issues, and help related to their children. Over a third indicated
at least one immigration-related need. The needs identified by survivors were predominantly
met, at least partly. In most cases, the greater the contact, the more likely needs were met. The
needs reported as unmet with greatest frequency focused on various economic supports and
help for the person who hurt the survivor. At least 80% strongly agreed with every rating of
staff respect and support, and 95% or more agreed. Over 85% reported improvements based
on program services on 8 of 9 outcomes measured. No ratings of staff respect and support
differed significantly among respondents, based on demographic characteristics.

Detailed findings showed differences in particular needs across race/ethnicity, having
been born in the U.S., rural/urban location, and language in which surveys were completed. A
small number of differences in survivors’ experiences were also found related to staff size.

The study shows that domestic violence programs address compelling needs that
survivors cannot meet elsewhere. Programs provide a complex array of services to victims of

abuse and their children; most prominent are safety, information, help with children, help with
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emotional distress, and help with immigration-related issues when needed. Most needs were
met for most survivors. Implications for policy and programming are discussed; they include
expanding culturally-specific programming, support for economic needs, support for adults’ and
children’s mental health needs, diversity training for staff, increased resources for programs,
and further mixed-method research on particular populations that addresses the context of

help-seeking.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Introduction

The present study addresses a large gap in current knowledge. While there are currently an
estimated 1,920 domestic violence programs across the United States, the literature lacks a multi-
state study with a large enough sample size to be able to describe the non-residential program
experiences of survivors of domestic violence, document the range of services provided, and
present nuanced comparative analyses that examine survivors with different demographic

characteristics and from various geographic regions. This study was designed to meet the following

goals:

1) Learn more about what domestic violence survivors want when they come to
programs for supportive services, the extent to which survivors have had their
service expectations met, and survivors’ assessment of immediate outcomes
associated with the services they receive.

2) Learn more about how survivors’ experiences, needs and immediate outcomes vary
across demographic and domestic violence program characteristics.

3) Identify multi-level factors associated with survivors’ positive service experiences.

4) Develop recommendations for domestic violence programs across the country for
how they might improve their services.

Background

Today’s community-based domestic violence programs provide a range of services, including
emergency shelter, 24-hour crisis lines, support groups, counseling services, advocacy,
programs for children, and programs for people from particular cultures or with particular
needs. The limited research on specific services suggests that supportive counseling improves

clinical measures of life functioning and coping ability; that shelters provide life-saving support
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and that post-exit advocacy contributes to community connections, enhanced well-being, and
reduced likelihood of further abuse; and that social support interventions provide beneficial
health effects. However, the existing research fails to fully reflect the variety of services that are
now available to respond to the complexity of survivors’ needs, such as transportation, medical,
mental and emotional health services, TANF (welfare) advocacy, financial help, advocacy for
survivors facing issues related to their immigration status, services for children, and
accommodations for survivors with physical and other disabilities—especially when those
services are provided outside the context of a shelter stay. In addition, existing research is
limited on services provided by domestic violence programs in rural areas, and that specialize in
particular populations, such as those from specific cultures, recent immigrants, older adults,

and men.

Methodology

This study sampled the experiences of 1,467 domestic violence survivors receiving services from
domestic violence programs in four states: Alabama, lllinois, Massachusetts, and Washington.
Programs in the four participating states were recruited through contact with the domestic
violence coalitions in each identified state. In addition, programs were recruited by
representatives of four major national cultural institutes and organizations: the Asian & Pacific
Islander Institute on Domestic Violence, Casa de Esperanza, the Institute on Domestic Violence
in the African American Community, and the Women of Color Network. A total of 90 programs
ultimately participated actively, a final participation rate of 31%. It should be noted that the

primary reasons programs did not participate were because of staff shortages as a result of
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funding cuts in the difficult economy and because they were already participating in other
studies and worried about the burden on survivors of multiple data collection needs.

Training for the study coordinators and participating program staff was provided
through a series of webinars. The webinars were two hours in length, and they reviewed the
foundation for this study, the study goals, all of the study forms and materials, guidelines for
how to invite survivors to participate, and how to get started. Programs were also sent a packet
of training materials, including the power point slides presented during the webinar, a guide for
participating programs detailing all of the study protocols, the guide for inviting survivors to
complete the survey, and copies of the surveys in the all of the translated languages identified
by the program. Initial webinar trainings were held in February and March of 2010, in both
English and Spanish. In total, 8 webinars were conducted, and approximately 150 staff
participated in those trainings. Subsequent technical assistance was provided individually as
needed, and in bi-weekly conference calls with study coordinators; a TA listserv was also
created, but use was limited.

Data collection took place between April and December, 2010. Measures put in place to
ensure safety and confidentiality included assigning code numbers to each program and the
provision of pre-addressed stamped envelopes to participants.

The survivor survey is a 6-page instrument that asks a total of 28 questions. It includes a
combination of items from the instruments revised for the FVPSA Outcomes Project, pilot
tested in four states in 2007. The survey for this study was greatly expanded from the earlier
versions so that study goals would be met and information on the context of help-seeking

across populations could be obtained. The survey includes questions about how the survivor
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heard about the program, the types of help s/he wanted and the extent to which s/he got the
help (from a list of 54 items), and demographic information (race/ethnicity, gender, age, sexual
orientation, level of education, length of time in the U.S., language preference, financial
situation, and disability status). The survey also asks about the number/duration of current
services, types of current services (including specific types of advocacy, such as legal, medical,
welfare, and others), whether the survivor has obtained services at the program, including
shelter services, in the past, and whether they have sought/obtained services from other
programs in the community in the past year.

The survey also contains Likert-type items regarding respectful treatment by program
staff and special areas of service. Finally, survivors were asked to indicate which of a list of
outcomes for themselves they attribute to their current services from this program.

The survey was translated into Spanish and 9 additional languages: Arabic, Chinese,
French, Korean, Polish, Portuguese, Russian, Tagalog, and Vietnamese. The survey was available
in 3 formats: paper, electronically, and orally. The survey was made available electronically on-
line in order to address the needs of persons with visual impairments who might need the font
in a larger format, and to accommodate survivors who might prefer this format for other
reasons, including confidentiality. The on-line survey was available in both English and Spanish.
Finally, the survey was available for oral administration for those with low literacy or for those
who needed the survey a different language than the 11 provided. Oral administration was
available via the National Domestic Violence Hotline, with additional languages available via the
Language Line. Participating programs offered the survey instruments to all survivors receiving

their services who had had a minimum of two face-to-face contacts in the past year.
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The program survey is a 6-page instrument that asks a total of 22 questions. This brief
survey asks a set of questions about the number of program staff and volunteers, the services
provided to survivors, staff and volunteer race/ethnicity/culture and language capacity, training
provided on diversity and cultural competence, the characteristics of the city/town in which the
shelter is located, and any specialization the program may have (for example, some programs
today have been developed for survivors from a particular culture, or for survivors with
particular needs, such as help with disabilities, immigration, or substance abuse issues). In
addition, Census-based information was obtained about the population and demographic
characteristics of the counties served by each participating program.

Key Program-Level Findings

A total of 90 programs participated. They had a range of 1 to 70 staff, with a median of
13 (median of 8 FTEs), and a median of 7.5 volunteers per month. Staff were able to provide
help in a combination of 48 different languages; the most common language in addition to
English was Spanish (67% of programs, followed by 13% in Portuguese, 10% in Hindi, 10% in
Russian, and 8% in Vietnamese). Programs had been in existence for an average of 23 years,
with a range of 3 to 41 years; 38% were independent domestic violence (DV) programs, and
23% were stand-alone dual domestic violence and sexual assault programs. The rest were part
of a larger social service or community agency. Twenty-one percent of programs were
culturally-specific. Over half operated with an annual budget of less than $500,000; the average
starting salary for a full-time staff member was reported as $29,000.

From a list of 38 potential services, 14 were provided by over half of the programs. The

services and supports that programs were most likely to provide directly were support groups
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for survivors (94%), crisis counseling (93%), and case management (92%). The services that
programs were most likely to make outside referrals for were long-term housing (84%),
disability issues (80%), and healthcare (80%). The services that were most commonly reported
as being unavailable in the community were safe homes/hotel vouchers, batterer intervention
programs, and placement/care for animals. In addition to the documented services, 59% of the
programs reported that they provide specialized support groups for culturally-specific
populations, children, men, and others.
Key Survey Findings: Survivors

A total of 1,467 survivors participated in this survey. They were a highly diverse group.
Thirty-nine percent identified as White/Caucasian, 32% as Hispanic/Latina/o, 15% as African
American/Black, 7% as Asian/Asian American, 3% as multiracial, and 2% as Native
American/Alaska Native; the remainder reported other identities. Forty-six percent reported
that they were born outside the United States. Ninety-six percent were female, and 4% were
male (2 identified as transgender); 35% were under age 30, but 3% were over age 60 and 6%
were under age 18. One-third had not completed high school; 57% had stopped schooling with
a high school diploma. In contrast, 19% had a college degree. Over half (51%) reported
themselves to be in financial trouble, and 45% indicated they were in worse financial condition
than they had been 2 years previously. Just over one-fifth (21%) reported they had a disability
or disabling condition.

Survivors reached the program by various routes. Nearly 45% had heard about the
program more than a year before they completed the survey, and 37% had first come to the

program in that timeframe. Friends were the most common source of information, followed by
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DV program staff. Between 4% and 7% had gone to another program more than a year
previously for help, and between 4% and 8% had gone to another program for DV help within
the past year.

The most common service initially received from the present program was counseling
(45%), followed by support group (41%), support services (38%), and legal advocacy (28%).
Currently respondents were most likely to be receiving support services (75%), followed by
support group (57%), counseling (56%) and legal advocacy (36%).

Survivors indicated from a list of 54 service options the ones they wanted (and either
got all, some or none of the help they wanted) and did not want. They averaged 21 of the 54;
people in financial trouble, born outside the U.S., completing the survey in Spanish and those
from urban programs reported larger numbers. Factor analysis resulted in 11 factors for the 54
items: 1) information/support—6 items of which 93% wanted at least one; 2) safety—4 items
88% wanted at least one; 3) legal advocacy—4 items 76% wanted at least one; 4) child-
related—9 items 65% wanted at least one; 5) economic support—7 items 59% wanted at least
one; 6) victimization-related support—2 items 57% wanted at least one; 7) family-related
support—3 items 57% wanted at least one; 8) physical/mental health—4 items 51% wanted at
least one; 9) criminal-legal support—3 items 32% wanted at least one; 10) immigration-related
support—>5 items 30% wanted at least one; and 11) vulnerability-related support—3 items 24%
wanted at least one. For about half of the specific types of help identified, a greater number of
contacts with the program was significantly related to receiving all of the help wanted; for the

other half, the relationship did not reach statistical significance or was less clear.
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As is commonly found in surveys of service recipients of all kinds, survivors reported
high levels (but by no means uniform) of overall satisfaction with program staff and the services
and supports they had received. There were no differences across race/ethnicity, and few
across other aspects of survivor identity.

Survivors also reported extensive personal changes that they attributed to the services
they had received from the programs. They had obtained more information about DV, safety
and resources, and felt more confident and hopeful, but hope and safety were at the top of the
list. The longer they stayed in the program, the more likely they were to report these
improvements as coming from program services and supports.

The comparisons between survivors born in the U.S. and those born elsewhere are
among the particular contributions made by this study. The similarities between these two
groups are most notable. While the current financial situation for the two groups was similar,
the U.S. born survivors were more likely to report their financial situation is “much worse” than
it was two years ago.

Survivors born outside the U.S. were less likely to indicate a delay in coming to the DV
program once they heard about it. They were also more likely than those born in the U.S. to
have heard about the program from informal sources: friends, family or flyers, and also from
health care providers. U.S. born survivors were more likely to have heard about the program
from DV program staff. Those born outside the U.S. were most likely to come to the DV
program initially for counseling, and to have accessed more types of services when they first
came. They were also significantly more likely to use legal advocacy services.

The results from the detailed list of 54 potential services wanted also shows similar
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results. The top 10 items for the two groups was virtually identical. However, statistically
significant differences were found for half of the items. For example, those born outside the
U.S. reported wanting more help with issues related to their children, with
reproductive/women’s health issues, with staying in their relationship safely, and help related
to immigration. Those born in the U.S. were more likely to want help related to previous or
other abuse, and were about twice as likely as those born outside to want help with their pets,
among others. Surveys also found that outcomes ratings were higher for survivors born outside
the U.S. on six items that addressed improved confidence, hope, and efficacy.

Differences were also found among survivors across the 4 primary racial/ethnic groups.
Although some of these differences could be attributed to immigration status (the vast majority
of both Asian/Asian American and Hispanic/Latino/a survivors were born outside the U.S.),
there were substantial differences between these two groups. Asian/Asian American survivors
had the highest education and current financial status, while the Hispanic/Latino/as had the
lowest. They also differed in identified specific needs and in needs within the 11 identified
factors. Hispanic/Latino/as were most likely to report child-related needs, for example, while
Asian/Asian Americans were least likely to report such needs. Finally, satisfaction and outcomes
were similar across racial/ethnic groups. Just 3 outcomes reached the level of statistical
significance (although outcomes across groups were quite high), with Asian/Asian Americans
somewhat lower than the others on those 3 (hopefulness, confidence in decision making, and
feeling they can do more things they want to do).

In other research, little data has been collected that focuses on survivors’ experiences in

rural areas. In this study, survivors from rural programs were younger than those from entirely
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urban/suburban programs, more likely to be White/Caucasian, had less education, and were
more likely to be U.S. born, identify as gay, lesbian, or bisexual and have adequate income that
had not changed in the past 2 years. They were more likely to hear about the program from
family members, the police, CPS or TANF, while survivors from urban/suburban programs were
more likely to hear about the program from DV staff, a social service agency or health care
provider.

While the survivors from rural areas were using more of the four basic types of services,
they were less likely to be using counseling and legal advocacy. Their rates of using support
groups were dramatically higher. Despite these differences, there were no significant
differences in satisfaction or outcomes.

Results were reported for the 60 men in the sample. Half had participated in a teen
support group, so they were compared with teen girls. Few differences were found. Since
sample sizes for adult men and women were so imbalanced, simple frequencies for the men
were presented, and comparisons were not reported. However, they showed quite similar
patterns to the women.

Finally, analysis of differences in survivors’ experiences across program size were
illuminating, as well. First, the smallest programs (5 or fewer staff) were more likely to be in
rural areas than the largest programs (more than 20 staff), which were overwhelmingly urban.
This makes it clear that the picture is much more complicated than number of staff alone, since
urban programs have more survivors with larger numbers of needs, and more who were not

born in the U.S.
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Nonetheless, analysis showed that survivors from small programs were more likely than
others to have heard about the DV program from family or from people in their religious/
spiritual community, while survivors from the larger programs were more likely to have heard
about the program from people in court. Survivors from the smallest programs were more likely
than others to be receiving legal advocacy and to have had fewer service contacts with the
program at the time they completed the survey.

Survivors from the smallest programs were generally more likely than the rest to report
they got all the help they wanted. Comparisons showed that these survivors were significantly
more likely to report they received all of the help they wanted with 11 of the 54 specific types
of services. The only exception to this pattern was help with immigration issues.

Key Findings about Survivors from Focus Groups

The 10 diverse focus groups with 73 participants also showed that survivors of domestic
violence have a wide range of needs. Getting help for the abuse they had experienced was
often a complicated process, as survivors managed immediate life circumstances, fears, and
systems that were not always helpful. One of the primary messages from survivors was their
hope that programs could strive for more comprehensive services, including increasing program
capacity and enhancing networks of professionals trained in DV related issues.

Participants also illustrated very clearly that many needs and ways of understanding DV
survivors are culturally-specific or issue specific. When thinking about addressing the
complexity of issues and providing services to survivors, participants illustrated that advocates
and others must listen, not make judgments, and have skills that are relevant to their particular

issue or culture. Survivors must feel safe when working through the abuse; only then will they
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talk about things deeply enough for true healing to occur. Life changes in the context of abuse
and trauma or their aftermath is difficult and can be complicated, and support provided for
survivors can truly be life-saving.

Study Implications

The survey and focus group data show clearly that domestic violence programs provide
essential services for survivors of domestic violence and their children. The survivors in this
sample reported satisfaction with services and respect from program staff at high rates, and
attributed substantial positive personal change to their program experience. Further, positive
changes were found across gender, race/ethnicity, and immigration status, as well as program
size and rural/urban location. The first implication of these findings is that the programs and
their services should continue to be supported.

The results also show the importance of culturally-specific programming. This is
especially true for survivors who were born outside the U.S. and/or experience language
barriers, but clearly not for them alone. In many instances specific needs differ across groups,
and are critical to address.

The importance of economic supports is also clear. These led the list of services that
survivors who wanted them were unable to obtain, and nearly two-thirds of survivors wanted
at least some of this type of help. Programs should be given the resources to enhance these
service offerings.

Supports for children continue to be prominent needs for survivors—especially, but not
only, those who were born outside the U.S. or experience language barriers. Many programs

offer specialized programming for children, yet these need to be enhanced. As recognition of
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the impact of DV on children in the home increases, it becomes more important for programs
to be able to provide DV and trauma-informed services to help them.

The study also shows the importance of mental health and substance abuse-related
services. Most survivors identified supportive counseling among their needs, and over a third
also specified “mental health issues”. A majority also wanted help with issues related to
previous or other abuse. Although many programs are currently working on enhancing these
services (either in-house or through referral arrangements with DV-informed community
services), these efforts need further support if survivors’ needs are to be addressed effectively.

In addition, services for men should continue to be offered. Perhaps as important,
programs need to more clearly communicate that their services are for both abused women
and men. As more men come forward for help, specialized support groups and other services
that recognize that emotional, economic and legal issues can be experienced differently for
men should be expanded.

Finally, the study has clear implications for program staff training. Most programs
provide diversity training; these efforts are vital and should be expanded to incorporate the
multitude of issues identified in the survey and focus groups. Staff training on listening without
judgment, and offering understanding and support for the complexity of survivors’
circumstances and needs should continue and be reinforced. This should include the
recognition that many survivors either want or need to remain in their relationships, at least for
the immediate future.

This study has advanced critical knowledge of DV services and supports, and survivors’

experiences. It was conducted at a time when both survivors and programs were trying to cope
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with dramatic economic uncertainties. Findings and study experiences suggest future research
directions, as well. First, research that involves extensive involvement of DV program staff
should provide more economic support to those programs.The findings of this study provide
more information than previously available about the experiences of some groups, such as
immigrants, men, and survivors from rural programs. These groups, along with older adults,
deserve further study, so that their particular needs can be better understood and addressed.
Efforts to contextualize data should continue, although they could focus more on
particular contextual issues, such as survivors' abuse history or informal sources of support than
was true in this study. The combination of survey and focus group data, provided rich and
compelling information. Such approaches should continue; the qualitative portions of studies
could focus particularly on contextual information, which could help to reduce the length of
surveys. Finally, as efforts continue to understand and identify outcomes of services provided
by DV programes, it will be essential to wrestle with the challenge of attributing change to a
single program’s services. This study documented that many survivors turn to a variety of
sources in their efforts to obtain the help they want and need. Research will need to improve

strategies to include the complex ways survivors attempt to improve their lives.
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I. INTRODUCTION
Problem Statement and Rationale

Although there are currently an estimated 1,920 domestic violence programs across the
United States, recent research on survivors’ experiences has been limited, especially studies with
large sample sizes that can document the range of services provided, and provide analyses within
and across race/ethnicity and geographic region. This study was designed to obtain information
from a diverse sample of survivors and to meet the following goals:
1) Learn more about what domestic violence survivors want when they come to
programs for supportive services, the extent to which survivors have had their

service expectations met, and survivors’ assessment of immediate outcomes
associated with the services they receive.

2) Learn more about how survivors’ experiences, needs and immediate outcomes vary
across demographic and domestic violence program characteristics.

3) Identify multi-level factors associated with survivors’ positive service experiences.

4) Develop recommendations for domestic violence programs across the country for
how they might improve their services.

Literature Review

Specialized services and programs for people who have experienced domestic violence
have only begun to emerge in the last thirty-five years. Domestic violence shelters were among the
first specialized support services available to women who experienced abuse by an intimate
partner (Schechter, 1982). As awareness of domestic violence and its impact increased over the
years, available resources expanded, and there are now over 1,920 domestic violence programs
across the United States (National Network to End Domestic Violence, 2011; National Research

Council, 1998). Over time, services have expanded from the earliest shelter programs, which
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offered little more than beds and short-term support, to today’s expanded array of supportive
programming, including support groups, counseling services, increasingly specialized advocacy,
and programs for children (Barner & Carney, 2011). Early studies of domestic violence programs
found them to be one of the most supportive, effective resources for women with abusive
partners, according to the residents themselves (e.g. Bowker & Maurer, 1985; Gordon, 1996;
Sedlak, 1988; Straus, Gelles, & Steinmetz, 1980). For example, Berk, Newton, and Berk (1986)
reported that women who were actively pursuing a variety of strategies while they were in
shelter (such as getting help from an attorney, seeking counseling, and contacting police)
experienced dramatic reductions in the likelihood of further violence. Subsequent literature,
including a recent study of domestic violence shelter residents (Lyon, Lane and Menard, 2008),
has continued to indicate that shelters can be invaluable resources for people who experience
abuse (Bennett et al., 2004; Tutty, Weaver, & Rothery, 1999), although ongoing services and
supports may be needed (e.g. Brown, Trangsrud & Linnemeyer, 2009).

Research on counseling in domestic violence programs has provided promising results.
Among the few evaluations, some have found improved well-being and coping (Howard et al.,
1994; McNamara et al., 2008). One study involving abused women with PTSD symptoms reported
decreases in several psychological symptoms after three months of services (Foa et al., 2006).
Similarly, the limited number of evaluations of support groups (offered by most domestic violence
programs) have provided evidence that such groups can be helpful. For example, Tutty, Bidgood,
and Rothery’s (1993) evaluation of twelve closed 10-12 week support groups involving 76 women
found significant improvements in women’s self-esteem, sense of belonging, locus of control and

overall stress over time. However, just 32 of the women completed the 6-month follow-up
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assessment. These findings were supported by a more recent experimental study (Constantino,
Kim, & Crane, 2005), in which women who had participated in an 8-week group showed greater
improvement in symptoms of psychological distress and higher feelings of social support than
those who were not in the group.

Evaluations of general individual advocacy have been even more uncommon. Zweig and
Burt (2007) evaluated services associated with the STOP Formula Grants Program funded by the
Office on Violence Against Women, U.S. Department of Justice. They reported on findings from 26
communities, in which survivors reported that non-profit victim services were the most helpful
(such as those provided by domestic violence programs), and that survivors who felt more control
in working with advocates rated the services as more helpful. One of the best-designed advocacy
evaluations (Allen, Bybee, & Sullivan, 2004; Bybee & Sullivan, 2002) examined the impact of
community-based advocacy following a stay in a domestic violence shelter. Women were
randomly assigned to a comprehensive 10-week advocacy intervention (average meetings 2
times/week to provide information and assist with obtaining a wide range of community services
and supports based on individual need) or the control group (the usual services: responding to
further contacts/needs initiated by the women). Follow-up interviews were conducted over a
period of two years. Compared to the control group, survivors who worked closely with advocates
experienced less violence for the two years, reported higher quality of life and social support, and
were able to obtain community resources more readily. However, interviews conducted after
three years showed more complex results: those who received the extended advocacy were no
less likely to report experiencing violence in the third year, but still had more social support and

higher overall quality of life; the authors conclude that access to resources and social support
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continued to serve as protective factors (Bybee & Sullivan, 2005). The primary evaluation of a legal
advocacy program conducted to date (Bell and Goodman, 2001) showed that women who worked
with advocates reported decreased abuse six weeks later; their qualitative findings also supported
the use of paraprofessional legal advocates.

Most of the recent literature on interventions for domestic violence survivors, however,
has focused on the legal system, and on individual programs that offer counseling and services
provided in non-shelter settings, such as health care (Barner & Carney, 2011; Shepard, 2005;
Sullivan, 2005). Further, the literature on survivors’ experiences with services has not fully
reflected differences in access to services or the current increasing variety of services available,
created in an effort to respond to the complexity of survivors’ needs. Supportive programs are
less likely to be available to survivors in rural areas, for example, and most struggle continually
for enough money to stay open (Grossman, Hinkley, Kawalski, & Margrove, 2005).

Additionally, there is some evidence that not all survivors feel that domestic violence
programs are options for them, and that some are distrustful of the experiences they might
have there. Lesbian survivors, for example, have been found to be more likely to have negative
shelter experiences and/or to believe that domestic violence programs are for heterosexual
women only, or will not be helpful (Giorgio, 2002; Helfrich, & Simpson, 2006; Irvine, 1990;
Renzetti, 1992). Eaton, Kaufman, Fuhrel, Cain, Cherry, Pope & Kalichman (2008) found that
lesbian victims of intimate partner violence were less likely than non-victims to be comfortable
asking family for help and were more distrustful of law enforcement; they argue that perceived
barriers and prejudices may inhibit help seeking. Brown and Groscup’s (2009) convenience

sample of 120 crisis center staff found that in vignettes describing the same incident, with only
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sex of abuser and victim varied, staff found the scenarios of same-sex abuse to be less serious,
less likely to recur or get worse, and easier to leave. This suggests that in some cases, the
concersn of survivors in same-sex relationships may be well-founded. Vignette studies do not
always reflect respondents’ behavior, however.

Some women of color also hesitate to turn to traditional domestic violence programs for
various reasons. Historically, many programs have been staffed primarily by white women
(Barner & Carney, 2011), who may be insensitive to needs and issues within cultures other than
their own. In addition, some people of color simply prefer being with other people from their
own culture and background, and this may not be provided by their local domestic violence
program. Some relatively recent studies have suggested that survivors of color may prefer
informal sources of support, or experience barriers in accessing existing services, although
Hamberger, Ambuel and Guse (2007) found few differences between African American and
European American survivors in their experiences and orientations toward medical help.
Studies more directly related to domestic violence services have found differences, however.
Yoshioka, Gilbert, El-Bassel & Baig-Amin (2003) found differences in preferred informal support
among Asian, African American and Latina survivors. Hollenshead, Dai, Ragsdale, Massey &
Scott’s (2006) study found that African American survivors were more likely to seek help from
law enforcement than from a family violence center, while the reverse was true for the
European Americans in their sample. Henning and Klesges’ (2002) study of 1,746 abused
women using pretrial services found that just 15% had used counseling or support services.
Women who were younger, African American, dating, and from lower socioeconomic

backgrounds were less likely to use formal services. Gillum (2008) reported dissatisfaction with
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shelter programs among 13 African American focus group participants, due to lack of cultural
competence. Taylor (2005, 2000) has provided evidence of African American survivors’
preference for racially homogeneous support groups, and argued that programs that can
address multiple issues, including racism and poverty, are critical. Taft, Bryant-Davis, Tillman &
Torres (2009) have echoed these concerns about services for African American women.

Similar issues have been documented for other marginalized populations, as well. For
example, Bui’s (2003) study of 34 abused Vietnamese women and 11 people who had contacts
with victims found that personal networks were the preferred source of support, and cultural
isolation, language and economic dependency were barriers to seeking outside help (see also
Huisman, 1996) . Similarly, Kulwicki, Aswad, & Carmona’s (2010) focus groups with Arab
community leaders found that concerns about programs’ cultural and linguistic competence
were barriers.

Recent literature has documented the need for domestic violence programs to be able
to respond to the needs of immigrant victims of abuse, in particular. Immigrant women often
face language, cultural, and sometimes legal (e.g., documented status) barriers to accessing
services (Bauer, Rodriguez, Quiroga, & Flores-Ortiz, 2000; Dasgupta, 1998). Vidales (2010) is
among the most recent to analyze barriers faced by Latina immigrants; her interviews with 86
abused women found barriers in language, cultural values, and in social structural factors, such
as poverty, low educational attainment and immigration status. These barriers have been
identified for Latinas by others, as well (e.g. Edelson, Hokoda & Ramos-Lira, 2007; Dutton,

Orloff & Hass, 2000). Similar barriers have been found for Asian (Lu & Hadeed, 2009; Runner,
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Yoshihama & Novick, 2009) immigrants in general (although the authors stress the distinctive
features of different “Asian” cultures), and Korean (Lee, 2007) immigrants, in particular.

Many domestic violence programs promote women’s independence as their guiding
principle of service delivery. Survivors from more collectivistically-oriented cultures may not
find this approach as helpful as do many from middle class Anglo backgrounds. Clearly, limits in
the diversity and language capacities of program staff can reduce the helpfulness of services for
some survivors, although the recent study of shelter programs found diverse linguistic capacity
among staff and volunteers (Lyon, Lane & Menard, 2008).

Domestic violence victim service programs have continued to struggle with these issues
as they seek to design and provide culturally competent services (Bent-Goodley, 2005;
Donnelly, Cook, Van Ausdale, & Foley, 2005; Lipsky, S. Caetano, et al, 2006). Cultural
competence extends to services for Native Americans (Weaver, 2009; Jones, 2008), as well as
survivors in their advancing years and men. Literature about services for these last two
populations is also quite limited.

Lundy and Grossman (2009) compared 2,740 survivors over the age of 65 with 2,495
under age 65 who had used domestic violence services over a 5-year period. They found that
the older survivors were more likely to have been abused by a relative and to have used legal
services in particular; they also accessed individual counseling more than the remaining types
of services, but at lower rates than the younger survivors. Beaulaurier, Seff, Newman & Dunlop
(2009) conducted 21 focus groups with 134 older survivors. They found that many survivors
reported that they were reluctant to seek help because they may not want to leave their

abusive partner, and face different issues than younger survivors. They recommended that
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programs offer age-specific support groups. Brandl, Dyer, Heisler, Otto, Steigel & Thomas
(2006) have emphasized the potential danger of intimate partner elder abuse, and urged
collaborative approaches to intervention.

Attention to male survivors of domestic violence has grown in recent years, but
literature on services for them remains limited. Cheung, Leung & Tsui (2009), for example,
conducted a web-based search for programs designed specifically for men; they found just 32
sources. The same authors (Tsui, Cheung & Leung, 2010) also conducted a survey of 68 agency
representatives about help-seeking among male victims of partner abuse. They found 5 types of
barriers—similar to those reported for other marginalized populations. The most common
barrier was the perception that services were designed for women, followed by shame and
embarrassment. Hines, Brown & Dunning’s (2007) analysis of data from the National Domestic
Violence Hotline for 190 men who had called for themselves found that, while many of the
issues described were similar to those found for female callers, some had noted the domestic
violence service system was designed for women, and some said they had been rejected by
programs. Similarities were also found in a comparative study of male and female victims of
domestic abuse drawn from the National Comorbidity Survey Replication (Afifi, MacMillan, Cox,
Asmundson, Stein & Sareen, 2009). Both men and women had poor mental health outcomes
following abuse, although women had a wider range of symptoms. More research is clearly
needed on these issues.

Gaps related to these and other issues in the available literature on domestic violence
services have been increasingly recognized by advocates and researchers alike. For example,

advocates have conducted a series of “National Census on Domestic Violence Services” to
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document the numbers of survivors receiving services from domestic violence programs on a
given day. The most recent count (NNEDV, 2011) obtained responses from 78% of identified
domestic violence programs. It found that all programs provided individual support/advocacy,
while over 90% provided court or legal accompaniment and general support; 89% offered
emergency shelter, 85% provided advocacy related to public benefits, 84% provided children’s
support/advocacy ant transportation. An additional 14 types of services were provided by more
than half of the responding programs.

Further, advocates and state administrators have been working with researchers since
1998 to develop viable strategies to record survivors’ needs, services, and immediate outcomes
through the “Documenting Our Work” project of the National Resource Center on Domestic
Violence (NRCDV). This work culminated in new short-term outcome measures being adopted
as part of mandatory services reporting by the grantees of the Family Violence Prevention and
Services (FVPSA) Program at the US Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS).

In addition, researchers such as Goodman and Epstein (2005) have highlighted the need
for renewed research and policy focus on the complexity of survivors’ needs, and the
importance of flexible services that address the particular combinations of needs experienced
by individual survivors of domestic violence (see also Allen, Bybee & Sullivan, 2004; Cattaneo,
Stuewig, Goodman, Kaltman & Dutton, 2007; Macy, Ferran & Crosby, 2009; Macy, Giattina,
Sangster, Crosby & Montijo, 2009; Macy, Nurious, Kernic & Holt, 2005; Trotter & Allen, 2009;
Vatnar & Bjorkley, 2009). More recently, a modified Delphi study with domestic violence
coalition staff about needed research identified studies of interventions as one of three top

priority areas (Murray and Smith, 2009). Similarly, Yoshioka and Choi (2005) have argued that

Meeting Survivor’s Needs Through Non-Residential Domestic Violence Services and Supports: Results of a Multi-State Study




This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s)
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.

services need to be enhanced to recognize the full range of survivors’ cultural backgrounds, and
the fact that not all are seeking to leave their abusive partners (see also Davies, 2008; Davies,
Lyon & Monti-Catania, 1998). Newer services, such as longer-term housing and employment
assistance, are being advocated (Lloyd, 1997; Melbin, Sullivan & Cain, 2003; Menard, 2001), and
also need careful evaluation.

Although domestic violence survivors seek and obtain support and services from many
different types of people and organizations, most are served in non-residential parts of
domestic violence programs (NNEDV, 2011; Peled and Edleson, 1994). A large-scale, multi-state
study of non-residential services was sorely needed for several reasons. First, little is yet known
about the range of services and survivors’ experiences with them, as just reviewed. Second, a
large-scale study of survivors’ experiences in domestic violence shelters had just been finished
(Lyon, Lane & Menard, 2008); a companion study of non-residential services could provide a
more comprehensive picture of the services available and those that are still needed. A survey
completed at the end of a series of webinar presentations of the shelter study found that a
range of 65% to 95% of participants (primarily state domestic violence coalition and local
program staff) thought a similar study of non-residential services would be helpful to the field.
It is important to programs, policy-makers and funders to examine the immediate (as well as
longer-term) impact these services are having on survivors of abuse. Third, domestic violence
programs are currently trying to expand the array of services they offer, the people to whom
services are offered, and the way they are offered. Information about priority needs and their

distribution across different groups of survivors, geographic regions and population size is
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crucial for effective program planning and support. It is also vital that services information, as
much as possible, capture the complexity of survivors’ needs and help-seeking behavior.

The present study is built on an understanding of the gaps in knowledge just reviewed.
It draws on the experiences of advocates and program administrators, and the documentation
tools developed for “Documenting Our Work” and the FVPSA Outcomes project. These efforts
brought together advisors from a range of settings to develop mechanisms for documenting the
work done by state coalitions and local programs. They have resulted in a diverse set of pilot-
tested instruments that measure services, advocacy, collaboration, systems change, and
organizational practice as reported by survivors or staff of programs and coalitions. This study

worked with and built upon the relevant instruments to complete its survey of survivors.
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Il. METHODOLOGY

This study had four basic components: a survey of domestic violence non-residential
program service recipients, a brief survey of the programs from which they received services,
Census data from the county served by each program, and focus groups conducted with targeted
survivor populations.

An advisory group was formed of state domestic violence coalition and local domestic
violence program staff, as well as representatives from the Asian & Pacific Islander Institute on
Domestic Violence (APIIDV), Casa de Esperanza (Casa), the Institute on Domestic Violence in the
African American Community (IDVAAC), and the Women of Color Network (WOCN), each of which
provide extensive technical assistance and support to culturally-specific programs across the
country. This advisory group held an initial planning meeting before the proposed beginning of the
grant period to develop the specific instrument(s), sampling plan, and management approach. A
second planning meeting was held within the first two months of the grant to finalize all
instruments, study protocols, and training plans.

Sampling

Surveys

The survey samples were drawn from programs in four states, and from programs identified by the
Asian & Pacific Islander Institute on Domestic Violence (APIIDV) Casa de Esperanza (Casa), the
Institute on Domestic Violence in the African American Community (IDVAAC), and the Women of
Color Network (WOCN), a project of the National Resource Center on Domestic Violence, based on
collaboratively-developed criteria. Recruitment of states to participate in this study was

determined collaboratively by the Principal Investigator, Project Director, and research
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consultants. The states were selected to maximize the diversity of programs and survivors. In
combination, the states included programs with a broad range of survivor racial/ethnic/cultural
diversity, staff size, capacity, and specialization. Several states, for example, have specialized
projects to work with survivors who are immigrants, and/or with lesbian/gay/bisexual survivors,
survivors with disabilities, and male survivors. These projects enhanced the likelihood of
survivors with these backgrounds participating in the survey. The selected states also included
major urban centers, as well as vast rural areas. Major national geographic regions (north,
south, east and west) and types of local economies were also included. The states selected
were Alabama, lllinois, Massachusetts, and Washington.

Additionally, APIIDV, Casa, IDVAAC, and WOCN recruited culturally-specific programs
from across the country (including programs from California, Georgia, Indiana, lowa,
Minnesota, New Mexico, New York, North Carolina, Rhode Island, Texas, and Wisconsin) with a
preponderance of survivors from specific cultural groups to be approached for inclusion in the
study. This purposive sampling supplement helped to ensure that sufficient numbers of
survivors from diverse racial/ethnic/cultural backgrounds were included to accomplish the
within- and across-group analyses envisioned. This approach also helped to ensure that a wide
array of service delivery models, including those utilizing new approaches to outreach and
service delivery, were included.

Within each participating state coalition and culturally-specific organization, a study
coordinator was assigned responsibility for the recruitment of DV provider programs to the
study. Each coalition coordinator was asked to contact all DV programs in their state (including

those not affiliated formally with the coalition) that provided non-residential services to
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encourage their participation. The study was focused on non-residential services, not non-
residential programs. APIIDV, Casa, IDVAAC, and WOCN were asked to create a list of provider
programs that met the study criteria and to encourage their participation. Programs had to
have a focus on providing domestic violence services (such as some type of advocacy,
counseling, support groups), and be identified as such, have the ability to discuss and
administer surveys safely, provide services with at least some in-person contact (e.g. hotline-
only services were excluded), be community-based (e.g. court-based advocates paid by the
court system and lacking a formal community-based connection were excluded), and have
some continuity. Programs staffed by a single person could be included, but an individual
person with known DV knowledge in a larger organization (such as a clinic therapist in a
treatment program) was excluded.

A total of 290 DV programs were contacted about the study and invited to participate. It
was originally estimated that an average of three-quarters of the programs would agree to take
part (the participation rate was 81% for the recently completed shelter study). Program
recruitment started informally in the late fall of 2009; formal recruitment with distribution of
study materials started in January 2010. Initial recruitment efforts were difficult and moved
slowly. There were two main reasons offered by programs that declined to participate in the
study: 1) the program was currently understaffed due to funding pressures and/or going
through staffing changes, and administrators felt that this was not a good time to engage in
additional projects, and/or 2) the program was already engaged in one or more research or

other data collection processes and they felt that asking survivors to complete “another survey’

would be too burdensome. In an effort to increase program recruitment, the research team
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offered to make individual program data available to each participating program in the form of
simple frequency reports; this added benefit seemed to encourage program administrators
who had been hesitant about making the time commitment. A total of 121 programs agreed to
participate in the study, a participation rate of 42%.

Of the 121 programs that initially agreed to participate in the study, 31 programs did not
have survivors submit any surveys to the research office. In a few cases, the programs reported
that they distributed some surveys (these were small programs), but apparently the survivors
chose not to complete and/or mail in their surveys. In most other cases, the programs were not
able to follow through and participate in the study as agreed upon. In one situation, the
program closed its doors due to funding shortages in the state. Several other programs
experienced dramatic funding reductions that resulted in staffing cuts, leaving the program
unable to manage the additional research responsibilities. In other programs, high rates of staff
turnover at all levels of the agency resulted in a lack of trained and dedicated staff to manage
the research process, and in some cases a lack of administrative support did not allow the study
to proceed. A total of 90 programs had survivors submit surveys, with an adjusted overall
program participation rate of 31%, and a range of 20% for one culturally-specific group to 60%

for another (see Table 1).
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Table 1: Program Participation Rates’

# of Programs | # of Programs | Participation | # of Programs Adjusted

Invited to that Agreed to Rate that Participation

Participate Participate Submitted Rate
Data

Alabama 27 19 70% 13 48%
APIIDV 37 13 35% 11 30%
Casa de Esperanza 45 17 38% 9 20%
IDVAAC 4 2 50% 2 50%
Illinois 51 20 39% 15 29%
Massachusetts 53 26 49% 21 40%
Washington 68 21 31% 16 24%
WOCN 5 3 60% 3 60%
TOTAL: 290 121 42% 90 31%

Focus Groups

Focus group targeted populations were determined by the research team and
consultants after reviewing preliminary findings of the survivor survey. The goal of the focus
groups was to expand findings from the survey, as well as fill in the gaps for populations not
well represented in the survey or in the DV services literature. The team planned to conduct
four culturally-specific focus groups (African American, Asian, Brazilian, and Hispanic/Latina)
and five focus groups with targeted populations (LGBTQ, men, survivors in recovery from
substance abuse, survivors living in a rural area, and older adults).

Programs serving these populations were identified by the research team, consultants,
participating state coalitions, and culturally-specific organizations. They were approached by
the research team and/or study partners about their willingness to host a focus group. A

finalized list of participating programs was created in the early spring of 2011. A unique flyer

! While it would have been highly desirable to be able to calculate the percentage of respondents out of those
eligible and who received copies of surveys, this was not possible. Programs record the number of people served in
a given time period, but do not keep records of attendance—that is, for study purposes, the number served at
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was created for each individual focus group; all flyers were approved by the University of
Connecticut’s Institutional Review Board (IRB). Survivors interested in participating in the focus
group contacted the assigned program staff to inquire about the focus group. Focus group
participants were required to meet the same basic participation criteria as those completing
the survey, as well as identifying as a member of the targeted population of that specific focus
group. Focus group participants were provided a $35 gift card to express appreciation for their
participation in the focus group. Focus groups were planned for 8-10 survivors, with an
expectation that 12 survivors would be recruited per group—understanding that survivors’ lives
are often unpredictable, and some would be likely to change their mind about participation or
be unable to attend at the scheduled time. Focus group participants were provided with an
information sheet about the focus group and asked to verbally consent to participate; they
were not asked to provide their name and/or signature or to provide any other personally

identifying information. Ultimately, a total of 10 focus groups were conducted.

Implementation Protocols

The state coalition and culturally-specific organization study coordinators (SCs) assigned
responsibility for program recruitment were also responsible for managing communications
and study coordination with their participating programs. The SC relayed communication
between the research team and the participating programs, enabling the identity of the
participating programs to remain anonymous to the research team. Each state and culturally-
specific organization was assigned a state code by the research team. Each participating
program was assigned a program code number by their SC and only the SC maintained the list

that connected the program codes to the program names. Surveys listed both a state code and
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a program code; the surveys did not contain a place for any identifying information (e.g.
program name or survivor name). This level of confidentiality for programs was designed to
insure that neither the survivors nor the program staff would be concerned that any
critical/negative reports from the survivors would have an impact on the future resources
offered to them through their state coalition or state administrator. This procedure also added
an additional level of protection for the identities of individual survivors who participated in the
study.

It was originally planned that data collection would be a six month period, but due to
slower than anticipated return rates (and lower program participation rates), data collection
was extended for an additional three months. A total of 1,467 survivors completed surveys over
a 9-month period, from April 1, 2010 to December 30, 2010. Participating programs were asked
to distribute the survey to all survivors who met criteria every other week. The criteria for
participation in the study were: 1) the survivor had a minimum of two face-to-face contacts
with program staff within the past year;” 2) the survivor was not currently using residential
services with this program; and 3) the survivor was not currently in crisis.

In order to encourage survivors to participate, each program was asked to design and

implement a schedule and routine for talking to survivors about the study. Every program was

> This criterion was subject to some debate. Some advisors argued that restricting survivor eligibility to those who
had a minimum of two program contacts would eliminate those who would be most critical of program services
from the sample, and bias the results in the direction of favorable outcomes. The majority argued that if surveys
could be administered at first contact, most would be done that way, because it would be easier for program staff.
This would lose the potential for survivors to be able to report meaningfully about short-term outcomes, and their
experience with an array of services. Analysis of pilot data from the FVPSA Outcomes initiative found significant
differences in reports of meaningful support between those who had a single contact with a program and those
who had 2 or more. The minimum of 2 was determined to be an acceptable resolution, particularly when many
survivors do not have multiple options for obtaining services, and might be willing to approach a program a second
time, even with a mixed or negative experience.
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provided with written guidelines for staff on how survivors should be invited to participate, so
that this was done consistently across programs. Survivors were provided with a cover sheet
that briefly explained the study and different ways they could participate (i.e. paper survey,
electronic survey, phone-based oral administration of survey). Survivors were also provided
with an Information Sheet that described the study purpose, assured the anonymity of their
responses, and clearly stated that while their participation was encouraged, it was completely
voluntary. Programs were provided with recruitment materials, such as posters and flyers to
encourage survivors to participate in this research. All recruitment materials were approved by
the University of Connecticut’s IRB.

In order to ensure that survivors would know that their survey responses were not being
read by the program staff that provided their services, each survivor was also provided a self-
addressed stamped envelope (SASE) addressed to the “DV Study Research Staff” at the
University of Connecticut. This SASE was stapled to the paper survey and the survivor was
instructed to place their completed survey in the SASE once they had finished. The survivors
had the option of mailing the sealed SASE themselves, or dropping it off in a designated area
within the program, where it would be mailed by program staff weekly.

Measurement

Survivor Survey

The survivor survey is a 6-page instrument that asks a total of 28 questions (see
Appendix A). This survey used a combination of items from the instruments revised for the
FVPSA Outcomes Project from ones originally developed by the “Documenting Our Work”

Project. Earlier versions of these instruments were pilot tested in four states in 2007. As part of
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the pilot, survivors were asked for feedback on the instruments to assess clarity, completeness,
and ease of use. Minor revisions were made based on their responses. Additional minor
revisions were made at that time to include new issues and services at the suggestion of
program advocates.

The survey for this study was greatly expanded from the earlier versions, based on
extensive discussion with the research consultants, so that study goals would be met and
contributions to literature on the context of help-seeking across populations could be made.
The survey includes questions about how the survivor heard about the program, the types of
help s/he wanted and the extent to which s/he got the help (from a list of items -- responses
indicate whether or not they wanted that particular type of help, and if they wanted it, the
degree to which they received it: all they wanted, some of what they wanted, or none at all),
and demographic information (race/ethnicity, gender, age, sexual orientation, level of
education, history in U.S., language preference, financial situation, and disability status). The
survey also asks about the number/duration of current services, types of current services
(including specific types of advocacy, such as legal, medical, welfare, and others), whether the
survivor has obtained services at the program, including shelter services, in the past, and
whether they have sought/obtained services from other programs in the community in the past
year.

The survey also contained Likert-type items regarding respectful treatment by program
staff and special areas of service (e.g. “program staff helped address any needs related to my
disability”). Finally, survivors were asked to indicate which of a list of outcomes for themselves

they attribute to their current services in this program (e.g. “I know more ways to plan for my
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safety,” “I know more about community resources,” “I feel more hopeful”, and “l can do more
things | want to do”).

The survey was translated into Spanish and 9 additional languages: Arabic, Chinese,
French, Korean, Polish, Portuguese, Russian, Tagalog, and Vietnamese. The surveys were
translated and back-translated by native speakers who were familiar with domestic violence
programs and services. The research team used Census data for “languages spoken at home” in
the participating states and locations of the identified culturally-specific programs, as well as
input from participating programs, to determine the final list of translation needs.

The survey was available in 3 formats: paper, electronically, and orally. All programs
were provided with hardcopy paper versions of the survey, in all the languages they indicated
they would need for the people they served. The survey was made available electronically on-
line in order to address the needs of persons with visual impairments who might need the font
in a larger format, and to accommodate survivors who might prefer this format for other
reasons such as confidentiality. The on-line survey was hosted by SurveyMonkey and available
in both English and Spanish. Programs were encouraged to make internet-accessible computers
in a private space available to survivors, where possible. Survivors were also provided with
instructions for accessing the survey from computers located elsewhere. Finally, the survey was
available for oral administration for those with low literacy or for those who needed the survey
a different language than the 11 provided. Oral administration was available via the National
Domestic Violence Hotline, with additional languages available via the Language Line.

Survey administration was pilot-tested during support groups (with participants who

had agreed to this process in advance) at two programs before study data collection began.
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One test was with the English version of the survey, and the other was with the Spanish
version. Although it took the survivors who responded in Spanish longer to complete the
survey, the general response in both groups was that the survey was clear and “very
interesting”. Although they were asked to circle any words they found confusing or unclear, no
words were circled.

Program Survey

The program survey is a 6-page instrument that asks a total of 22 questions (see
Appendix B). This brief survey asked a limited but important set of questions of the
participating programs, including the number of program staff and volunteers, the services
provided to survivors, staff and volunteer race/ethnicity/culture and language capacity, training
provided on diversity and cultural competence, the characteristics of the city/town in which the
shelter is located, and any specialization the program may have (for example, some programs
today have been developed for survivors from a particular culture, or for survivors with
particular needs, such as help with disabilities, immigration, or substance abuse issues).

In addition to the program data gathered in the program survey, additional information
about the population and demographic characteristics of the county in which the program is
located was gathered from the Census. The Census data used was the American Community
Survey, 2005-2009, 5-year estimates. Some examples of data gathered include average
household size and family size, population, percent foreign born, percent who speak a language
other than English at home, percent in labor force, gender, median age, and race/ethnicity.
Additionally, information about disability status was gathered from the Census S1801:

Disability Characteristics Report 2007.
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Focus Group Questions

The focus group questions were developed in conjunction with consultants,
participating state coalitions, and culturally-specific organizations (see Appendix C). Questions
addressed issues of the context and complexity of help-seeking by domestic violence survivors.
Some examples of the questions include: Where did you first turn for help with DV and how
helpful was that experience?; Who else did you turn to for help and how did you get to this
current program?; How is the current program helping?; What has been most helpful and what
could be improved? Questions were structured as a standardized interview guide with a semi-
structured format; facilitators were encouraged to follow-up on issues raised in the group
rather than strictly adhere to the prepared list of questions. Facilitators were selected in
consultation with the programs involved. In each case, the facilitators had experience
conducting focus groups, were familiar with the program’s services and basic issues confronting
the particular population involved, and either conducted the group in the survivors’ preferred
language or used culturally and linguistically-specific translators. All facilitators also completed
approved training in protection of human subjects.
Training

Training for the study coordinators and participating program staff was provided
through a series of webinars. The webinars were two hours in length, and they reviewed the
foundation for this study, the study goals, all of the study forms and materials, guidelines for
how to invite survivors to participate, and how to get started. There was time at the end of

each training event for coordinators and staff to ask questions of the research team.
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Each participating program was sent a “master binder” that contained original copies of
all the training and study materials. Training materials included the power point slides
presented during the webinar, a guide for participating programs detailing all of the study
protocols, the guide for inviting survivors to complete the survey, and copies of the surveys in
all of the translated languages identified by the program.

Initial webinar trainings were held in February and March of 2010. A few additional
webinars were held later in the spring and summer to accommodate programs who were
recruited later in the study. Webinars were conducted in both English and Spanish. In total, 8
webinars were conducted, and approximately 150 staff participated in those trainings. Program
staff turnover was an on-going issue, and when possible newly hired staff were able to
participate in live webinar trainings. In other cases, new staff were trained one-to-one by the
research staff via conference call and/or they were able to view a recorded webinar online.

Technical Assistance

Conference calls were held bi-weekly throughout the first six months of survey data
collection, and monthly during the final three months. These calls included the study
coordinators from each of the participating states and culturally-specific organizations, as well
as staff members from the NRCDV and the research staff from the University of Connecticut.
Calls were primarily designed as a method of disseminating information and providing
assistance with any issues or questions. These calls were also an opportunity to provide
encouragement for the study coordinators; they allowed the study coordinators to share best
practices with each other on topics such as training, recruitment, and data collection

challenges.
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A listserv was created and hosted by the NRCDV to allow information about updates or
answers to questions to be communicated immediately to all study team members. Study and
research staff were also available via email and telephone to provide technical assistance to
study coordinators and program staff. Research staff conducted intensive follow-up with study
coordinators throughout the course of data collection to ensure that questions were answered,
protocols were being followed, and programs were continuing to participate.

Study coordinators were also provided electronically with a bi-weekly report that gave
them several updates. The report included the total number of surveys that had been received
from their state/organization and the number of surveys that had been received since the last
update. Both of those numbers were also broken down by program, so that study coordinators
could see whether there had been any significant decrease in participation by an individual
program; they would then contact that program to troubleshoot any potential problems.

Many of the issues that were identified through technical assistance related to staff
turnover. Given that turnover is a common issue in the domestic violence field at both the
program and coalition level, attention had to be paid to ongoing training of new program staff
and new program administrators, and continued efforts to engage staff at both levels. Other
issues included competing demands of other studies or data collection requirements, and data
collection fatigue during the extended data collection period. All of these issues were
addressed through continuing technical assistance and support from both research staff and
study coordinators.

In addition, (again with approval of UConn’s IRB) a lottery was instituted from late

October through December, 2010, to provide further incentive to programs to continue
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participation during the “home stretch”. Each week, a drawing was held among programs from
whom surveys had been received that week. The first program selected was sent a $100 gift
card, the second one selected received $50, and the third one selected received $25. This
strategy substantially increased the number of survivor surveys received per week, from about
10 to an average of about 40 (76 were received in one of the final weeks). It must be
remembered that this was the only supportive funding provided to individual participating
programs.

Data Collection and Entry

Data collection began for most programs in April 2010, and continued to start on a
rolling basis in other programs as the training of participating program staff was accomplished.
The completed survivor surveys and program surveys were sent in sealed envelopes to the DV
Study staff at the University of Connecticut. There, the surveys were coded and entered into
SPSS by master’s level and doctoral level students from the School of Social Work. The data
entry of every survey was double-checked by a second person who had not performed that
data entry and standard data cleaning methods were used in order to ensure accuracy. These
included running frequencies to check for anomalous results and checking the specific surveys
yet again. All open-ended answers in English were recorded into SPSS exactly as written;
responses in other languages were first translated, then checked by a second person, and
finally recorded in English. The vast majority of translation needs were in Spanish (85.2%); two
research assistants fluent in Spanish were able to translate and double-check these data.
Translation of other languages was provided by other students and volunteers fluent in each

language.
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Analysis

The analysis of the study data focuses on descriptions of survivors and their needs, their
experiences using non-residential services and supports, and immediate outcomes. Analysis
also examines the ways in which survivors’ demographic characteristics and local program and
community variables may be related to service receipt, perceived treatment, and outcomes.
The data generated from these measures and supplemented by data from focus groups, permit
a wide range of useful descriptive analyses intended to address all of the issues previously
outlined as study goals.

Quantitative analysis

First, basic frequencies provide descriptions of the survivors, the help they wanted, the
type and extent of the help they feel they received, their assessment of staff respect, and
attention to their needs. Cross-tabular analyses show the extent to which survivors’ needs,
concerns, outcomes, and other experiences differed across a number of variables, including
race/ethnicity, age, sexual orientation, history in the U.S., gender, education, and number of
program contacts. Cross-tabular analyses also address potential variations in these areas across
program and staff size and capacity, range of services, local population size, local population
demographics, and geographic region. Finally, factor analyses show the relationships among the
54 different needs included in the survivor survey.

Qualitative analysis

Responses to the open-ended survey items were analyzed and coded thematically where

appropriate. Non-English open-ended survey responses were translated into English before

including them in the analysis, as just described. Open-ended responses to survey items were
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not subsequently coded formally, but were analyzed for range of responses and thematic
patterns.

Focus group audio files were transcribed verbatim; all transcripts were double-checked to
ensure accuracy. The transcripts were analyzed using the software Atlas.ti. Open-ended analysis
was done independently by two study staff members to ensure reliability. Data were coded using
identified themes, with open coding of culturally-specific themes within each group. A brief
summary was written for each individual focus group that includes group demographic
information and contextual information on group setting. An integrative summary report identifies
commonalities and between-group differences, as well as providing demographic information for

the entire focus group sample.
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lll. RESULTS: PROGRAM & SURVIVOR SURVEYS
Information about Participating Programs
A total of 90 non-residential domestic violence programs participated in the survey
portion of the study. The programs were recruited within 4 states and by 4 culturally-specific
organizations (CSO) (see Table 2). An average of 16 programs was recruited by each state, and
an average of 6 was recruited by each CSO, with a range of 2-21 programs.

Table 2: Number of Participating Programs by State/Culturally-Specific Organization

# of
Participating
Programs
Alabama 13
APIIDV 11
Casa de Esperanza 9
IDVAAC 2
Illinois 15
Massachusetts 21
Washington 16
WOCN 3
TOTAL: 90

Participating programs had an average total of 16 (median of 13) staff, with a range of 1
to 70. These program staff filled an average of 11 (median of 8) full-time equivalent (FTE)
positions, with a range of 1 to 50. Culturally-specific programs were smaller: staff size ranged
from 1 to 27, with a median of 10, and FTE’s ranged from 1 — 22, with a median of 8. For those
programs reporting ages for their staff (n= 82), the modal age range was 31 to 40 years with an
overall range of 21 to over 70 years. For those programs reporting the gender of their staff
(n=85), the majority of staff were female (92.7%); 5.83% were male, 0.38% were transgender,

and 0.99% reported gender of staff as unknown.
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Programs often reported that they did not know the race/ethnicity of all of their staff,
so information was inconsistent. Table 3 shows the percentages of staff identified as belonging
to each of the major racial/ethnic categories. It shows, for example, that 52% of the programs
that reported this information had no identified African American staff; similarly, 74% of the
reporting programs had no staff identified as Asian, 22% had no Caucasians, and 41% had no
Latino/as. Twenty-four of the programs with data reported having staff from a single
background; 46% of those were exclusively Caucasian.

Table 3: Percentages of Staff with Each of Four Reported Racial/Ethnic Backgrounds

Percentage of program staff African American Asian Caucasian Latino/a
from each background N=79 N=78 N=79 N =82
None (0%) 52% 74% 22% 41%
1-10% 18% 7% 3% 17%
11-20% 10% 3% 7% 17%
21-4% 12% 2% 13% 9%
50% or more 8% 14% 55% 16%
TOTAL 100% 100% 100% 100%
# (%) of programs with staff 3 (4%) 6 (8%) 11 (14%) 4 (5%)
from a single background

In addition to the data reported in the table, 4 programs reported having Middle

Eastern staff (one person each); 4 programs reported having Native American staff (2 programs

had one, 1 program had 3 of 20, and the fourth had 7 Native American staff out of 8); 4

programs had Native Hawaiian staff (3 programs had 1, and the fourth had 3 of 20 staff); and 3

programs reported having African staff (1 each). “Other” race/ethnicities were also reported: 3

programs with a staff member from Cape Verde, 3 programs with a Brazilian staff member, 1

with a Russian staff member, and 1 program with a staff member described as “indigenous

Indian from South America”.
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On average, programs also had 18 volunteers per month, with a range of 0 to 300.

Including both staff and volunteers, programs reported being able to provide services and

supports in 48 different languages (see Table 4).

Table 4: Languages in Which Programs Are Providing Services & Supports

American Sign Language | English Kurdish Sinhala
Amharic Farsi Laotian Somali
Arabic French Malayalam Spanish
Bangla/Bengali German Mandarin Tagalog
Bosnian Gurajati Mien Tai-Pan
Bulgarian Haitian Creole Nepali Tamil
Burmese Hebrew Polish Telugu
Cambodian/Khmer Hindi Portuguese Thai
Cantonese Indonesian Punjabi Ukranian
Cape Verdean/Criuolo Italian Russian Urdu
Creole Japanese Serbian Viethamese
Croatian Korean Setswana Yoruba

Programs were asked to report the average starting salary of a full-time salaried (not

hourly) DV employee who works directly with survivors as an advocate, a counselor, or in

another role (not supervisory). A total of 66 programs provided a salary figure; the average

salary was $28,976; the range was $19,000 to $80,000. 6 programs provided an hourly rate of

pay. The average hourly rate was $13.97; the range was $12.00 to $20.00.

On average, participating programs have been in existence for 23 years, with a range of

3 to 41 years. Programs were provided with a list of different categories to best describe their

agency or organization (see Table 5). The majority of programs fell into 4 categories: DV

organization (stand alone), dual DV and sexual violence organization, DV program house within

a social service agency, and DV program as part of a community-based organization.
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Table 5: Program Description

N=90 %

DV organization (stand alone) 34 37.8
Dual DV and sexual violence organization 21 233
DV program as part of a community-based organization; including 13 144
cultural and/or civic organization

DV program housed within a social service agency 12 13.3
DV and sexual assault and “other” services 5 5.6
DV program housed within a religious or faith-based organization 2 2.2
Crime victim service organization 1 1.1
Dual DV and homeless shelter 1 1.1
Other Specify : Dual DV and substance abuse program 1 1.1

Five programs identified as providing DV, sexual assault, and other types of services’. Culturally-
specific programs were more likely than the rest to be part of a community-based organization
(24% vs. 11%, or to be a stand alone DV program (44% vs. 35%); none was housed within a
social service agency.

Of the 90 participating programs, 2 reported that their program is on tribal land, and 4
reported that their program is adjacent to tribal land. Seventy-two programs reported that they
are voting members of their state coalition against domestic violence (82.8%); 10 programs
reported that they are non-voting members (11.5%), and 5 programs reported that they are not
members of their coalition (5.7%).

Programs were asked to provide information about their sources of funding (see Table
6). The majority of programs were able to identify if their funding was received from different
sources, but less than 50% of programs were able to provide data about what percentage of

their budget came from specific sources. The majority of programs received FVPSA funding

> Atotal of 9 programs originally selected “other specify” for program description. Five were re-coded into a new
category: DV/SA/Other; three were re-coded into existing categories, and only 1 was left as an “other”.
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(65%), as well as other federal funding (73% - 75.9%). The most common source of funding was
“other” (90.7%), identified as donations, foundations, grants, annual giving, fundraising, private
giving, and United Way.

Table 6: Sources of Program Funding

% % % Not Avg.
N= Yes No Sure N= % of
budget
Family Violence Prevention and 80 65.0 28.7 6.3 28 17.96
Service Program (FVPSA)
Other Federal: Victims of Crime 89 73.0 19.1 7.9 45 21.03
Act (VOCA)
Other Federal: Violence Against 79 75.9 17.7 6.3 45 14.57
Women Act (VAWA, e.g. grants to
encourage arrest, legal assistance
to victims, rural grants, etc.)
BYRNE grants 52 9.6 75.0 15.4 6 4.75
State Government (e.g. general 77 80.5 10.4 9.1 48 30.58
fund, marriage license, other)
Local Government 69 69.6 21.7 8.7 41 8.96
Other 75 90.7 13 8.0 53 24.04

Programs were asked to report their program’s annual budget and, if they are part of a
larger agency, to only include the budget for DV services (see Table 7). The most common
annual program budget was $150,000 - $349,000 (mode); the median budget was $350,000 -
$499,999. Culturally-specific programs reported smaller budgets than the others: 53% reported
$499,000 or less, compared to 19% of the others, but they were also less likely to report

knowing their budget (81% did, compared to 94% of the others).
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Table 7: Program Annual Budget

N=77 %
Less than $75,000 1 1.3
$75,000 - $149,999 3 3.9
$150,000 - $349,000 25 325
$350,000 - $499,999 10 13.0
$500,000 - $999,999 18 23.4
$1,000,000 or more 20 26.0

Of the 90 programs, 51 reported providing emergency shelter services within the past
year (56.6%), in addition to the non-residential services that were the focus of this study. On
average, 185 persons were provided with emergency shelter during the past year, with a range
of 3 to 617. For non-residential services, an average of 1,166 persons were provided with
services and supports during the past year, with a range of 26 to 8,519.

Programs were asked to report approximately what percentage of the people to whom
they provide non-residential services and supports come from rural, suburban, and/or urban
communities/areas. A total of 22 programs reported providing services in only one type of
community: 12 programs were 100% rural (13.3% of total programs); 4 programs were 100%
suburban (4.4%), and 6 programs were 100% urban (6.6%). The remaining 68 programs provide
services across a mix of communities. Analysis of where the preponderance of survivors served
come from for the 90 programs showed that 29% of programs reported that half or more of the
survivors they serve come from rural areas; 44% reported that half or more of their services are
provided to survivors from urban areas, and 18% reported that half or more of the people they
serve come from suburban areas.

Programs were asked about the types of services and supports they offered. They were

provided with a list of 38 different types of services and supports that might be offered by a DV
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program, and asked to identify if they provide that service as part of their DV program, if they
provide outside referrals for that service, or if that service is not available in their community.

In many cases, programs identified that they both provide the service directly and make outside
referrals, so total percentages often equal more than 100%. Table 8 (below and on the next
page) provides a ranking of the 38 services by percentage of those provided directly, the
percentage of outside referrals, as well as the number of programs that reported that the
service is not available in their community.

Table 8: DV Program Services & Supports

% % # Reporting
Provided Outside Service Not
N = Directly Referral Available
1. Support groups for survivors 86 94.2 5.7 2
2. Crisis counseling 86 93.0 9.3 0
3. Case management 85 91.8 5.9 0
4. Protective or Restraining Order 82 87.8 19.5 0
5. 24-hour Hotline/Crisis line 89 84.3 14.6 2
6. Court-related support 86 83.7 18.6 0
7. Counseling 84 75.0 31.0 0
8. Interpretation/translation 84 71.4 39.3 1
9. Children’s support services 85 70.6 37.6 0
10. | Transportation 83 68.7 28.9 4
11. | Financial skills/budgeting 84 67.9 333 4
12. | Emergency DV shelter 88 65.9 33.0 2
13. | Helpline/Infoline (not 24 hr) 75 58.7 30.7 6
14. | Arrest-related support 82 51.2 39.0 1
15. | Safe homes, hotel vouchers 81 49.4 34.6 9
16. | Programs for teens 86 48.8 46.5 4
17. | Benefits for immigrants 80 48.8 58.8 2
18. | Child care 84 45.2 50.0 6
19. | Parenting classes 81 42.0 59.3 3
20. | Economic issues, e.g. credit 82 41.5 58.5 2
21. | Job training/finding a job 80 37.5 61.3 2
22. | Divorce 83 37.3 63.9 0
23. | Housing/landlord issues 83 37.3 57.8 2
24. | Welfare/Govt. benefits 83 37.3 61.4 1
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% % # Reporting
Provided Outside Service Not
N = Directly Referral Available

25. | Help with residency status 84 36.9 63.1 4
26. | Custody & visitation 84 36.9 60.7 0
27. | Other immigration issues 58 32.8 58.6 2
28. | Other civil legal matters 63 30.2 64.5 0
29. | Transitional housing 88 28.4 63.6 5
30. | Other criminal legal matters 64 23.4 70.3 1
31. | Child welfare/protection 83 22.9 69.9 0
32. | Substance abuse counseling 83 18.1 79.5 1
33. | Disability issues 80 17.5 80.0 1
34. | Batterer intervention programs 82 17.1 67.1 9
35. | Placement/care for animals 80 15.0 66.3 9
36. | Adult protective services 82 12.2 75.6 1
37. | Healthcare 80 10.0 80.0 3
38. | Long-term housing 83 3.6 84.3 6

The services and supports that programs are most likely to provide directly are support
groups for survivors (94.2%), crisis counseling (93.0%), and case management (91.8%). The
services that programs are most likely to make outside referrals for are long-term housing
(84.3%), disability issues (80%), and healthcare (80%). The services that were most commonly
reported as being unavailable in the community are safe homes/hotel vouchers, batterer
intervention programs, and placement/care for animals.

Beyond the list of 38 services and supports, programs were asked to identify any other
services or supports (including resources and advocacy) that they provide to survivors. Some
other resources identified included food, clothing, toys for children, computer classes, English
as a Second Language (ESL) classes, fees for academic needs/scholarships, gift cards, relocation
assistance, utility/rent assistance, and a matching savings program. Some of the other services
and supports identified included advocacy between tribal and mainstream DV program:s,

community outreach, crime victims group, high risk team, supervised visitation, sexual assault
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program, court accompaniment, and a full-time paralegal on DV staff.

Programs were also asked if they provide any support groups that are specialized for a
particular population or issue. A total of 51 programs (58.6%) responded that they have
specialized support groups. Many of these programs reported that they provide culturally-
specific support groups, often in the native language of that cultural group. The cultural groups
identified include: Asian/Pacific Islander, Brazilian, Cape Verdean, Jewish, Korean, Latina,
Portuguese, Native American, Russian, and South Asian. Other support groups targeted special
populations such as children, people who are homeless, immigrants, LGBTQ, men, older adults,
parents, survivors in recovery from substance abuse, refugees, sex workers, teens, and women
with children.

Beyond support groups, programs were asked if they include any other specialized
activities, beyond their general activities, for a particular population of survivors. A total of 44
programs (51.8%) responded that they provide other services specialized for a particular
population. Many of these programs reported that they provided culturally-specific activities,
including comprehensive language services, substance abuse services (including in-patient
detoxification), court advocacy, immigration assistance, culturally and linguistically appropriate
case management, batterers’ program, financial literacy training, homicide bereavement
support, jail outreach, language table, sewing program, leadership development, mental
health/behavioral services, transitional living, parenting classes, and wellness activities. These
services were sometimes provided in the native language of that cultural group, identified as:
African American, Asian/Asian American, Brazilian, Jewish, Korean, Latina, Portuguese, Native

American, and Russian. Culturally-specific programs were more likely than others to provide
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language-specific services. Other activities targeted special populations such as batterers,
immigrants, grandparents raising grandchildren, LGBTQ, older adults, parents, survivors in
recovery from substance abuse, and teens.

The survey asked programs to report on the accessibility of the building where they
provide non-residential services to people with disabilities. Fifty-three programs (67.1%)
reported that their building is fully accessible, 22 programs (27.8%) reported that their building
has some accessible features, and 4 programs (5.1%) reported that their building is not at all
accessible. Programs were also asked to identify any additional accommodations that they
might have implemented in order to make services and supports more accessible to survivors
who have specific needs. Programs were provided with a list of 9 specific types of disability or
area of need that survivors might have, and they were asked to describe any accommodations
made specific to those needs. Table 9 on the next two pages shows the number of programs
that reported making accommodations for each type of need; the table highlights the types of
accommodations programs are providing to address those needs. It shows that the most
common type of accommodation (by over half of participating programs) was for survivors who
have limited proficiency in English. They provide bi-cultural staff and interpreters, as well as
culturally-specific services. They also offer ESL classes and collaborate with other agencies in
the community to provide comprehensive services. The remaining accommodations are shown

in descending order.
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Table 9: Description of Special Accommodations

Specific Need:

N=

Description of accommodations provided to address need:

Limited English
proficiency

48

Bi-lingual staff

Bi-cultural staff

ESL classes

Translators/interpreters
Brochures/materials/website translated
Use of language line

Partner with local agencies
Culturally-specific services

Agency voicemail in different languages
Tutor

Physical disability

36

ADA compliance with building codes (accessible rooms,
bathrooms, doorways, hallways, lowered towel racks, hand
rails and handles, etc.)

Ramp, elevators, chairlift (i.e. wheelchair accessibility)
Accessible parking spaces

Specialized staff training in client-centered advocacy

Deaf/hearing
impairment

28

ASL interpreters

TTD and/or TTY machine available

Video relay services available

Flashing door knocker, flashing alarm clock and/or fire alarm
Use computer to communicate -- email or text; or write out
communication by hand

Utilize national resources

Identify local services with whom to partner

Limited literacy

22

Read materials to survivors as needed

Advocacy, information, and referral

Agreement with local library — adult literacy program
Assistance with forms and paperwork

Brochures created using literacy guidelines /materials
written at 8" grade reading level

Free ESL and other classes

Mental health
disability

17

1-to-1 advocacy

Advocacy, information, and referral

Assist with dietary needs

Collaborative agreement/partnerships with local mental
health and/or counseling agencies

Counselor 1 time per week

Masters level counselors/therapists on-site

Behavioral health resources
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Specific Need:

Description of accommodations provided to address need

Blind/visual
impairment

14

Materials available in large font

Materials available in Braille

Braille signs throughout building

Read information or use of talking tapes.
Advocacy, information, and referrals
Trained volunteer

Identify local services with whom to partner

Special health
needs

14

Collaboration with local clinics

Medical clinic within residential facility / care providers
within shelter

Modify program schedule to meet survivors needs
Primary health care center

Provide clients with health kits, and special food according
to dietary requirements

Visiting nurse 1 time per month

Medical advocacy

Cognitive
disability

10

1-to-1 advocacy

Meeting client “where they are at”

Agreements with area providers specializing in cognitive
disabilities

Staff training

Older
adults/elderly

Advocacy, information, referral, and direct services
Assistance with transportation / Register for transportation
programs and accompaniment programs

Home counseling visits

Outreach

Partnerships with local programs/councils on aging

Use of 1° floor rooms

Programs were next asked about staff development opportunities. All but one program

indicated that their program offers structured orientation or initial training to new staff and

volunteers (98.9%). The median range of hours spent by staff and volunteers in initial training

was 26 — 40 hours (see Table 10 on the next page). Seventy percent of programs had offered

diversity training within the past year; 28.2% had offered diversity training once, 14.1% offered

the training twice, and 28.2% offered the training more than twice.
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Table 10: Hours of Initial Staff Training

N=78 %
Less than 10 7 9.0
11-25 14 17.9
26 -40 24 30.8
Over 40 33 42.3

Finally, programs were asked to report how they ensure representation of survivors in
the program’s decision-making processes and feedback loop. The most common way the
programs include survivors’ voices was through the use of surveys or feedback forms (85.6%).
Some programs have survivor representative(s) on their board of directors (31.1%), and others
have a survivor advisory group (8.9%). Other ways in which programs include survivors in the
feedback loop include informal dialogue or feedback, focus groups, exit interviews, grievance

procedures, and having survivors on staff.

Census-Based Information about the Program Service Areas

The participating programs served regions with populations as small as 3,975 persons
and as large as 9,785,295. The median size of the areas served was 1,161,223. These
communities varied widely in many respects. While all were between 48% and 53% female,
they varied greatly in age. The youngest region had a median age of 31, while the oldest had a
median age of 52. The mix of racial/ethnic groups in each region was diverse, as well, as shown
in Table 11.

Overall, the “White” racial/ethnic group was the largest in most regions, but some
regions had a predominant population of African American, and others had a near majority of

Hispanic/Latino residents.
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Table 11: Racial/Ethnic Data on County of Participating Programs

Racial/ethnic group Mean % Minimum % Maximum %
White 73.37 30.6 96.4
Black or African American 13.26 0.0 66.5
Hispanic or Latino 11.85 0.4 47.3
Some other race 5.393 0.0 23.6
Asian 4.86 0.0 30.2
Two or more races 2.28 0.5 5.9
American Indian or Alaska Native 0.69 0.1 4.9
Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander 0.11 0.0 0.9

The average household size in these communities was 2.56, and the average family size
was 3.18. An average of 85.6% of adults in the covered areas had graduated from high school,
while an average of 30.7% had graduated from college. The average percentage of the
population 5 years and older with one type of disability was 4.71%; the average with two or
more types of disabilities was 6.30%. The average percentage of the population ages 16 to 64
years with any disability was 9.76%. An average of 14.1% of the population in the study
communities was foreign born; an average of 18.9% speak a language other than English at
home. An average of 65.3% were in the paid labor force. The median household income was
$54,640 and the mean per capita income was $28,682. An average of 9.9% of families and
13.4% of individuals lived below the federal poverty level; these rates are comparable to the
national averages of 9.9% for families and 13.5% for individuals.

Findings from Survivor Surveys

A total of 1,467 individual survivors participated in this survey. Table 12 shows the
number of surveys that were completed by the programs recruited from each state and by each

culturally-specific organization.
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Table 12: Number of Surveys Received from Each State/Organization

N=1467 %
Alabama 133 9.1%
APIIDV 73 5.0%
Casa de Esperanza 192 13.1%
IDVAAC 275 18.7%
lllinois 93 6.3%
Massachusetts 439 29.9%
Washington 219 14.9%
WOCN 43 2.9%

The majority of respondents (98.6%) completed the paper version of the survey
(n=1447). Nineteen respondents (1.3%) completed the survey on-line via SurveyMonkey; of
those, one survey was completed in Spanish and 18 in English. Only one respondent completed
the survey orally using the National Domestic Violence Hotline, via the Language Line.

The paper survey was available in 11 languages; Table 13 shows the languages in which
the surveys were completed. The survey translations that were not used were French, Polish,
and Tagalog. The survey was completed in English by 69.1% of respondents and in other

Table 13: Languages Used for Survey Completion

N=1467 %
Arabic 6 0.4
Chinese 13 0.9
English 1014 69.1
Korean 16 1.1
Portuguese 15 1.0
Spanish 374 255
Russian 6 0.4
Vietnamese 23 1.6

languages by 30.9% of respondents; Spanish was the most commonly used other language
(25.5%). Of the 453 surveys completed in languages other than English, 324 (71.5%) contained

qualitative responses in a language that required translation.
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Respondents’ Demographic Characteristics
Racial/ethnic identity

There was a broad range of racial/ethnic identities reported by survivors who
participated in this survey (see Table 14). The largest racial/ethnic groups were white/Caucasian
(39.2%), Hispanic/Latino/a (32.1%), African American/Black (15.1%), and Asian (6.8%); these 4
racial/ethnic groups accounted for 93.2% of respondents.

Table 14: Survivors’ Racial/Ethnic Identity

N=1412 %
White/Caucasian 553 39.2
Hispanic/Latino/a 453 32.1
African American/Black 213 15.1
Asian/Asian American 96 6.8
Multi-Racial 37 2.6
Native American / Alaska Native 28 2.0
Middle Eastern 8 0.6
African 8 0.6
Native Hawaiian / Pacific Islander 1 0.1
Other 15 1.1

For the survivors who identified as “other,” the racial/ethnic identities listed included
Argentinean, Brazilian, and Cape Verdean. Two survivors identified as “other” but did not
provide additional information. In a follow-up question, survivors were asked: “If there is a
particular ethnic background or identity that is important to you, please identify.” A total of 46
survivors responded to this question. The range of responses included: Armenian, Bangladeshi,
Brazilian, British, Cape Verdean, Chinese, Cuban, Czech, Eastern European, Filipino, German,
Hispanic, Indian, Irish, Italian, Karen, Mexican, Native American, Portuguese, Puerto Rican,

Russian, South Asian, Spanish, and Taiwanese.
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Age

There was a broad age range reported by survivors, with the majority clustering
between 21 to 50 years of age (see Table 15). The most common age range was 31 to 40 years.
The majority of the survivors under age 18 were attending teen support groups; all were teens

and all had experienced abuse.

Table 15: Age
N=1417 %
17 or younger 89 6.3
18 -20 58 4.1
21-30 345 24.3
31-40 432 30.5
41 -50 320 22.6
51-60 130 9.2
61-70 34 2.4
Over 70 9 0.6

Gender and sexual orientation

The majority of survivors who participated in this survey identified as female (95.6%).
Sixty survivors identified as male (4.2%) and 2 survivors identified as transgender (.1%). The
majority of survivors described their sexual orientation as heterosexual/straight (93.8%).
Twenty survivors self-identified as lesbian/gay (1.5%), 36 survivors self-identified as bisexual
(2.8%), and 25 survivors self-identified as “other” (1.9%). Some examples of responses provided
for “other sexual orientation” included normal, loving, born again Christian, and celibate
survivors. Many (11.7%) chose not to answer this question.
Education

Table 16 shows that there was a wide range of educational backgrounds reported by

survivors participating in this survey. A significant portion of survivors (33.4%) had not
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completed high school or received their GED. The median level of education completed was

high school graduate or GED; 18.3% of survivors were college graduates or held advanced

degrees.
Table 16: Highest Level of Education
N=1408 %
8" grade or less 148 10.5
9" — 11" grade 323 22.9
High school graduate or GED 341 24.2
Some college 335 23.8
College graduate 201 14.3
Advanced degree 60 4.3
Time in the U.S.

Survivors were asked to report how long they and their families have been in the United
States (U.S.). Forty-six percent of survivors reported that they came to the U.S. from another
country, 5.5% reported that at least one parent came to the U.S. from another country, 11%
reported that at least one grandparent came to the U.S. from another country, and 37.5%
reported that their ancestors were here before their grandparents were born.

Of those coming to the U.S. from another country, 6% identified as a refugee, 70%
identified as an immigrant, and 23.9% identified as “other”. Of 125 the survivors who identified
as “other”, 36 indicated they were citizens, 19 indicated they were residents, 4 wrote they were
Puerto Rican, and the remainder provided a variety of responses, including: the number of
years in the U.S., job transfer, marriage, status pending, student, and visiting visa.

Language spoken and preferred
Survivors were asked how well they speak English. The majority (64.2%) reported that

they speak English very well; 6.8% reported that they speak English well; 9.6% indicated that
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they speak English okay; 9.3% reported not well; and 10.1% reported “not at all” (only know a
few words). Survivors were also asked to report the language they prefer to speak (see Table
17; languages are listed alphabetically). The majority of respondents preferred to speak English
(62.5%); the second most commonly preferred language was Spanish (29.5%). In total, 23

different languages were identified as the languages respondents preferred to speak.

Table 17: Language Survivors Preferred to Speak

N=1122 %
American Sign Language (ASL) 2 0.2
Bengali/Bengla 4 0.4
Cantonese 1 0.1
Chinese 14 1.2
Czech 1 0.1
English 701 62.5
French 4 1.4
Gaelic 1 0.1
Gujarati 1 0.1
Hindi 5 04
Hungarian 2 0.2
Indian 1 0.1
Italian 1 0.1
Japanese 1 0.1
Karen 1 0.1
Korean 9 0.8
Portuguese 16 1.4
Russian 5 0.4
Spanish 331 29.5
Telugu 2 0.2
Thai 1 0.1
Urdu 1 0.1
Vietnamese 17 1.5

Financial situation
Survivors were asked to report their current financial situation and to compare it to

their situation two years previously. The majority of survivors (51.1%) indicated they have
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trouble paying their bills or they simply can’t pay them (see Table 18). Only 8.1% of survivors
reported that they don’t need to worry about paying for things they want and need.

Table 18: Current Financial Situation

N=1296 %
| simply can’t pay my bills. 217 16.7
| have trouble paying regular bills. 446 34.4
| can pay regular bills, but a big expense would cause a 367 28.3
hardship.
| can easily pay my bills, but need to be careful. 156 12.0
| do not worry about paying for things | want and need. 105 8.1

Survivors from the culturally-specific programs were less likely to describe having trouble with
bills (44% did, compared with 54% of others). When asked to compare their current financial
situation to two years previously, nearly 45% over all described themselves as worse off,
compared to 26% who rated themselves as doing better (see Table 19). Survivors from
culturally-specific programs were less likely than others to say they were doing worse or much
worse (35% compared to 48%), and more likely to report doing better or much better (33%
compared to 24%).

Table 19: Financial Situation Now Compared to Two Years Ago

N=1334 %
1 Much worse 324 24.3
2 271 20.3
3 389 29.2
4 188 14.1
5 Much better 157 11.8

Disabilities
Survivors were asked if they consider themselves to have a disability or a disabling

condition; 21% of survivors responded “yes” —9% of those from culturally-specific programs,
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and 25% of those from the remaining programs. Survivors were not directly asked to specify
their disability or disabling condition, but they were provided space to provide information
related to ways in which the program did or did not make accommodations to meet any specific
needs. In that section, many survivors provided information about their disabling condition.
Survivors indicated that they live with a wide variety of disabling conditions, primarily involving
mental health disorders and physical impairments or limitations.

The mental health disorders that survivors identified as disabling included anxiety, bi-
polar disorder, borderline personality disorder, depression, obsessive-compulsive disorder, and
post-traumatic stress disorder. Some of the physical conditions that survivors reported as
disabling involved recovery from injury as a result of abuse, including back injury, leg injury,
broken teeth, and head trauma. Other physical conditions described as disabling included
asthma, cancer, fibromyalgia, hearing impairment, joint disease, pregnancy, HIV, and use of a
wheelchair. One survivor identified as having dyslexia, a learning disability. Another survivor
identified her economic status and current earning potential as disabling condition: “My
disability is that | was a stay at home mom for 15 years and have absolutely no way of
supporting me and my kids at a living wage. | can get a minimum wage job but | cannot support
us. Yes, this is a disability when you are 48.”

Comparison of Sample Characteristics with Census Data

Compared to the population in the county where the sampled survivors obtained help
with domestic violence, the sampled survivors were more likely to be marginalized or face
challenges. Survivors were less likely to report their race/ethnicity as White/Caucasian (39% vs.

mean of 73%); less likely to have graduated from high school (67% vs. 86%); more likely to
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experience poverty (17% cannot pay their bills, and another 34% have trouble paying, vs. 10%
of families and 13% of individuals living below the poverty line); and more likely to have a
disability or disabling condition (21% vs. 10%). In contrast, 19% report speaking English not well
or not at all, compared to 19% of average households speaking a language other than English at
home. Educational levels are associated with length of time in the U.S.: 49% of those who came
from another country report having less than a high school education, compared to 20% of

those with a longer family length of time in the U.S.
The Help-Seeking Process

Survivors were asked when they first heard about the program from which they are
currently receiving services and supports (see Table 20). The largest group of survivors (44.8%)
first heard about the program more than year ago.

Table 20: First Heard About Program

N=1450 %
Less than a month ago 165 11.4
Between 1 month and 6 months ago 400 27.6
Between 6 months and a year ago 236 16.3
More than a year ago 649 44.8

Survivors were also asked when they first came to this program (see Table 21). The
largest group of survivors (36.6%) came to the program more than a year ago.

Table 21: First Came to the Program

N=1446 %
Less than a month ago 231 16.0
Between 1 month and 6 months ago 461 31.9
Between 6 months and a year ago 225 15.6
More than a year ago 529 36.6
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Sixteen percent were new to receiving services and supports from this agency; they reported
coming to the program for the first time less than a month before completing the survey.

Survivors were asked where they heard about the program from which they are
currently receiving services. They were provided with a list of 15 options of where they might
have heard about the program, plus an “other” category; survivors could select multiple
options, so responses total well over 100% (see Table 22; responses are shown in descending
order). The places survivors most commonly heard about the DV program were from a
friend(s), DV program staff member, police, people at court, or family members. A total of 209
survivors indicated hearing about the program from other sources. Some other sources that
were commonly cited included school (n=95), lawyer or legal center (n=13), jail or prison
(n=11), addiction program (n=9), or from a Latino organization (n=6).

Table 22: Places Survivors Heard about Program

N=1448 %
1. | Friend(s) 284 19.4
2. | DV staff; including other DV program®* 246 16.8
3. | Police 231 15.7
4. | People at court 183 12.5
5. | Family member 164 11.2
6. | Social service agency staff, including homeless shelter 111 7.6
7. | Mental health counselor/therapist 101 6.9
8. | Flyer/brochure/poster 84 5.7
9. | Health care provider 78 5.3
10. | Child protective services staff 74 5.0
11. | People from my religious/spiritual community 65 4.4
12. | TANF (welfare) staff 59 4.0
13. | Telephone book 50 34
14. | On the internet 46 31
15. | Information line (e.g. 211 Info Line) 28 1.9

* It should be noted that survivors could encounter DV staff in multiple places, such as community service fairs,
without at that point receiving services from them.
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Survivors were asked how many times they had been to this program since their
first/initial visit. A small percentage (2.1%) had only been to the program once since their initial
visit, for a total of two times—the minimum for participation in this study (n=30). Twenty-two
percent had been to the program twice since their initial visit (n=305). Twenty percent had
been to the program 3-6 more times (n=277), 11% had been to the program 4-7 more times
(n=154), 15.8% had been to the program 11-20 more times (n=221), and 29.6% had been to the
program more than 20 times since their initial visit (n=414).

Survivors were asked to indicate whether or not they had received any of 5 types of DV
services from another program, either within the past year or more than a year ago. Just a small
percentage (ranging from 4% to 8% in each time period) indicated they had. Notably, however,
although the differences were not large, survivors who were receiving services and supports
from a culturally-specific program were less likely than others to report participating in either
support group or counseling from another program in either time-frame.”

Survivors were asked about the kind of help they received when they first sought
services from the program. They were provided with a list of 5 types of services and supports
they might have received from the program, plus an “other” category; survivors could select
multiple options, so again percentages surpass a total of 100% (see Table 23). Survivors were
most likely to have initially received counseling, attended a support group, and/or received

support services.

> Differences were just 3-4% compared to 9-10%; p < .05 using chi square analysis.
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Table 23: First Kinds of Help Received from the Program

N=1435 %
Counseling 657 44.8
Support Group 598 40.8
Support Services 557 38.0
Legal Advocacy 407 27.7
Shelter 207 14.1

A total of 86 survivors indicated they had initially received “other” kinds of help from
the program. Some other help commonly cited included tangible goods (n=17), DV education
(n=9), housing (n=7), help for their child (n=4), medical/mental health services (n=4), and

substance abuse services (n=3).

Services & Supports Being Used: 4 Types of Help

There are four main types of services and supports that many DV programs offer other
than shelter (again, survivors who had been in shelter within the past year were not included in
this sample): support groups, support services, counseling, and legal advocacy. Survivors were
provided with the following definitions of each service:

Support group = discussion and support provided to a group of people in a series of group
meetings that are usually scheduled regularly. 1 or 2 people who work or
volunteer at the domestic violence program generally lead the discussion or
provide information, but sometimes group members may take turns leading.

Support services = help or support provided by someone who works or volunteers at the
domestic violence program. This includes providing information and emotional
support, helping you get other services and resources, going with you to important
appointments or meetings, and helping you think about your choices and options,
among other things.

Counseling = talking with someone from the domestic violence program (counselor) about
your experiences with being hurt and its impact on you and/or your children,
including your feelings and choices, and developing ways to improve your safety
and well-being. You usually meet with a counselor alone, or with other members
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of your family. The meetings are often scheduled, and may take place over a
period of weeks, months, or longer.

Legal advocacy = help or support related to criminal or civil legal matters. Examples include
help getting a protective or restraining order, or with arrest-related concerns,
immigration issues, child custody and visitation issues, and other matters that
involve the court system.

Survivors were asked to report if they were currently using each of these four services
(see Table 24). The majority of survivors (75.3%) reported currently using support services; the
service being used least often (35.8%) was legal advocacy. Twenty-two percent of survivors
were using just one service; 32% of survivors were using two services; 26% of survivors were
using three services, and 10.9% of survivors were using all 4 services (see Figure 1).

Table 24: Types of Services Used

%
Support Services 75.3
Support Group 56.9
Counseling 55.9
Legal Advocacy 35.8

For the survivors using just one service at this time, the most commonly used service
was support groups, followed by support services, counseling, and legal advocacy. For survivors
using two services at this time, the most likely combination of services was support group and
support services, followed by support services and counseling, and support services and legal
advocacy. For those using three services, the most likely combination of services was support

group, support services, and counseling.

Meeting Survivor’s Needs Through Non-Residential Domestic Violence Services and Supports: Results of a Multi-State Study




This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s)
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.

Figure 1: Total Number of Services Being Used
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Specific Services & Supports: 54 Different Types of Help

In addition to the 4 main types of services and supports that DV programs typically offer
(other than shelter), there are a host of specific types of help that a DV program might provide.
In order to understand the types of help that survivors want, and the issues they confront, the
survey provided respondents with a list of 54 different types of help and support they might
have sought. Survivors were asked to rate each item on the list according to the amount of help
they felt they had received, using the following codes: 3 = | got all of the help of this kind that |
wanted; 2 = | got some of the help of this kind that | wanted; 1 = | wanted this kind of help, but |
didn’t get any; 0 = Doesn’t apply to me, | didn’t want or need this.
Ranking of Services Wanted

Table 25 (on the next several pages) provides a complete list of the 54 items ranked in

descending order by the percentage of survivors who wanted that type of service or help. Note
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that percentages of the extent to which survivors said they received the help they wanted are
based only on those who said they wanted that type of help.® The most commonly desired
services (as identified by more than 90% of survivors) were “talking to someone who

n u

understands my situation”, “support to make decisions and changes in my life”, “finding out
who to call or where to get help”, and “learning more about why/how DV happens”.

Table 25: Complete Ranking of Services Wanted

# who % who % who got % who got % who got
wanted wanted ALL of the | SOME of the | NONE of the
this this type of help they help they help they
type of help wanted wanted wanted
help
1 Talking to someone who 1323 97.6 84.1 13.8 2.2
understands my situation.
2 Support to make decisions and 1262 94.4 81.5 15.3 3.2
changes in my life.
3 Finding out who to call or where 1242 94.2 83.9 134 2.7
to get help.
4 Learning more about why/how DV 1231 92.5 83.1 13.8 3.1
happens.
5 Information about counseling 1173 88.5 78.3 17.7 4.0
options.
6 Help being safe from the person 1128 84.9 81.7 16.0 2.3
abusing me.
7 Hearing what other people have 1105 84.9 75.5 19.4 5.2
done in similar situations.
8 Help staying in my community 1042 79.9 77.6 17.9 4.5
safely.
9 Information about my legal rights 1018 79.8 74.4 194 6.2
and options.
10 | Help with access to legal services. 945 72.2 72.7 17.7 9.6
11 | Someone to go with me to get 842 65.2 72.7 18.9 8.4
help.
12 | Help ending my relationship. 828 63.8 74.6 20.3 5.1
13 | Help with protective or restraining 797 62.4 79.4 14.6 6.0
orders.
14 | Help with previous or other forms 762 59.8 71.0 22.4 6.6
of abuse.
15 | Help with safety for my family 646 50.7 73.1 18.9 8.0
members.

® 44 survivors who wrote that they received all the help they wanted with all 54 services were excluded from this
table. See a more detailed description of the issues involved in the next section, on the number of services
received by survivors.

Meeting Survivor’s Needs Through Non-Residential Domestic Violence Services and Supports: Results of a Multi-State Study



This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s)

and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.

# who % who % who got % who got % who got
wanted wanted ALL of the | SOME of the | NONE of the
this this type of help they help they help they
type of help wanted wanted wanted
help
16 | Help staying in my relationship 648 49.7 78.2 18.5 3.2
safely.
17 | Help supporting the court case 598 47.8 73.2 15.2 115
against the person who hurt me
(or help getting the system to
bring a court case).
18 | Help with government benefits. 569 45.7 67.8 17.9 18.8
19 | Help with issues related to 542 42.6 70.7 19.6 9.8
unwanted sex.
20 | Counseling for my children. 531 42.3 70.4 19.6 10.0
21 | Help paying rent/utilities bills. 522 42.1 60.5 14.0 25.5
22 | Help with cash assistance/ 509 40.8 59.7 17.7 22.6
vouchers.
23 | Help with mental health services. 502 40.0 68.7 20.5 10.8
24 | Help with health care for myself. 499 39.8 67.5 18.6 13.8
25 | Help getting housing. 493 39.8 65.1 16.2 18.7
26 | Help with other benefits for my 502 39.7 69.9 16.1 13.9
children.
27 | Help related to custody of my 500 39.6 69.6 19.2 11.2
children.
28 | Help maintaining safe visitation 483 38.0 74.3 18.2 7.5
with my children.
29 | Help with financial matters, such 468 37.8 59.0 20.7 20.3
as budgeting.
30 | Help with children related to their 460 36.7 69.6 21.5 8.9
abuse.
31 | Help with grief related to family 457 36.2 63.2 25.4 114
losses.
32 | Help for the person who hurt me. 428 33.8 61.2 17.8 21.0
33 | Help dealing with my abuser’s 409 32.9 72.4 17.6 10.0
arrest.
34 | Help with transportation. 401 32. 63.8 15.2 20.9
35 | Help with medical benefits (e.g. 395 31.8 68.4 15.7 15.9
Medicaid).
36 | Help with reproductive/women’s 389 31.3 69.7 20.6 9.8
health issues.
37 | Help with a job or job training. 369 29.9 51.5 20.1 28.5
38 | Help with child protection 373 29.5 69.2 19.0 11.8
hearings or requirements.
39 | Help with child care. 369 29.2 66.9 17.9 15.2
40 | Help with child support. 362 28.7 62.4 18.5 19.1
41 | Help understanding my rights and 349 27.8 75.1 16.6 8.3
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# who % who % who got % who got % who got
wanted wanted ALL of the | SOME of the | NONE of the
this this type of help they help they help they
type of help wanted wanted wanted
help
options related to my residency/
immigration status.
42 | Help with health care for my 350 27.8 70.6 16.9 12.6
children.
43 | Help with translation/ 316 25.4 80.7 15.2 4.1
interpretation.
44 | Help with immigration issues. 291 235 72.9 16.2 11.0
45 | Help meeting needs related to my 274 22.0 66.4 21.5 12.0
disability.
46 | Help contacting family who are far 260 21.2 64.2 16.9 18.8
away.
47 | Help learning English. 234 18.8 67.9 16.7 15.4
48 | Help with substance abuse 230 18.6 71.3 20.0 8.7
services.
49 | Help stopping the court case 189 15.4 65.6 20.1 14.3
against the person who hurt me.
50 | Help keeping my pets safe. 187 15.0 67.4 14.4 18.2
51 | Help meeting needs related to my 165 13.4 66.7 22.4 10.9
child’s disability.
52 | Help dealing with my arrest. 165 13.4 70.9 16.4 12.7
53 | Help with benefits as a refugee. 143 11.6 65.7 20.3 14.0
54 | Help learning to drive. 121 9.9 55.4 15.7 28.9

The data reflects that for all 54 services items, the vast majority of survivors who wanted the

particular service got some or all of the help they wanted. The highest percentage of those who

wanted a certain type of help but got none of the help they wanted was 28.9%, for “help

learning to drive” (also the least frequently selected type of help wanted); this was closely

followed by “help with a job or job training”, at 28.5%--not surprising in the midst of a dramatic

economic downturn. These were followed by five other specific services where over 20% of

survivors reported they had received none of the help they wanted - “help paying rent/utilities”

(25.5%), “help with cash assistance/vouchers” (22.6%), “help for the person who hurt me”
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(21.0%), “help with transportation” (20.9%), and “help with financial matters, such as
budgeting” (20.3%). Notably, most of these relate to financially-related resource issues, as well.
It is important to remember here that survivors completed these surveys after a
minimum of two contacts with the program. Accordingly, analyses were also run to examine

potential relationships between the number of reported contacts with the program and the
extent to which desired services had been obtained.” For 21 of the 54 types of services listed,
the relationships were significant statistically at the p < .05 level, at least. In these cases, the
more contacts a survivor had with the program, s/he was significantly more likely to report
having received all of the particular type of help s/he wanted. These were:

* Talking to someone who understands my situation
* Learning more about how/why DV happens

* Learning about who to call/where to go to get help
* Hearing about what others have done in my situation
* Help for the person who hurt me

* Help ending my relationship

* Information about counseling options

* Someone to go with me to get help

* Help staying in my community safely

* Help with child care

* Help with child support

* Help with grief related to family losses

* Help with safety for family members

7 . . . . . .
Cross tabular analyses were run, since both variables are categorical. Statistical tests were chi square, p < .05.
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* Help meeting needs related to my child’s disability
* Help with previous or other forms of abuse

* Help supporting the court case against the person who hurt me (or help getting the
system to bring a court case)

* Help with reproductive/women’s health issues
* Help contacting family who are far away
* Help with financial matters, such as budgeting
* Help with benefits as a refugee
* Help with immigration issues
In nearly all of the other cases, differences were not significant statistically, but
indicated that survivors were more likely to report receiving all the help they wanted after
extensive services—at least to some degree. For example, among survivors who wanted help
staying in their relationship safely, 71% said they had received all the help they wanted after 2
contacts, and 14% had received no help; after more than 20 contacts, 82% had received all the
desired help, and just 2% had received none. In some cases, the percentage change was
substantial, but the number of people who wanted the service was relatively small, so the
differences were not significant statistically. For example, just 187 survivors wanted help
keeping their pets safe. After 2 contacts, 40% had received all the help they wanted, and 40%
had received no help. After 20 or more contacts, 68% had received all the help they wanted,
and 16% had received no help of this kind.
Total Number of Services Wanted
To better understand the range of help that survivors wanted, the list of 54 potential

types of help a survivor might have wanted was re-coded into a tally of the total number of
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services wanted. This tally was created by re-coding all original scores of 1, 2, and 3 into a score
of 1 = wanted; the score of 0 remained the same (did not want).

There were two types of response errors in the original data that were addressed in the
re-coding of these data. First, there were a number of survivors (n=42) who marked a score of
3 for all 54 items on this question. While it is possible that these scores reflect accurate reports,
it is more likely that these responses reflect systematic measurement error from either a social
desirability bias or an acquiescent response pattern. The assumption that these responses
reflect systematic error is supported in many cases by a simple review of the survivors’
responses to other questions; for example, only 15 of these 42 survivors report that they came
to the U.S. from another country, but they all indicated they received a number of services
related to immigration. Since these 42 cases may well represent inaccurate data they were not
included in this (or the previous) analysis.

The other measurement error associated with this question was a number of survivors
(n=62) who did not follow the directions for responding to this question. Rather than recording
a number between 0-3, this group of respondents put a check mark next to certain items. While
it is not possible to determine exactly what the check mark represents, there is reason to
believe that the check mark represents that the item was “wanted”. For the purpose of this
analysis, all items originally coded as “-8” (answered incorrectly, and not included in Table 24)
were re-coded to “1.” Additionally, all individual items not answered and originally coded as “-

9” (missing for a particular item) were re-coded to “0”—if the survivor had responded to
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several individual items from this list.® A total of 42 survivors did not respond to any items in
the question; those cases remained coded as missing data and were not included in any
analysis related to services wanted and/or received.

On average, survivors wanted a total of 21 of the 54 different types of help. A total of 15
survivors wanted none of the 54 specific services listed and another 15 wanted only 1 of 54
services. A total of 7 survivors wanted 53 of the 54 services.

Services Wanted for Children

Within the list of 54 potential different types of help that a survivor might have wanted,
there were 10 types of services specific to children. While the survey did not include a question
about parental status or number of children, responses to these 10 items did provide some
insight into parental status. A total of 60.3% of adult survivors (n=813) sought at least one of
the 10 services for children. It is quite likely that more of the survivors who participated in the
survey were also parents and/or guardians of children, but did not want or need any of these
particular services for their child/children.

The types of services sought for children were ranked according to the percentages of
how often the service was sought (see Table 26). The responses of only those survivors who
sought at least one of the 10 services for children were included in this analysis (n=813). The
top three services sought for children were counseling, help with other benefits, and help
related to custody. The type of help wanted by the least number of survivors was help with

needs related to a child’s disability.

% The logic for this procedure was similar to that for coding the check marks “yes”. Since these survivors selectively
responded to items from throughout the list (not just adjacent items, not just the first or last items) we considered
the selective items without a response as indicating no interest in that item.
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Table 26: Ranking of Services for Children

# who %
wanted
this service

Help with counseling for my children. 504 61.8
Help with other benefits for my children. 478 58.7
Help related to custody of my children. 480 58.9
Help maintaining safe visitation with my children. 461 56.6
Help with children related to their abuse. 427 52.4
Help with child protection hearing or requirements. 344 42.2
Help with child care. 341 41.8
Help with child support. 335 41.1
Help with health care for my children. 320 39.3
Help meeting the needs related to my child’s disability. 126 15.5

Factor Analysis of Services Wanted

In an effort to determine the relationship among the 54 different needs, and to see if
any meaningful groups might be found for this sample of survivors, factor analysis was
conducted. This can be complicated to describe, but the analytic process pursued is outlined in
the following paragraph and accompanying notes.

Principal components analysis (PCA) with orthogonal rotation’ (Varimax) was used to
collapse the 54 different types of help that a survivor might have wanted into meaningful
groups capturing broad areas of need. The initial PCA revealed the presence of 10 factors with
eigenvalues greater than 1.0 (Kaiser, 1960), explaining a total of 55% of the variance. Several of

the variables loaded equally well on multiple factors, one factor consisted of conceptually

° The PCA was first conducted using oblique rotation due to the potential likelihood of correlated factors.
Examination of the resulting component correlation matrix showed no correlations exceeding .32, indicating little
overlap in the variance among factors, and supporting the use of orthogonal rotation (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996).
Prior to performing the PCA, the factorability of the data was assessed. The correlation matrix contained several
sizable (r >.5) and no excessively high (r >.9) correlations, and the high bivariate correlations became low partial
correlations, indicating the relationships were influenced by more than just the respective variables. In addition,
the Kaiser-Meyer-Oklin (KMO) value was .922 and the Barlett’s Test of Sphericity reached statistical significance.
Taken together, these findings supported the factorability of the correlation matrix.
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disparate variables, and one variable, “help learning to drive,” did not reach the established
cut-off of .45 (considered “fair”; Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996).10 After a series of steps, the
analysis was conducted again with 11 factors retained and the poorly and ambiguously loading
variables excluded in turn (“help learning to drive,” “help with substance abuse services” “help
with contacting family who are far away,” and “help staying in my relationship”). The final
rotated 11 factor solution, accounting for 59.1% of the total variance, is presented in Table 27.

Table 27: Factor analysis of service & support needs

Factors Associated variables (factor correlation) % of Cronbach’s
variance Alpha
explained

1 Help with other benefits for my children. (.743) 10.74% .904

Child-related | Help related to custody of my children. (.736)

needs Help with child protection hearings or requirements. (.736)

Help with counseling for my children. (.729)

Help with child care. (.715)

Help with child support. (.715)

Help with health care for my children. (.702)

Help maintaining safe visitation with my children. (.683)
Help with children related to their abuse. (.661)

2 Help paying rent/utilities bills. (.759) 7.68% .846
Economic Help getting housing. (.694)
needs Help with financial matters, such as budgeting. (.691)

Help with cash assistance/vouchers. (.688)

Help with a job or job training. (.603)

Help with transportation. (.594)

Help with government benefits (e.g. welfare/TANF, food stamps,
social security, SSI, SSD, others). (.571)

3 Support to make decisions and changes in my life. (.740) 6.66% .796
Information Finding out who to call or where to get help. (.715)
& support Learning more about why/how DV happens. (.708)

Information about counseling options. (.677)
Hearing what other people have done in similar situations. (.621)
Talking to someone who understands my situation. (.604)

needs

1 The scree plot showed no clear indication of the appropriate number of factors to extract. The analysis was
conducted again with 10 factors extracted and the poorly performing variable excluded, and again the solution
contained factors that were difficult to interpret. For comparison purposes, successive solutions were examined
with 7, 8, and 9 factors extracted, and in each case multiple factors were conceptually uninterpretable. After a
series of steps, another PCA was performed with 11 factors extracted. The solution accounted for 57.1% of the
total variance and the pattern of loadings were conceptually meaningful.
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Factors Associated variables (factor correlation) % of Cronbach’s
variance Alpha
explained

4 Help understanding my rights & options related to my 6.56% .846

Immigration residency/immigration status. (.845)

—related Help with immigration issues (e.g. visa, work permit, others).

needs (:841)

Help with translation/interpretation. (.751)
Help learning English. (.706)
Help with benefits as a refugee. (.588)

5 Help with access to legal services. (.746) 5.45% .801

Legal Information about my legal rights and options. (.738)

advocacy Help with protective or restraining order. (.730)

needs Help supporting the court case against the person who hurt me

(or helping get the system to bring a court case against the
person who hurt me). (.597)

6 Help with medical benefits (e.g. Medicaid). (.716) 4.74% .764

Physical / Help with healthcare for myself. (.712)

mental Help with reproductive/women’s health issues. (.586)

health needs Help with mental health services. (.568)

7 Help staying in my community safely. (.601) 3.69% 621

Safety Help ending my relationship (.553)

needs Someone to go with me to get help. (.541)

Help being safe from the person abusing me. (.511)

8 Help meeting needs related to my disability (.753) 3.67% .631

Vulnerability- | Help meeting needs related to my child’s disability (.717)

related needs | Help keeping pets safe. (.585)

9 Help dealing with my arrest. (.684) 3.52% 557

“Criminal Help stopping the court case against the person who hurt me.

Legal” needs (.655)

Helping deal with my abuser’s arrest. (.548)

10 Help with grief related to family losses. (.654) 3.40% .604

Family- Help for the person who hurt me. (.640)

related needs | Help with safety for my family members (.610)

11 Help with previous or other forms of abuse. (.672) 3.00% .619

Victimization-
related needs

Help with issues related to unwanted sex. (.715)

These factors were used to create variables capturing 11 areas of need. When examined in this

way, needs had the following ranking:

1. “Information/support needs”: 93% of survivors indicated they wanted help with at least
one of these needs, and 64% wanted help with all six areas.

2. “Safety needs”; 88% of the sample wanted help with at least one item, and 33% wanted
help with all four areas.
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3. “Legal advocacy needs”: 76% wanted help with at least one item, and 31% wanted help
with all four areas.

4. “Child-related needs”: 65% wanted at least one 12% wanted at least seven of the nine
areas.

5. Economic needs”: 59% of the sample wanted help with at least one item, and 14%
wanted help with at least five of the seven areas.

6. “Victimization-related needs”: 57% wanted at least one, and 30% wanted help with both
areas.

7. “Family-related needs”: 57% wanted help with at least one, and 13% wanted help with
all three areas.

8. “Physical/mental health needs”: 51% wanted at least one, and 22% wanted at least
three of the four areas.

9. “Criminal legal needs”: 32% wanted at least one, and 11% wanted help with at least two
of the three areas.

10. “Immigration-related needs”: 30% wanted at least one, and 16% wanted at least three
of the five areas.

11. “Vulnerability-related needs”: 24% wanted at least one, and 9% wanted help with at
least two of the three areas.

Survivors who obtained services and supports from one of the culturally-specific
programs differed significantly from those who went to one of the other programs on only 2 of
these 11 factors. They were more likely to report wanting help with at least one of the 5
immigration-related needs (62% compared to 22%), and less likely to report wanting help with
at least one of the 2 vulnerability-related needs (17% compared to 26%).

Satisfaction with Program Staff

Survivors were provided with a series of nine statements about their interactions with

program staff, and they were asked to rate each statement on a scale of strongly agree, agree,

disagree, or strongly disagree (see Table 28). These statements reflected a measure of how
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respectful and supportive program staff members were in their interactions with survivors
overall, and in relation to some key demographic features.

Table 28: Satisfaction with Program Staff

N Strongly Agree Disagree | Strongly
Agree Disagree

Program staff treated me with respect. 1438 89.0% 9.1% 0.3% 1.5%
Overall, my racial/ethnic background(s) 1324 88.4% 9.6% 0.5% 1.4%
were respected.
Overall, my sexual orientation was 1256 88.0% | 10.0% 0.6% 1.4%
respected.
Program staff were caring and supportive. 1438 86.7% | 11.3% 0.4% 1.5%

Overall, my religious/spiritual beliefs were 1304 86.3% | 11.8% 0.7% 1.2%
respected.

Program staff spent enough time talking 1423 84.5% | 12.6% 1.2% 1.5%
about my safety.

Program staff helped address any needs 82 82.9% | 13.4% 1.2% 2.4%
related to my being a young person (under
age 18).

Program staff helped address any needs 231 80.5% | 13.0% 3.0% 3.5%
related to my disability.

Program staff helped address any need 35 80.0% | 17.1% 2.9% 0.0%
related to my advancing age (age 61 or
older).

For each of the 9 statements, over 95% of survivors reported that they agree or strongly agree
with the statement, a reflection of high levels of satisfaction with program staff. Notably, there
were no significant differences between culturally-specific and other programs on these
satisfaction measures.

In the open-ended sections of the survey instrument, many survivors provided
additional feedback about their interactions with program staff. The vast majority of the
feedback about program staff was very positive; survivors often reported having developed

strong relationships with their advocates, counselors, and other staff, after they had had
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several contacts. The following examples show responses about survivors’ experiences across
sites:

* The program staff have always been willing to help me and to listen to me when |
needed it. Survivor from program identified by IDVAAC

* The advocate helps me learn what rights | have, how to navigate the legal system and
how to take my power back. The advocate gives support, hope and encouragement.
Survivor from Washington

* My advocate has been the best. She has helped me through the most difficult
experiences | have ever been through and | am surviving and becoming the person |
want to be and can be with her help. Survivor from Massachusetts

* |am not fluent in English, so | appreciate that | can receive the service in Korean. The
social workers understood my native language and culture, so | can overcome
adversities with them. Survivor from program identified by the Asian & Pacific Islander
Institute

* These people from [program name] are the most caring and nice people that there
could be at a time like this. They really make you feel you’re safe & not alone! Survivor
from lllinois

* They helped me a lot in my thoughts; | see life differently | appreciate all the support
that they have given to me and every one of my companions; the person who gives us
therapy is very good and makes us feel better every day. He/she supports us a lot and
makes us feel stronger and safe. Survivor from program identified by Casa de Esperanza

* The feeling that someone is there if & when | need them. It made my safety even more
secure. Survivor from Alabama

* Amazing staff...when | found them, so many doors opened, they helped me so much,
filing police reports internationally, dealing with added stress of international issues and
limit of what | could do with 3 children under age 5 and pregnant. Survivor from
program identified by Asian & Pacific Islander Institute

* This program allowed me to be helped by someone who looked like me, understood my
culture and supported me in MY decisions. Survivor from program identified by Women
of Color Network
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Satisfaction with Services & Supports

Considering the four main types of services and supports that many DV programs offer
in addition to shelter (support groups, support services, counseling, and legal advocacy),
survivors were asked to rate their experiences with using that service on a scale of 1to 5,
where 1 is not at all helpful and 5 is very helpful (see Table 29). Support services were ranked as
being the most helpful (over 95% rated it at “5” or “4”). Legal advocacy was the service with the
lowest overall rankings, although it was still quite high (nearly 92% rated it at “5” or “4”). Again,
there were no significant differences between culturally-specific and other programs in
measures of satisfaction with the four types of program services.

Table 29: Satisfaction with Program Services'’

Very Not
Helpful: helpful
at all:
N 5 4 3 2 1
Support Services 998 78.1% 17.3% 3.1% 0.7% --
Counseling 729 78.7% 15.9% 4.5% 0.8% --
Support Groups 767 74.6% 17.7% 6.3% 1.4% --
Legal Advocacy 467 76.2% 15.4% 6.6% 0.9% | 0.9%

For each of the 4 types of services and supports, survivors were provided with a space
to provide comments. The comments provided about services and supports received were
overwhelming positive; survivors reported that these services and supports have been critical in
understanding the reasons for DV, gaining access to needed resources, and in learning how to
heal emotionally and move beyond their experiences with abuse. The excerpts that follow

reflect the range of responses in types of help and in the sampled programs.

" The Ns shown in this table are based on those who said they were receiving the service and provided a rating.
For this reason, they are slightly lower than the Ns reported previously for survivors receiving the service.
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Feedback about Support Services
Comments were volunteered by 28% of the survivors who indicated that they were
receiving support services. Survivors offered the following comments:

* | have been going through a divorce for over three years. | have gone through different
phases of abuse, depression, fear and financial hardship. | don't know what would have
happened without this program! Survivor from Massachusetts

* | could not have gotten through the end of last year without their support services.
Survivor from Washington

* Constant and very helpful consultations. Daily emotional help and in-kind (food and
furniture) help also. Survivor from Massachusetts

* This program helped me to get out of my denial of the domestic violence occurring in
my 7 yr. relationship with the father of my boys (4). After he was deported, | thought |
couldn't make it by myself. But coming to [program name] | didn't feel alone and my
boys & | understand each other more. We understand we are still going to have
recurring memories but [program] has & is helping us with tools on how to cope & live
on. Survivor from lllinois

* Only half of support services pertain to the help | need. Survivor from Massachusetts

* |like that they are always listening to me and they pay attention to me and give me
advice but they NEVER make you to do anything that | don't decide myself. Thank you.
Survivor from program identified by Casa de Esperanza

* The program gave me strength to follow through with pressing charges against my
husband. And realizing that | deserve a better life. Survivor from lllinois

Feedback about Counseling
Comments were volunteered by 27% of the survivors who indicated that they were
receiving counseling services. The selections that follow reflect the range of responses.

* This program saved my life. | had no place to go, no money. | now have a job,
apartment, and | am learning how to get over my fears. | don't have nightmares
anymore thanks to counseling. Survivor from Washington

* [Counselor's name] has been there for me throughout the whole process of leaving. Her
support was integral to my leaving my abuser. Survivor from Massachusetts
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* When I felt lonely and challenged, thoughtful counseling gave me strength to go on.
Survivor from program identified by Asian & Pacific Islander Institute

* Very helpful in talking about situations & how to get past them -- in order to keep you
safe. Survivor from Alabama

* They help me with my depression and now | don't have depression. Survivor from
program identified by Casa de Esperazna

* My husband always told me | was not worth anything. The counselor told me that |
deserve respect and love. And not feel small and beaten down. Survivor from
Massachusetts

* It helps me, when I'm MAD! And very, very, very ANGRY. Survivor from program
identified by IDVAAC

* They have helped me a lot and | feel better as a person and mother. Survivor from
program identified by Casa de Esperazna

* It doesn't matter how busy my advocate is, she finds and makes time for all my needs,
including just someone to air out issues. Survivor from lllinois

* The person that gave me counseling helped me think deeper about my problem and
then | could discover more profoundly the internal strength | have. Survivor from
Massachusetts

* Ineedit. | feel off balance when | can't get it. Survivor from program identified by WOCN

* The case manager who speaks Cantonese is good, helpful and kind. But the one who
speaks Mandarin had an attitude and was not helpful. Survivor from program identified
by Asian & Pacific Islander Institute

* First counselor in my whole life who ever understood and made progress with me
[name]. Survivor from Massachusetts

* The counselor gives me great advice on how to help my son with his emotions. Survivor
from Massachusetts

Feedback about Support Groups
Comments were volunteered by 36% of the survivors who indicated that they were

attending support groups. The selections that follow reflect the range of responses.
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*  When your family hurts you, you have nowhere to go. Friends feel compromised if you
talk with them. Other family doesn’t see or understand. | really needed an outlet.
Survivor from lllinois

* Ingroup - was nice to hear | am not alone or crazy. People are going through same thing
(or have). Survivor from Massachusetts

* Too many people not enough staff, for help right away. Survivor from program identified
by Casa de Esperanza

* The support groups are great in finding other options from others who have been in that
same situation. Survivor from Alabama

* | was so ashamed. They taught me it was not my fault. | was so afraid even to go out. |
have made good friends in group and | am so grateful. Survivor from Massachusetts

¢ | felt validated for the first time in my life. The leader of the group acknowledged my
lonely upbringing and trauma | experienced - | slept better that night than | can
remember. Survivor from lllinois

* Some class members talk too much & want too much attention distracting others from
topic. Survivor from Washington

* Helps a lot when talking and listening to others. Survivor from program identified by
WOCN

* Great to have others relate to losing children to foster care. Survivor from lllinois

* The support groups help me know what | am worth and how to defend myself and value
myself. Survivor from program identified by Casa de Esperanza

Feedback about Legal Advocacy
Comments were volunteered by 31% of the survivors who indicated that they were

receiving legal advocacy services. The selections that follow reflect the range of responses.

* They helped me write letters for the court and develop the calendar that the judge
came up with for the sharing of visitation with my children. Survivor from program
identified by IDVAAC

* Not enough time. Not enough help getting my problem to the court and all the way to

the finish line. | need more firm guidance. People always say they can't give me legal
advice. Survivor from Washington
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* Without their encouragement and support | would not have the courage to even show
up in court and | probably would still be blaming myself for the violence. Survivor from
program identified by IDVAAC

* |I'm getting help with family law, it's been very informative. They are also supporting me
with my immigration case. Survivor from program identified by Asian & Pacific Islander
Institute

* The advocate helps me learn what rights | have, how to navigate the legal system and
how to take my power back. The advocate gives support, hope and encouragement.
Survivor from Washington

* My kids and | are more united due to the legal support that they offered us. Survivor
from program identified by Casa de Esperanza

* Advocate helped me understand court proceedings & be less fearful of court dates.
Survivor from Alabama

* The advocate accompanied me to court to obtain a restraining order and to request for
its extension. | would not have had the courage to get through this process alone.
Survivor from Massachusetts

¢ Staff was with me at the courthouse when requesting the restraining order and helped
me filling out and filing papers for my child's custody. Survivor of program identified by
IDVAAC

* | was completely unaware of my parental rights and remedies until | became involved

with this program. It has eased my mind greatly. Very supportive program also. Survivor
from lllinois

Help Survivors Wanted but Did Not Get

Survivors were also asked to describe any help or support they wanted but did not get
from the program in the past year. 28% (N=418) provided a response. Their answers ranged
widely, although the most common responses related to financial resources of some kind, legal
supports, or housing. Examples are provided here in more detail than for other items, to
demonstrate the range of supports desired, and also to document survivors’ perceptions of
gaps in program services. These responses also demonstrate, however, the varied capacity

across programs, since the types of supports some survivors noted they had not received are
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precisely the same as those other survivors were especially happy to have obtained. Since any
type of service might not have been obtained by an individual in any site, locations are not

identified for these responses.

* Children group while attending support group of children with special needs. Teens
group different location. Drive unaccessible.

* Group counseling - loss of loved one. | just lost my 6-yr-old son last Sept. - and | need
people not counselors to talk to!

* Help with children's homework, transport to kids’ school, access to community
property in our home country.

* Help understanding what to anticipate in the family court process. Help with legal
strategy. My abuser had a lot of money and power. | didn't expect that to be such a
disadvantage.

* | really want my family back together -- my husband to get help, but accepting he
doesn't want us hasn't quite sunk in.

* What's the best way to talk to your parents about sex. [from a teen]

* Ireceived NO help with deposits, or rent, food, etc. etc. Since | don't have kids no one
seems to give a shit.

* | really need a free lawyer but the center does not have one. They sent me to the
lawyer of the day at court. That helped a little but | wish they had a lawyer right there.
Lawyers are so expensive if you want a divorce. And my husband has always done the
money and | know he has hidden a lot of it. He told me | will not get anything.

* | wanted support regarding being able to ride Access Bus because of my disability
(visual) but was told that was beyond scope of [program initials]. Just informed lost
right to it.

* | wasin need of financial assistance to save my apartment and needed help with finding
a safe place to live and being financially able to maintain for a short period of time.

* | wish they would help me more financially or with finding a job but some of that has to
do with my immigration status.

* | would like if a volunteer accompanies me to go places like see a lawyer, as | find
driving directions to new places challenging.
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* Ingroup, couldn't/didn't feel | was in same place (emotionally) as others. Haven't left
husband, all others have.

* More financial support would have helped -- | came 758 miles to leave and had little or
no money.

* More respect for PTSD.

* Really need to know who to contact about child support as | am laid off and only have
husband in home now because | can't afford to kick him out.

* Talk about the correlation between the domestic violence and the use of drugs alcohol
or another substance.

* Teen counseling especially for young men not to repeat violent behavior they have seen
or been brought up into.

* Visitation for my twelve-year-old son, it has been four months since I've heard anything
about him.

* Well I think they need more people so they can handle all of the cases. Because there
are few people.

* Advice and legal guidance about informational reports with the police. My abuser is a
danger to all women he comes in contact with. There are most likely some unsolved
cases in which my abuser can't be identified as the perpetrator simply because his
victims didn't know his real identity, or cannot recall who he was.

* | want to first get my baby back who is DCFS involved then the rest of my boys who are
not DCFS involved but | cannot afford a lawyer or house.

* | was reassured he wouldn't find me. He found me the same day. Many people in this
town know about this place. Don't promise people they or he won't find you.

* |t would be nice to have free mental health care on site in the regular bases who
understand DV.

Survivor Outcomes
Survivors were asked about the broad outcomes they might have achieved as a result of
receiving non-residential services and supports. They were asked about how the help they

received from the program affected their sense of self-efficacy, optimism about the future,
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knowledge about safety planning, comfort with help-seeking, and knowledge about community
resources. Survivors were provided a list of 9 statements and were asked to respond whether
or not the statement described how they felt. Table 30 shows a ranking of survivor outcomes.

Table 30: Ranking of Survivor Outcomes

Because of the various help | have received from this program N %

so far, | feel... “Yes”
...more hopeful about the future. 1384 95.4%
...l know more ways to plan for my safety. 1400 95.0%
..that | will achieve the goals | set for myself. 1365 94.7%
...l know more about my rights and options. 1387 93.4%
...more comfortable asking for help. 1369 93.3%
...like | can do more things | want to do. 1371 91.3%
...more confident in making decisions. 1378 92.7%
...l know more about community resources. 1370 88.5%
... get more support from family & friends. 1343 78.4%

Survivors who participated in FVPSA-funded programs were compared to the others on
these outcomes. There were no differences that reached statistical significance'” except one: “I
feel more comfortable asking for help” (92% for FVPSA-funded programs, vs. 97.5% for those
that did not receive such funding). Comparisons of culturally-specific programs with those not
so defined also revealed only two with significant differences. Ratings for culturally-specific
programs were a bit higher for “I feel more hopeful about the future” (97.3% vs. 94.6%) and “I
feel more confident in making decisions” (95.5% vs. 91.7%).

In the later open-ended sections of the survey instrument, 43% of survivors provided

additional feedback about their personal outcomes as a result of receiving services. Many of

the survivors reported feelings of increased self-worth, self-awareness, and independence;

12 Although these differences are small, chi square analyses indicated they were significant statistically, using chi
square analyses, at p < .05.
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others reported feeling more hopeful about the future. And many survivors reported increased
stability in multiple areas of their lives. The following excerpts reflect the range of responses
that describe the “other help” survivors received from the programs.

* This program has been very important for my life; it helped me know myself and know
what | want, | obtained confidence and | understood why | fell in an abusive
relationship. | lost my fear and | obtained a lot of security. Survivor from Illinois

* | gotajoband help putting my life back together. It took a long time, but...| feel safe
now for the first time that | can remember. Survivor from Alabama

* | feel stronger and do feel more hopeful towards the future. Survivor from program
identified by Asian & Pacific Islander Institute

* It has helped me a lot in the form of knowing that I'm worth something and I'm
someone important. And in the group | feel comfortable again to be able to accept
friendships and to have trust in myself. Survivor from Washington

* Itis helping me a lot to move forward with my son. Survivor from lllinois

* |t gave me strength to move forward and stop the abuse. Survivor from program
identified by Casa de Esperanza

* Understanding the real meaning of relationships and abuse in relationships. Survivor
from program identified by IDVAAC

* Understanding that | am worth something and deserve better in life. Survivor from
Alabama

* To control my anger, learn to just walk away from danger. Survivor from program
identified by WOCN

* More confidence in myself. Survivor from program identified by Asian & Pacific Islander
Institute

* Learned more about things that happened to me were not my fault. Survivor from
llinois

* |t helped me to gain understanding of domestic violence, the court system, lawyers, and
government agencies, who will help me with my problems. Survivor from program
identified by Asian & Pacific Islander Institute
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* | am a survivor of past abuse & by listening to other people & how they handle
situations inspires me to reach out & help others that are going thru difficult times right
now "In Present". Survivor from Alabama

* |'ve learned everything necessary to stay safe. Survivor from program identified by
IDVAAC

* Be very optimistic and to know that | can achieve what | want, to be persevering.
Survivor from program identified by Casa de Esperanza

* They opened my eyes and the doors to a better future. Not of luxuries but without
hindrances and tranquility. It's beautiful to wake up and see the happiness that
surrounds my kids. They have given me a lot to feel proud of. Survivor from
Massachusetts

* It's very needed and much appreciated. | would have had nowhere to turn if not for the
program. Survivor from Washington

* |learned how much I'm worth and my rights as a person and a woman. | have a better
life together with my kids and we live in peace and harmony. Survivor from lllinois

* | came to this program a scared, beaten woman and | am now a strong, proud woman
who will NEVER BE BEATEN AGAIN. Survivor from Massachusetts

Born in the U.S. and Born Outside U.S.: Differential Findings

A significant portion of this sample consisted of survivors born outside of the U.S.
(46.3%). The data were divided into two groups by the survivors’ birth location: those survivors
who were U.S. born compared to those born outside the U.S. All the data analysis reviewed in
the previous sections was re-run to compare these two groups of interest. Those differences
that are both statistically significant and substantively meaningful are reported here.
Demographics

There were significant differences in the racial/ethnic identities between survivors born

outside of the U.S. and those U.S. born (see Table 31).> Those born in the U.S. were most likely

Bl comparisons reported as “differences” in this section were found to be statistically significant using chi
square tests, with p <.05.
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to be White/Caucasian (63%) or African American/Black (21.3%). Those born outside the U.S.

were most likely to be Hispanic/Latino/a (64.4%) or Asian (15.3%).

Table 31: Racial/Ethnic Identity by History in U.S.

Born Outside U.S. U.S. Born

N=570 % N=662 %
African American/Black 35 6.1 141 21.3
African 8 1.4 0 -
Asian/Asian American 87 15.3 5 0.8
Hispanic/Latino-a 367 64.4 46 6.9
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0 - 1 0.2
Native American/Alaska Native 0 - 25 3.8
Middle Eastern 8 1.4 0 -
Multi-Racial 4 0.7 26 3.9
White/Caucasian 49 8.6 417 63.0
Other 12 2.1 1 0.2

Those born in the U.S. were most likely to complete the survey in English (97.3%), while

only 32.8% of those born outside the U.S. completed the survey in English (see Table 32).

Table 32: Languages Survey Completed In by History in U.S.

Born Outside U.S. U.S. Born

N=585 % N=678 %
Arabic 6 1.0 0 -
Chinese 11 1.9 0 -
English 192 32.8 660 97.3
Korean 14 2.4 1 0.1
Portuguese 12 2.1 0 -
Russian 6 1.0 0 -
Spanish 322 55.0 17 2.5
Vietnamese 22 3.8 0 -

Those born in the U.S. overwhelmingly preferred to speak English (95.6%), while those

born outside the U.S. were most likely to prefer to speak Spanish (59.4%) and then English

(24.5%). There were also dramatic differences reported in ability to speak English (see Table
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33). For those born in the U.S., 95% report being able to speak English very well, while 65.9% of
those born outside the U.S. report speaking English either not at all, not well, or “okay”.

Table 33: Ability to Speak English by History in U.S.

How well you do speak English? Born Outside U.S. U.S. Born
N=574 % N=675 %
Not at all (only know a few words) 130 22.6 1 0.1
Not well 126 22.0 3 0.4
Okay 122 21.3 7 1.0
Well 69 12.0 20 3.0
Very well 127 22.1 644 95.4

There were also age differences between these two groups. The youngest groups of
survivors participating in this survey, those ages 17 or younger and those ages 18-20, were
mostly likely to be survivors born in the U.S. (see Table 34). Survivors born outside of the U.S.
were more likely to cluster in the age bracket of 31-40 (40.4%).

Table 34: Age by History in U.S.

Born Outside U.S. U.S. Born
N=572 % N=666 %
17 or younger 10 1.7% 61 9.2%
18-20 14 2.4% 35 5.3%
21-30 136 23.8% 165 24.8%
31-40 231 40.4% 144 21.6%
41 -50 117 20.5% 170 25.5%
51-60 47 8.2% 70 10.5%
61-70 13 2.3% 16 2.4%
Over 70 4 0.7% 5 0.8%

There were also differences in level of education (see Table 35 on the next page). Those
born outside the U.S. were twice as likely to have less than a high school graduate level of
education, compared with those born in the U.S. (47.6% vs. 19.5%). Further analysis suggested

that this difference was partly attributable to differences among those born outside the U.S., of
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whom 63% of Hispanic/Latino/as had less than a high school education, compared to 26% of
Asian/Asian Americans. There were no significant differences in sexual orientation or gender.

Table 35: Highest Level of Education by History in U.S.

Born Outside U.S. U.S. Born
N=567 % N=666 %
8" grade or less 130 22.9% 10 1.5%
9" — 11" grade 150 26.5% 122 18.3%
High school graduate or GED 115 20.3% 171 25.7%
Some college 82 14.5% 204 30.6%
College graduate 72 12.7% 118 17.7%
Advanced degree 18 3.2% 41 6.2%

There were no significant differences between these two groups in their current
financial status. In comparing financial status now to two years ago, U.S. born survivors were
more likely to report their current financial situation as much worse than two years ago (29.9%
vs. 19.1%). As Table 36 shows, 39.1% of those born outside the U.S. reported being worse or
much worse off today, compared to over half (50.6%) of U.S. born survivors. Differences in
improved situation are less dramatic: 27.7% of those born outside the U.S. report being
better/much better off, compared to 23.1% of those who were U.S. born.

Table 36: Financial Situation Now Compared to Two Years Ago by History in U.S.

Born Outside U.S. U.S. Born
N=555 % N=629 %
1 Much worse 106 19.1% 188 29.9%
2 111 20.0% 130 20.7%
3 184 33.2% 162 25.8%
4 89 16.0% 78 12.4%
5 Much better 65 11.7% 67 10.7%

Survivors born outside of the U.S. were also less likely to report having a disability or

disabling condition than U.S. born survivors (12.6% vs. 26.2%). For those survivors who did
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comment on their disability or disabling condition, the types of disabilities indicated were
similar for both groups.
The Help-Seeking Process

There were moderate differences in the help-seeking process for survivors born outside
of the U.S. when compared to U.S. born survivors. Those born outside the U.S. were more likely
to have heard about the program more than a year ago (50.0% vs. 42.2%) and they were more
likely to have come to the program for the first time more than a year ago (44.2% vs. 31.8%).
Survivors also differed in sources of information about the program from which they were
currently receiving services. Survivors born outside the U.S. were more likely to have heard
about the program from a friend (27.2% vs. 13.7%), family member (12.0% vs. 9.6%), a
flyer/brochure/poster (7.9% vs. 4.1%), or a healthcare provider (7.7% vs. 3.4%). U.S. born
survivors were more likely to have heard about the program from other DV staff (17.3% vs.
14.0%) or from other sources (18.3% vs. 9.9%).

There were significant differences between these two groups in the kinds of help they
used initially when they came to the program (see Table 37). Survivors born outside the U.S.
were more likely to receive counseling (52.5% vs. 40.3%), support services (46.7% vs. 32.4%),
legal advocacy (37.3% vs. 22.4%), and shelter (16.4% vs. 11.2%) when they first came.

Table 37: Initial Kinds of Help Received from the Program by History in U.S.

Born Outside U.S. U.S. Born
N=yes % N=yes %
Counseling 307 52.5 273 40.3
Support Group 242 41.4 278 41.0
Support Services 273 46.7 220 324
Legal Advocacy 218 37.3 152 22.4
Shelter 96 16.4 76 11.2
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Both groups equally accessed support groups as an initial kind of help with DV. Since survivors
could indicate multiple types of help initially received, these data suggest that survivors born

outside the U.S. were more likely to approach the program for multiple modes of services.

Services & Supports Currently Being Used: 4 Types of Help

There were differences between these two groups in types of services currently being
used, as well. When they were asked which of the four main types of services and supports that
many DV programs offer other than shelter (support groups, support services, counseling, and
legal advocacy) they were currently using™®, there were differences in both the types (see Table
38 below) and the number of types of services being used.

Table 38: Types of Services Being Used Now or Within the Past Year by History in U.S.

Born Outside U.S. U.S. Born

N % N %
Support Services 510 82.5 650 70.2
Support Group 529 60.1 661 54.2
Counseling 515 59.4 639 53.2
Legal Advocacy 523 48.9 664 26.7

Survivors born outside of the U.S. were especially more likely to be receiving legal advocacy
services (48.9% vs. 26.7%). Over 42% of survivors born outside of the U.S. used 3 or 4 of the 4
different types of services available, compared to 32 % of U.S. born survivors.
Services & Supports: 54 Different Types of Help

In addition to the 4 main types of help, history in U.S. also affected the specific types of
help survivors wanted. Table 39 represents a revised ranking of the 54 items for survivors born

in the U.S, compared to those born outside of the U.S. This table is shown in full detail because

Y1t is important to remember here, again, that survivors were excluded from the study if they had used shelter
services within the past year, but not if they had ever been in shelter.
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this sample provides a valuable opportunity to learn more about this comparison. The top 5
services and supports wanted are the same for both groups and in the same order. The next 5
are the same, although they are ranked in a slightly different order. The items are shown in
descending order for those born in the U.S. Statistically significant differences between the two
groups are indicated; they were different for exactly half (27) of all items.*

Outside of the top 10, there are considerable differences in the ranking of some items
between groups. For example, those born in the U.S. were more likely than those born outside
the U.S. to want help with “previous or other forms of abuse”, help with grief related to family
losses, and hearing what others have done in their situation. Survivors born outside the U.S.
had higher percentages wanting help with more of the items, including several of the items
related to child-related help and financial resources, as well as immigration-related issues and
help staying in their relationship safely.

Table 39: Comparison of Services Wanted for Survivors Born Inside & Outside the U.S.

% of U.S. % of those

born who born outside

wanted the U.S. who

this type of wanted this

help type of help
Talking to someone who understands my situation. 96.4 97.2
Support to make decisions and changes in my life. 92.7 91.5
Finding out who to call or where to get help. ) 92.1 88.6
Learning more about why/how DV happens. 90.6 88.2
Information about counseling options. 85.4 84.7
Hearing what other people have done in similar situations.” 82.5 76.2
Help being safe from the person abusing me. 80.4 83.8
Help staying in my community safely. 76.2 74.8
Information about my legal rights and options. 70.6 78.3
Help with access to legal services. 64.5 72.9
Help with previous or other forms of abuse. o 60.4 45.5

*k

1> statistical significance was determined for each item using chi square analysis. "= p <.05; - p<.01; s p <
.001.
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% of U.S. % of those

born who born outside

wanted the U.S. who

this type of wanted this

help type of help
Help ending my relationship. 57.1 61.0
Someone to go with me to get help. o 54.0 66.1
Help with protective or restraining orders. 53.3 60.4
Help with safety for my family members. 48.1 43.6
Help staying in my relationship safely. o 41.6 50.5
Help supporting the court case against the person who hurt me 40.4 45.1

(or help getting the system to bring a court case).

Help with government benefits. ) 36.9 44.9
Help with issues related to unwanted sex. " 36.0 40.1
Help with grief related to family losses. " 36.0 27.3
Help paying rent/utilities bills. 35.1 37.2
Help with cash assistance/vouchers. 34.4 37.8
Help with mental health services. 34.1 354
Counseling for my children. " 334 41.4
Help with financial matters, such as budgeting. 33.2 31.9
Help with health care for myself. 32.8 35.9
Help getting housing. 325 36.3
Help with other benefits for my children. " 30.7 41.3
Help related to custody of my children. ’ 31.6 39.8
Help maintaining safe visitation with my children. 31.0 36.3
Help with children related to their abuse. 29.3 343
Help for the person who hurt me. 28.5 29.7
Help dealing with my abuser’s arrest. 25.9 29.7
Help with transportation. ™ 22.3 33.1
Help with medical benefits (e.g. Medicaid). 21.9 33.1
Help with reproductive/women’s health issues. o 17.8 38.3
Help with a job or job training. 24.9 26.3
Help with child protection hearings or requirements. 22.3 28.4
Help with child support. 20.3 30.0
Help with child care. o 20.0 30.8
Help meeting needs related to my disability. 18.7 14.7
Help with health care for my children. o 17.8 30.2
Help with substance abuse services. " 15.3 10.7
Help contacting family who are far away. " 14.0 19.5
Help keeping my pets safe. o 13.7 6.6
Help dealing with my arrest. 9.4 9.0
Help stopping the court case against the person who hurt me. " 8.8 14.0
Help meeting needs related to my child’s disability. 8.8 9.6
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% of U.S. % of those
born who born outside
wanted the U.S. who
this type of wanted this
help type of help
Help understanding my rights and options related to my 4.7 50.8
residency/ immigration status. o
Help with translation/interpretation. o 3.8 45.1
Help learning to drive. o 3.6 9.4
Help learning English. o 3.5 30.8
Help with immigration issues. o 3.0 42.5
Help with benefits as a refugee. o 2.4 14.9

As might be expected, significant differences were found between these groups on the
11 identified factors. Those born outside the U.S. were significantly more likely to want help
with at least one immigration-related need (62% vs. 6%), health-related need (59% vs. 49%),
child-related need (64% vs. 55%), and family-related need (62% vs. 55%). Survivors born inside
the U.S. were more likely to want help with at least one victimization-related need (62% vs.
52%), and one vulnerability-related need (27% vs. 19%). Although strong majorities of both
groups (88% and 90%, respectively) wanted help with at least one safety-related need, 39% of
those born outside the U.S. wanted help with all 4, compared to 29% of those born within the
u.s.
Services Wanted For Children

A total of 63.9% of survivors born outside the U.S (n=364) sought at least one of the 10
listed services for children, compared to 53.6% of survivors born in the U.S (n=353). Looking at
each type of child-related help individually, survivors born outside the U.S. were significantly
more likely to want 7 of the 10 services specific to children, with the exception of services
related to safe visitation, a child’s abuse, and a child’s disability (see Table 40). Among those

who wanted at least one service for children, however (our closest measure of whether or not a
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survivor was a parent), the only significant differences were in the desire by those born outside
the U.S. for help with child care (46% vs. 37% for those born inside the U.S.) and health care for
their children (45% for those born outside the U.S. vs. 33% for those both inside the U.S.).

Table 40: Services for Children by History in U.S.: Full Sample®®

Born Outside U.S. U.S. Born

N = wanted % N = wanted %

this service this service
Help with counseling for my children. ’ 225 41.4 220 334
Help with other benefits for my children. ’ 224 41.3 202 30.7
Help related to custody of my children. ’ 216 39.8 208 31.6
Help maintaining safe visitation with my 197 36.3 204 31.0
children.
Help with children related to their abuse. 186 34.3 193 29.3
Help with child care. " 167 30.8 132 20.0
Help with health care for my children. ’ 164 30.2 117 17.8
Help with child support. ’ 163 30.0 134 20.3
Help with child protection hearing or 154 28.4 147 22.3
requirements. )
Help meeting the needs related to my child’s 52 9.6 58 8.8
disability.

There was also some variation in survivor outcomes based on length of time in the U.S.
On 4 of the 9 outcome variables (shown in Table 41), survivors born outside the U.S. more
frequently reported experiencing that outcome than U.S. born survivors.’

Table 41: Survivor Outcomes by Length of Time in the U.S.

Because of the various help | have received from this Born Outside U.S. U.S. Born
program so far, | feel... % %
...more hopeful about the future. 97.5 93.6
...more comfortable asking for help. 95.8 91.0
...more confident in making decisions. 95.1 90.2
...like | can do more things | want to do. 93.5 89.1

'® Differences that were significant at p < .05 using chi square analysis are indicated by "

Y The percentage differences are not large, but they are statistically significant at the p < .05 level using chi square
analysis.
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Differences Across Four Major Racial/Ethnic Groups™

Separate analyses were conducted to learn more about differences across the four
major racial/ethnic groups of survivors participating in the study: African American/Black,
Asian/Asian American, Hispanic/Latino/a, and White/Caucasian. A total of 55 survivors did not
report their race/ethnicity. Of the remainder, 93.1% identified in one of these four groups, as
shown earlier.

Demographics

The survivors who identified as African American/Black were younger than the other
groups: 30% were under age 18 (most participated in a teen support group), compared to none
of the Asian/Asian Americans, 3% of the Hispanic/Latino/as and 1% of the White/Caucasians.
The modal age ranges for the others were ages 31-40 (34% of Asian/Asian Americans and 40%
of Hispanic/Latino/as) and 41-50 (28% of White/Caucasians).

Hispanic/Latino/as were least likely to have a high school diploma. Sixty percent did not,
compared to 40% of African American/Blacks, 24% of Asian/Asian Americans and 12% of
White/Caucasians. Asian/Asian Americans had the highest level of education: 39% had a college
degree or more, compared to 28% of White/Caucasians, 9% of African American/Blacks and 8%
of Latino/as.

Differences in reported sexual orientation were not large, but they were significant
statistically. Ninety-six percent of African American/Black survivors identified as heterosexual,
compared to 92% of Asian/Asian Americans, 93% of Hispanic/Latino/as, and 94% of

White/Caucasians. Gender was predominantly female, although just 86% of African

'8 This section reports only differences across groups that are statistically significant at the p < .05 level using chi
square analysis unless otherwise noted.
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American/Black respondents reported they were female, compared to 97-98% of the other
three groups.

There were dramatic differences in country of origin across groups. Ninety-five percent
of Asian/Asian American survivors came to the U.S. from another country, as did 89% of
Hispanic/Latino/as. In contrast, this was true of just 20% of those who identified as African
American/Black and 11% of White/Caucasians. Differences in reported ability to speak English

varied accordingly: 51% of Hispanic/Latino/as and 37% of Asian/Asian Americans indicated they

III III

speak English “not at all” or “not well”, compared to none of those who identified as African
American/Black or White/Caucasian.

Table 42: Differences in Current Financial Circumstances Across Racial/Ethnic Groups

African Asian/Asian Hispanic/ White/
Amer/Black American Latino/a Caucasian
N=170 N=88 N=408 N=506
| simply can’t pay my bills 12.9% 2.3% 16.7% 20.8%
| have trouble paying regular bills 31.2% 34.1% 36.5% 34.4%
| can pay regular bills, but a big expense 18.2% 48.9% 28.9% 28.3%
would cause a hardship
| can easily pay bills, but need to be careful 15.9% 5.7% 12.0% 10.7%
| don’t worry about paying for things | want 21.8% 9.1% 5.9% 5.9%
and need

Financial circumstances differed across groups, as well, as shown in Table 42. When the
two options at either end of the financial continuum are combined, we see that 55% of White/
Caucasians reported having financial difficulties, compared to 53% of Hispanic/Latino/as, 44%
of African American/Blacks and 36% of the Asian/Asian Americans. At the other end of the
financial spectrum, 36% of African American/Black respondents reported that they don’t worry
or need to be financially careful, compared to 18% of Hispanic/Latino/as, 17% of

White/Caucasians, and 15% of Asian/Asian Americans. In addition, White/Caucasian survivors
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were most likely to report they were worse or much worse financially now than two years ago.
Fifty-two percent did, compared to 42% of Hispanic/Latino/as, 37% of Asian/Asian Americans,
and 36% of African American/ Blacks. Some survivors reported they were “better” or “much
better” off: 35% of those who identified as African American/Black, 29% of Asian/Asian
Americans, 27% of Hispanic/ Latino/as, and 22% of White/Caucasians.

Finally, differences were found across groups in reports of a disability or disabling
condition(s). White/Caucasians were most likely to so indicate (31%), compared to 18% of
Asian/Asian Americans, 17% of African American/Blacks, and 10% of Hispanic/Latino/as.
Help-Seeking Process

Survivors differed significantly in the identification of the person who hurt them.
Asian/Asian Americans were most likely to report that this person was their current partner
(73%, compared to 52% of White/Caucasians, 51% of Hispanic/Latino/as, and 41% of African
American/Blacks). African American/Blacks were most likely to identify an ex-partner (47%,
compared to 43% of White/Caucasians, 42% of Hispanic/Latino/as and 15% of Asian/Asian
Americans). Asian/Asian Americans were more likely than others to identify in-laws as people
who had hurt them; 13% did, compared to 4% of Hispanic/Latino/as, 3% of White/Caucasians,
and 1% of African American/Blacks.

Asian/Asian American survivors were more likely than the others to have heard about
the program more than a year ago (53%, compared to 49% for Hispanic/Latino/as, 47% for
White/Caucasians, and 37% for African American/Blacks). The source of information about the
program also differed, as shown in Table 43. The table shows percentages of survivors who

heard about the program from a particular source, for items on which there were significant
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differences across the 4 racial/ethnic groups. Some survivors heard about the program from

more than one source. Notably, the most common source of information about the program

was “friend(s)” for both Asian/Asian American and Hispanic/Latino/a survivors, while it was

Table 43: Source of Information about Program by Race/Ethnicity

African Asian/Asian Hispanic/ White/
Amer/Black American Latino/a Caucasian

N=170 N=88 N=408 N=506
DV staff/volunteer; including other DV prog. 20% 17% 12% 19%
Friend(s) 8% 29% 28% 15%
Family member 7% 7% 14% 11%
Mental health counselor/therapist 3% 3% 7% 9%
Health care provider 3% 6% 8% 4%
Flyer/brochure 29% 29% 9, 59%
Internet 1% 9% 2% 4%

“DV staff/volunteer, including at another program” for both African American/Black and

White/Caucasian survivors. Differences in the percentages who first heard about the program
from police approached significance (p < .06); they were lowest for African American/Black
survivors, at 10%, and highest for Hispanic/Latino/as, at 18%.

Hispanic/Latino/a and Asian/Asian American survivors were most likely to have first
come to the DV program more than a year ago (45% and 42%, respectively, compared to 36% of
White/Caucasians and 30% of African American/Blacks). They were also likely to have been to
the program more than 20 times since their first visit. This was true for 39% of Asian/Asian

Americans, 29% of Hispanic/Latino/as, 33% of White/Caucasians, and 17% of African

American/Blacks

Groups differed in the extent to which they had received particular types of services

when they first came to the program, as shown in Table 44 on the next page. Although
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survivors who responded to this survey were not currently in shelter, shelter services may have
been among the types of help they initially received from the program. All five options available
to respondents are shown in this table because differences across racial/ethnic groups are
statistically significant for all of them. It is notable that shelter services were not the most
common initial service for any of the groups, although Asian/Asian American survivors reported
this type of help more often than others. Instead, counseling was the most common initial type
of help for all 4 groups.

Table 44: Types of Help Initially Received from the Program by Race/Ethnicity

African Asian/Asian Hispanic/ White/
Amer/Black American Latino/a Caucasian

N=170 N=88 N=408 N=506
Shelter 20% 24% 16% 11%
Support Group 30% 18% 46% 39%
Support Services 42% 46% 47% 35%
Counseling 49% 50% 52% 42%
Legal Advocacy 20% 36% 39% 25%

The types of help survivors reported getting currently from the DV program are shown

in Table 45. Differences across each type of help are significant statistically.

Table 45: Types of Help Currently Received from the Program by Race/Ethnicity

African Asian/Asian Hispanic/ White/

Amer/Black American Latino/a Caucasian
N=170 N=88 N=408 N=506
Support Group 62% 41% 60% 56%
Support Services 79% 81% 80% 70%
Counseling 56% 74% 54% 55%
Legal Advocacy 22% 62% 48% 29%
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Services and Supports: Differences in 11 Factors of Help Wanted

Differences were found across race/ethnicity in the extent to which survivors wanted a
particular category of help, as identified by the 11 factors reported earlier, as shown in Table 46.
Again, the table shows only statistically significant differences, and the percentages that wanted
at least one of the particular categories of help. Notably, legal advocacy and criminal legal needs
were desired more consistently across groups (and thus are not shown in the table).

Table 46: Categories of Help Wanted by Race/Ethnicity:
Percentages That Wanted at Least One

African Asian/Asian | Hispanic/ White/
Amer/Black American Latino/a | Caucasian

N=170 N=88 N=408 N=506
Information/support needs 97% 83% 94% 94%
Safety needs 93% 76% 90% 88%
Child-related needs 61% 44% 68% 53%
Economic needs 76% 53% 67% 58%
Victimization-related needs 62% 46% 53% 60%
Family-related needs 65% 39% 56% 60%
Physical/mental health needs 529 56% 58% 47%
Immigration-related needs 14% 59% 66% 5%
Vulnerability-related needs 30% 38% 15% 28%

Services and Supports: Differences in 54 Types of Help Received Completely

Survivors also reported differences in the extent to which they had obtained all of a
particular type of help they had wanted. Table 47 shows the statistically significant differences
across race/ethnicity in survivors’ reports of having received all of a type of help they wanted.
Percentages are based only on the number of survivors in each group who indicated they wanted

that particular service. *°

Pltis important to remember that survivors could also indicate they had received some of a particular service they
wanted, or none of that type of help at all. As seen in earlier tables, most survivors received at least some of the
help they wanted.
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Table 47: Specific Types of Help Obtained Completely by Race/Ethnicity

African Asian/Asian Hispanic/ White/
Amer/Black American Latino/a Caucasian
N=170 N=88 N=408 N=506
T_alkln_g to someone who understands my 33% 30% 88% 82%
situation
Help being safe from the person abusing me 85% 73% 86% 79%
Information about counseling options 73% 72% 80% 81%
Learning more about why/how DV happens 83% 74% 86% 83%
Hearing what others have done in similar 78% 55% 77% 77%
sits.
Help staying in my community safely 73% 64% 83% 79%
Help related to custody of my children 75% 63% 78% 65%
Help with child support 73% 53% 75% 50%
Help with other benefits for my children 75% 62% 78% 63%
Help for the person who hurt me 61% 48% 76% 55%
Help keeping my pets safe 68% 60% 65% 73%
Help with previous or other forms of abuse 77% 50% 73% 70%
Help with issues related to unwanted sex 81% 56% 77% 63%
Information about my legal rights and 75% 72% 85% 68%
options
Help with access to legal services 74% 71% 83% 67%
Help supporting the court case against the
person who hurt me (or help getting the 75% 74% 82% 68%
system to bring a court case against the
person who hurt me)
Help stopping the court case against the 65% 38% 80% 63%
person who hurt me
Help with health care for myself 67% 66% 80% 63%
Help w/ reproductive/women’s health issues 70% 68% 79% 62%
Help with cash assistance/vouchers 69% 48% 71% 52%
Help with financial matters, e.g. budgeting 66% 43% 68% 57%
Help paying rent/utilities bills 73% 43% 67% 54%
Help with transportation 74% 55% 73% 86%
Help understanding my rights & options 56% 71% 77% 86%
related to my residency/immigration status
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It should also be noted here that there were differences by survivors’ race/ethnicity in the
number of staff in the program from which they got help. Fifty-five percent of survivors who
identified as African American/Black, for example, received services from a program with less
than 13 staff members, compared to 39% of Asian/Asian Americans, 30% of Hispanics/
Latino/as, and 25% of White/Caucasians. Just 29% of African Americans received services from
programs with over 20 staff, compared to 39% of Asian/Asian Americans, 37% of White
/Caucasians, and 27% of Hispanics/Latino/as. Staff size can certainly contribute to a program’s
ability to meet all of a survivor’s needs.
Satisfaction and Outcomes

Survivors were asked to rate their experiences with the program and its staff on 9
different items. Response options ranged from “strongly agree” to “strongly disagree”.
Although these ratings were generally quite high, as shown previously, there were statistically
significant differences across race/ethnicity in the extent to which survivors responded
“strongly agree” for 5 of the 9 items. Asian/Asian American survivors were somewhat less likely
than the others to report the highest satisfaction levels for these items. Ratings were not
significantly higher when responses were controlled for survivors’ birth location, with one
exception: Hispanic/Latino/as born outside the U.S. were more likely than those born inside the
U.S. to agree strongly (85% vs. 76%) that staff had spent enough time talking about

safety.” Ratings were also not significantly different for culturally-specific programs.

2% This item is not shown in the table because there were not significant differences between Hispanics/Latino/as
as a whole and the other 3 primary racial/ethnic groups.
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Table 48: Satisfaction with Program Staff by Race/Ethnicity

(percentages who “strongly agree”)

were respected.

African Asian/Asian Hispanic/ White/
Amer/Black American Latino/a Caucasian
N=170 N=88 N=408 N=506
Program staff treated me with respect. 88% 82% 90% 90%
Program staff were caring and supportive. 89% 81% 86% 89%
Over all, my religious/spiritual beliefs were 88% 83% 86% 87%
respected.
Over all, my sexual orientation was 89% 80% 88% 89%
respected.
Over all, my racial/ethnic background(s) 91% 84% 89% 89%

Finally, survivors were asked to check which of 9 outcomes were true for them, and

were attributable to services received from the DV program. Of the 9 items listed, differences

across race/ethnicity were statistically significant for only 3. These items, along with the

percentages of survivors who checked them, are shown in Table 49. Again, although

Asian/Asian American survivors were somewhat less likely than others to attribute these

outcomes to their DV program experience, the percentages who did were quite high (over 90%

for all but one of these) across all 4 groups.

Table 49: Outcomes Attributed to Program Services by Race/Ethnicity

Because of the help | have received from this African Asian/Asian Hisr_’aniC/ Whitg/
program so far, | feel... Amer/Black American Latino/a Caucasian
N=170 N=88 N=408 N=506
...more hopeful about the future. 98% 93% 98% 93%
...more confident in making decisions. 96% 92% 95% 90%
...like | can do more things | want to do. 92% 88% 94% 89%
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Differences Across Program Service Areas: Rural, Suburban or Urban

In order to understand differences in survivors’ experiences based on the populations
from which they came to the program, survey data were re-coded with information gathered
from the participating DV program surveys about the percentage of survivors coming from
rural, urban, and suburban areas. Using rural areas as a point of reference,” the data were re-
coded into 4 categories (see Table 50). While a significant portion of the survivors who
participated in this study came from programs that were primarily serving survivors this study
came from programs that were primarily serving survivors from rural areas (21.1%), the
majority of survivors (63.9%) come from programs that were primarily serving survivors from
suburban and/or urban areas (those reporting that 30% or less of the survivors they serve come
from rural areas).

Table 50: Surveys Completed by Percentage of Survivors Served from Rural Areas

Program description of % of survivors served who come from N = 1466 %
rural areas:

No Rural (100% of survivors from urban and/or suburban 461 31.4%
areas)

Some Rural (.5% to 30% of survivors from rural areas) 476 32.5%
Much Rural (31-89% of survivors from rural areas) 219 14.9%
All or Nearly All Rural (90-100% of survivors from rural areas) 310 21.1%

III

Considering just the two distinct regional categories “all or nearly all rural” (referred to

hereafter as “rural”) and “no rural” (to be referred to hereafter as urban/suburban), the

2 Any of the three types of areas could have been used as the point of reference for these analyses. Rural areas
were selected because of the extent of analytic and programmatic interest in rural programs, and because of the
limited data available in the literature about rural programs, as noted in the literature review. The data provided
about the area survivors came from was based on the program respondent’s estimates, so these data clearly
should be viewed as suggestive only.
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demographic characteristics of survivors from these distinct regions differed significantly? in
many respects. Survivors from rural areas were primarily White (51.6%), African American/
Black (24.8%), and Hispanic/Latino/a (13.2%). Survivors from urban/suburban areas were more
racially/ethnically diverse: White (29.8%), Hispanic/Latina/o (31.7%), African American/Black
(14.5%), Asian/Asian American (12.1%), Multi-Racial (2.4%), and in other groups (10%).
Survivors from rural areas tended to be younger, with a modal age between 21 and 30 years,
compared to urban/suburban area survivors whose most common age was between 31 and 40
years.

Survivors in rural areas were more likely to identify as lesbian/gay (3.2% vs. 1.5%) or
bisexual (3.6% vs. 1.8%), than those living in urban/suburban areas. Survivors from rural areas
tended to have less formal education; 43.1% had not completed high school or a GED,
compared to 25.1% of urban/suburban area survivors. Survivors from rural areas were
substantially more likely to be U.S. born (78% vs. 46.3%) and less likely to have been born
outside the U.S. (22.1% vs. 53.7%) than urban/suburban area survivors.

Survivors from rural areas were more likely to report speaking English “very well”
(85.2% vs. 57.1%) and less likely to report speaking English “not at all” (7.4% vs. 9.7%),
compared to urban/suburban area survivors. Survivors from rural areas were also more likely to
report preferring to speak English (84.3%), with Spanish as the second preferred language at
9.7%. In contrast, 55.5% of urban/suburban area survivors reported English as a preferred
language and 27% preferred Spanish; the remainder preferred a variety of other languages,

including Chinese, Korean, Portuguese, Russian, and Vietnamese.

2 Asin previous sections, “differences” are reported here only if they are statistically significant at p <.05 or
better. Significance in this section was determined by chi square analyses.
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Survivors from rural areas were more likely to describe their current financial situation
as comfortable (i.e. can easily pay bills or don’t worry about paying for things) than were
urban/suburban area survivors (34.8% vs. 16.5%); they were also somewhat less likely to report
having trouble or being unable to pay bills (44.9% vs. 49.8). Survivors from rural areas were also
somewhat more likely to describe their current financial situation now compared to two years
ago as better/much better (36.4%), compared to urban/suburban area survivors (24.5%), who
were more likely to describe their financial situation as worse/much worse (45.6% compared to
38.4% of rural survivors). Finally, survivors from rural areas were slightly more likely to consider
themselves to have a disability or disabling condition (22.7% vs. 20.1%).

There were also area differences in the help-seeking process. Survivors from rural areas
first heard about the DV program more recently than urban/suburban area survivors; 52.8%
first heard about the DV program less than 6 months ago, compared to 30.4% of rural/suburban
survivors. Similarly, the majority of rural survivors first came to the program less than 6 months
ago (61.9%), compared to 38.3% of rural/urban survivors.

Survivors were provided with a list of 15 different potential sources from which they
might have heard about the DV program. Survivors from rural areas were more likely to have
heard about the DV program from family members (12.3% vs. 8.7%), the police (20.6% vs.
13.2%), child protection services staff (6.5% vs. 4.3%), and TANF/welfare staff (5.2% vs. 2.4%).
Survivors from urban/suburban areas were more likely to have heard about the DV program
from DV staff (19.1% vs. 11%), social service agency staff (10.2% vs. 5.5%), and healthcare
providers (6.9% vs. 3.9%). The most commonly cited source for information about DV programs

for rural survivors was “other” sources (31.6% vs. 8.9%), including jails/correctional facilities,
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schools, immigration counselors, and lawyers.

Of the four main types of services and supports that many DV programs offer in addition
to shelter (support groups, support services, counseling, and legal advocacy), there were
differences by program service area in both the types of services being used and the number of
services (see Table 51). Survivors from rural areas were much more likely to be using support
groups (63.8% vs. 48.5%), and somewhat more likely to be using support services (76.6% vs.
71.8%). Consistent with the length of time since they first came to the program, survivors in
rural programs had had fewer program contacts at the time they completed the survey. Just
20.7% had been to the program more than 20 times, compared to 36% of survivors in
urban/suburban programs.

Table 51: Types of Services Currently Being Used by Program Service Area

No Rural (Urban and/or All or Nearly All Rural
Suburban Survivors) Survivors
N % N %
Support Group 423 48.5 301 63.8
Support Services 415 71.8 295 76.6
Counseling 417 60.9 292 58.2
Legal Advocacy 426 33.1 298 31.2

There were no area differences in survivors’ level of satisfaction with program staff.
There were differences by program service area for only one of the nine outcome statements:
“| feel more comfortable asking for help.” Survivors from rural areas were less likely to feel
more comfortable asking for help (90.1% vs. 97.0%) after program participation than survivors
from urban/suburban areas, although reports of increased comfort were clearly high for both
groups. Notably, further analysis indicated that the higher levels reported by survivors from

urban/suburban programs was associated with responses from survivors born outside the U.S.
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Male Respondents: Differential Findings

A total of 60 male respondents completed the survey. Half of the male respondents
participating in the survey (n=30) were recruited from a teen violence prevention project in a
Midwestern state that provides “healthy relationship” classes at local high schools located in
rural areas; these respondents were age 17 or younger.”> The other half of the male
respondents (n=29) were a broad group of men age 18 and over from across the sample. One
male respondent did not provide his age. Given the distinct differences between these two
groups of males related to maturation and likely level of independence, the data presented
here about gender differences have also been divided by age differences: teens (age 17 and
younger) and adults (18 and over).**
Demographic Differences: Teens

Male teen survivors were mostly likely to be African American (86.2%) or Multi-Racial
(6.9%), compared to female teen survivors (n=58) who were African American (63.8%),
Hispanic/Latina (20.7%) or Multi-Racial (6.9%). All of the male teen survivors identified as
heterosexual, compared to 92.9% of female teen survivors who identified as heterosexual and
7.1% who identified as bisexual. Male and female survivors reported the same level of
educational attainment: 9th — 11th grade. The majority of both male and female teen survivors
reported being born in the U.S.; 15.4% of male teen survivors came to the U.S. from another

country, compared to 13.3% of female teen survivors.

> Note about methodology: In order to ensure confidentiality and privacy, entire “healthy relationship” classes
were invited to participate in the survey, but only those surveys completed by persons who clearly identified as
survivors of DV were included in the dataset and analysis.

2 Despite the differences by age among the relatively small group of male survivors, teens as a group did not differ
substantially from the “adult” sample as a whole. For example, they reported needs related to their children and
other issues at the same rates. For this reason, they are included in analyses throughout this report.
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The vast majority of both male and female teen survivors spoke English well or very well
(96.6% and 94.8%). Male teen survivors were likely to prefer to speak English (77.3%) and
Spanish (18.2%); the majority of female teen survivors were also likely to prefer to speak
English (89.1%), but fewer preferred to speak Spanish (8.7%). Three male teen survivors (13.0%)
reported having a disability or disabling condition, and compared to 6.4% of female teen
survivors (n=3).

Demographic Data: Adult Males®

Male adult survivors (n=29) were mostly likely to be Hispanic/Latino (41.4%),
White/Caucasian (24.1%), African American (17.2%), or Asian/Asian American (10.3%). Adult
males were most likely to be between the ages of 31 and 40, and most likely to identify as
heterosexual (83.3%), although 12.5% reported they were gay, and 1 reported “other” sexual
orientation. Sixty percent of the adult male survivors reported coming to the U.S. from another
country, compared to less than half of the women. Only 10.7% of male adult survivors reported
having a disability or disabling condition, about half the rate of female adult survivors.

Gender Differences in Services and Outcomes: Teens

There were few significant differences across gender among the teens in anything
related to the help-seeking process, services wanted, or outcomes. The males were a bit more
likely to have first come to the program within the past six months (97% compared to 79% of

females), but this was not significant statistically (p < .08). Similarly, the males were slightly

% |t should be noted that 2 of the adults identified as transgender. In order to protect confidentiality, their
responses are not included in the analyses in this section. Comparisons with female adults are not systematically
provided here because of the differences in sample size. The small number of adult men (29) included in the
sample cannot be considered representative of male survivors who come to DV programs for services. However,
they are included here because of the importance of learning more about male survivors and their needs.
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more likely to indicate they wanted “support to make decisions and changes in my life” (100%
vs. 89%; but p < .07).

There were no differences in the types or numbers of basic services, or in number of
service contacts with the program. There were also no differences in the various measures of
satisfaction with program staff. Nonetheless, the females reported more positive outcomes on
two of the nine items measures. Female were more likely to indicate that, because of program
services they “know more about my rights and options” (96% vs. 83%; p < .04) and “like | can do
more things | want to do” (88% vs. 67%; p < .03).

Adult Male Experiences with Services and Outcomes

Fifty-seven percent of the men were receiving support services, 34% were taking part in
support groups, 57% were receiving counseling, and 54% were receiving legal advocacy. The
specific types of help they wanted were remarkably similar to the types of help wanted by the
women. This was true of the categories of needs identified in the factor analysis reported
earlier, as well. Finally, the men reported high rates of satisfaction with program services
(generally above 90% who have strong agreement on the applicable satisfaction measures), and
remarkably similar outcomes to those reported by the adult women survivors in the sample.
Outcomes for adult men are shown in Table 52. They are least likely to report that, because of
the program, they know more about community resources or get more support from family and

friends (both 72%). Nonetheless, both are high, and the others are quite high.
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Table 52: Outcomes for Men

Because of the help | have received from this program so far, | feel... % indicating “yes”
...l know more ways to plan for my safety. 86
...l know more about community resources. 72
...l know more about my rights and options. 86
..that | will achieve the goals | set for myself. 96
...more hopeful about the future. 96
...more comfortable asking for help. 93
... get more support from family & friends. 72
...more confident in making decisions. 93
...like | can do more things | want to do. 89

Program Size”® & Survivor Experiences

Analyses that examined differences based on the number of staff in the program
focused on how survivors had heard about the program, the types of services survivors were
receiving, number of times survivors had come to the program, the extent to which survivors
received all of the particular type of help they wanted, and survivors’ reported outcomes.
Notably, there was a relationship between staff size and rural/urban location; the programs in
rural areas tended to be smaller. The vast majority of programs with over 20 staff (86.5%) were
located in predominantly urban/suburban areas (the ones that reported that 30% or fewer of
their clients came from rural areas). Put another way, just 20% of the programs with
predominantly urban/suburban clients (more than 70%) had 5 or fewer staff.

Survivors who obtained services from small programs (staff size of 5 or fewer) were

more likely than the others (17% vs. 11%) to have heard about the program from family or

*® These analyses were based on the number of program staff instead of number of staff full-time equivalents
(FTEs) because data on FTEs was missing for 10% of participating programs. Nonetheless, the general patterns
should be similar. The correlation between the two, for programs that reported both types of information, was
.948.
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people from their religious or spiritual community (8% vs. 4%). Survivors who received help
from larger programs (staff size of 13 or more) were more likely to have heard about the
program from people in court (16% vs. 7%). No other differences were statistically significant.
Table 53 shows the differences in types of services survivors were currently receiving, by
number of program staff. Differences in the extent to which survivors were receiving counseling

Table 53: Types of Services Survivors Are Receiving by Program Size
(Percent of survivors receiving the service)

1-5 Staff 6-12 Staff 13-20 Staff 20+ Staff
N=161 N=333 N=469 N=415
Support Services 75% 81% 76% 71%
Support Group 37% 60% 63% 56%
Legal Advocacy 48% 28% 36% 37%

did not quite reach statistical significance (p < .06), and so it is not shown. Notably, a higher
percentage of survivors receiving services from the smallest programs were receiving legal
advocacy than was true of the larger programs. Conversely, survivors obtaining help from the
smallest programs were least likely to be participating in a support group.

Survivors who received help from the smallest programs also had come to the program
the fewest times since their initial visit. Just 34% had come more than 10 times after the first
visit, compared to 53% of those getting help from programs with 6 to 12 staff, 44% of those
getting help from programs with 13 to 20 staff, and 46% of those in the largest programs.

There were no meaningful relationships between staff size and the types of services
survivors wanted, either for specific services or for the service categories identified in the factor
analysis. There were some differences, however, in the extent to which survivors obtained the

services they wanted. Table 54 shows the percentage of survivors who reported they got all of
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a specific type of service they wanted. As before, only the results that show statistically
significant differences are displayed. Although the percentages of survivors who reported

Table 54: Differences in Percentages of Survivors Who Got All the Help They Wanted

1-5 Staff | 6-12 Staff | 13-20Staff | 20+ Staff

N=161 N=333 N=469 N=415
Someone to go with me to get help 79% 69% 76% 63%
Help staying in my community safely 84% 71% 82% 76%
Help meeting needs related to my disability 76% 65% 69% 62%
Help with issues related to unwanted sex 75% 80% 66% 65%
Information about my legal rights and options 84% 72% 78% 69%
Help with access to legal services 80% 72% 76% 67%
Help with health care for myself 78% 70% 70% 59%
Help with mental health services 71% 67% 72% 65%
Help with financial matters, e.g. budgeting 59% 63% 66% 49%
Help paying rent/utilities bills 60% 65% 65% 519%
Help with immigration issues (e.g. visa, work 58% 68% 83% 68%
permit, others)

differences are displayed. Although the percentages of survivors who reported they got all they
help they wanted are remarkably high across program size, those who obtained their help from
the smallest programs often reported getting all they wanted at higher rates than those who
got help from larger programs. This finding is perhaps more remarkable since the survivors who
participated in services from the smaller programs reported fewer contacts.

Finally, there were no statistically significant differences in program satisfaction across

program size. Similarly, there were no differences in self-reported outcomes.
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IV. RESULTS FROM FOCUS GROUPS: THE INTEGRATIVE SUMMARY

Context

The purpose of the focus groups was to expand the findings of the survey, to provide
more contextual information about survivors’ experiences using program supports and services,
and to gather rich qualitative data that could enhance the quantitative survey data.
Additionally, the focus groups were designed to fill gaps identified in the survey data by
reaching out to specific populations that were not as well-represented in either the survey data
or existing literature. Working from these study goals, and with additional input from our study
consultants and our participating state coalitions and culturally-specific organization partners, a

total of 10 target populations were identified for participation in the focus group process (see

Table 55).
Table 55: Focus Group Populations & Geographic Locations
Population Geographic Location N=73
African American South Central U.S. 11
Asian/Arab Immigrants Western U.S. 15
Brazilian Immigrants Eastern New England 3
Latina Immigrants South Central U.S. 3
Latina Immigrants Northern Central U.S. 4
LGBTQ Northwestern U.S. 6
Men Southern New England 3
Older Adults Eastern New England 11
Survivors living a rural area South Eastern U.S. 7
Survivors in recovery from substance abuse | Eastern U.S. 10

The research team contacted DV programs working with the particular populations of
interest to determine their willingness to host a focus group. The majority of programs

originally recruited for participation in the focus group process were DV non-residential
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programs that had also participated in the survey portion of the study; additional outreach to
other programs was required to ensure all desired populations were included in the process.
Fifty percent of focus groups were hosted by programs that also participated in the survey.

The focus groups were structured to be the same for all populations, including the use
of the same protocols and focus group questions. Group size was recommended as 8-10
survivors, with the anticipation that 12 survivors would need to be recruited to address
potential no-shows. While the majority of groups did recruit 12 survivors, the average focus
group size was 7 survivors, with a range of 3 to 15 participants. As promised, each participant
was given a $35 gift card for his/her participation in the group. The focus groups were
scheduled to last for two hours, which included time to introduce the study, review the
information sheet and conduct the verbal consenting process, distribute stipends, discuss meal
protocols/eat the provided meal, and answer the research questions. The research question
discussion portion of the focus groups was audio taped, and the average length of discussion
was 62.6 minutes.

The Latina immigrants’ focus group in the northern central U.S. area program was
conducted in Spanish; all other focus group were conducted in English, but several groups relied
on the use of interpreters. The Latina immigrants’ focus group in the south central U.S. area
program used a Spanish-language interpreter to facilitate the meeting. The Brazilian immigrants
focus group in eastern New England used a Portuguese-language interpreter. And the
Asian/Arab group in the Western U.S. had two Cantonese, one Arabic, and one Korean-

language interpreter; this group used a side-by-side interpretation method.
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Demographics

A total of 73 survivors participated in 10 different focus groups held at DV organizations
across the United States. Sixty-six participants identified as female (91.7%), six as male (8.3%),
and one participant did not respond to this question. Table 56 on the next page shows the age
variations of participants. The table indicates that, while 18% of participants were age 30 or

younger, the median age and largest age group was 41 to 50 years old (34.7%).

Table 56: Age of Focus Group Participants

N=72 %
17 or younger 0 -
18 -20 1 1.4
21-30 12 16.7
31-40 15 20.8
41-50 25 34.7
51-60 12 16.7
61-70 7 9.7
Over 70 0 -

Table 57 displays the racial/ethnic identity of the focus group participants. About one
third of the participants identified as White/Caucasian; the majority of the rest of participants

identified as either African American/Black, Asian/Asian American, or Hispanic/Latino-a.

Table 57: Racial/Ethnic Identity of Focus Group Participants

N=73 %
African American/Black 19 26.0
African 1 1.4
Asian/Asian American 13 17.8
Hispanic/Latino-a 9 12.3
Middle Eastern 2 2.7
White/Caucasian 25 34.2
Other 4 5.5
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Of those participants who identified their race/ethnicity as “Other”, three participants specified
their race/ethnicity as Brazilian (4.1% of the total) and one as East Indian (1.4% of the total).

The majority of the participants identified their sexuality as heterosexual/straight
(78.7%). Of the other 21.3% participants, five identified as lesbian/gay (8.2%), four as bisexual
(6.6%), and another four as “Other” and specified “Queer” (6.6%). Thirty participants
considered themselves to have a disability or disabling condition(s) (41.7%).

The survivors varied in their levels of educational attainment. 79.4% of participants had
obtained at least a high school diploma or GED (see Table 58). 45.2% of participants had some
college experience or had obtained a college degree.

Table 58: Highest Level of Education

N=73 %
8" grade or less 7 9.6
9" — 11" grade 8 11.0
High school graduate or GED 25 34.2
Some college 18 24.7
College graduate 14 19.2
Advanced degree 1 1.4

Participants were asked how long they or their families had been in the United States.
Thirty-three participants reported that they came to the U.S. from another country (50.8%) and
one participant reported that at least one of his/her parents came to the U.S. from another
country (1.5%). Of those participants who came to the U.S. from another country, 20 identified
as immigrants (87.0%) and another three identified as “Other” (13.0%); they specified “by
marriage”, “Mexico”, and “work visa”.

Participants varied in their reports of how well they spoke English. Four participants

reported “not at all” (5.5%), 11 reported “not well” (15.1%), 12 reported “okay” (16.4%), four
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reported “well” (5.5%), and 42 participants indicated they spoke English “very well” (57.5%).
61.7% of participants reported that English was their preferred language and 11.7% of
participants preferred to speak Spanish. Survivors also reported preferring to speak Chinese
(10%), Portuguese (4.1%), Arabic (3.3%), Cantonese (2.7%), French (1.4%), Korean (1.4%), and
Vietnamese (1.4%).

Table 59: Current Financial Situation

N=69 %
| simply can’t pay my bills. 8 11.6
| have trouble paying regular bills. 22 31.9
| can pay regular bills, but a big expense would cause a 24 34.8
hardship.
| can easily pay my bills, but need to be careful. 11 15.9
| do not worry about paying for things | want and need. 4 5.8

Table 59 shows the current financial situations of the focus group participants. Nearly
half of the survivors reported experiencing some sort of financial difficulty (43.5%). Only four
reported not having any financial worries. Four participants did not respond to this question.

When asked to compare their current financial situation to two years ago, participants
varied greatly in their responses (see Table 60). 37.5% of survivors reported their financial
situation as “worse” or “much worse”. Only 12.5% reported being in a “much better” financial
position today.

Table 60: Financial Situation Now Compared to Two Years Ago

N=73 %
1 Much worse 10 139
2 17 23.6
3 24 333
4 12 16.7
5 Much better 9 12.5
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The Help-Seeking Process

First Places Help Was Sought

Focus group participants spoke of a variety of places they first sought help. Most often
survivors turned to informal supports when initially seeking help for the abuse, including family
members, friends, co-workers, or church members. A few survivors were involved with the
police and/or criminal justice system as a result of the abuse and were encouraged to seek DV
services. There were a few cases reported of survivors seeking medical attention and being
referred to services by hospital staff or other medical professionals. A few participants also
mentioned being referred to DV services by therapists, social workers, or case managers. One
or two survivors also reported initially reaching out to their Employee Assistance Programs.

* [Y]ou get to a point, it was getting overwhelming you know, in terms of the way my
mind was thinking about things, no sleeping, and so one day | just, | was talking to a
friend—I had to finally confide in somebody—and he mentioned ‘why don’t you look
for domestic violence counselors?’

¢ And | had been with him for quite awhile and decided | needed to do something, so |
reached out to my family and friends. Which is when | started therapy too, and they
kept nudging me that | need more help. And so | decided to come here because |
couldn’t handle my person anymore, and | knew | needed help and | knew | needed to
be strong in order to get away from the situation for good because | know that if | go
back to the situation it’s going to eventually come back to the same thing.

* The doctor said | have a problem; before | go home | was gonna get some help. So |
went to [name of program] when they were open. So what happened | passed about
five times looking at that door, | was too scared to go in. But you know, | finally went in
there and when | did that was my first step in getting help.

* | went to my boss. My husband wouldn’t let me talk to anybody so | went, got the
phone and sent a text [to] my boss. They took me to the hospital.

Although survivors may have talked to people about their situations, most did not seek

formal services until someone in their lives recognized their need for support that they did not
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see themselves. Thus, it was common for survivors to be referred to domestic violence services
from another source instead of seeking out services initially on their own.
e Oh, everybody was telling me, ‘you’re being abused. You’re being abused. Why are you
with this man? You gotta get out of there’, you know, and all. So my friends in AA were

prompting me to get help, to get enough help so | could take the first action in getting
him removed, him removed, not me, him removed.

Group Differences

Many survivors within the Brazilian immigrant group explained that they initially sought
general services from their culturally-specific organization. Once they began to build
relationships with staff at the center, they were referred for DV services through the same
organization.

* | gotto know about [DV program] because | came here to help my parents-in-law to fill
out applications for government assistance. Then | got to know them, and began
participating, you know, and helping out. So that’s how | got to know [DV advocate], and

we developed a friendship, you know, so then | felt the trust | needed to be able to tell
her.

Survivors in recovery from substance abuse reported they had also sought assistance
from the prison system, AA/NA groups, a hospital or detoxification program, and/or their
sponsors.

What Was Helpful in the Help-Seeking Process

Participants in the focus groups were asked how they felt their specific domestic
violence program was helping and which services and supports have been the most helpful.
Survivors’ responses fell into three general categories, with some degrees of variation in levels
of helpfulness. These areas included: (1) emotional support; (2) information, referrals, financial

assistance and in-kind donations; and (3) legal advocacy.
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Having emotional support was particularly important to all of the survivors participating
in the focus groups. A large part of this emotional support was the sense of safety created by
the various DV programs and advocates so that survivors felt comfortable sharing their
experiences, thoughts, and emotions openly. This sense of safety was especially important for
immigrant survivors, who found seeking services at culturally-specific organizations essential.

Emotional support came in the form of support groups and/or one-on-one counseling
and advocacy at the various DV organizations. Many survivors felt like the support groups had
saved their lives and they appreciated being able to support one another, regardless of the
specific issues they confronted. Survivors claimed that the DV advocates they worked with
through both the support groups and the one-on-one counseling and advocacy were incredibly
supportive, non-judgmental, and understanding. Participants also found it comforting when
they felt they could directly relate to the DV advocates they were working with. This would
come about if they felt the advocates were also survivors of domestic violence, in recovery
from substance abuse, spoke their language, or identified as LGBTQ. This made survivors more
comfortable sharing their stories and talking about extremely difficult, personal feelings and
experiences.

* | wasinavery complicated situation, that | had no other options. | thought | had to stay
in my marriage, and | began looking for [DV advocate] last week. I’'m still married.
Because | thought | had no other solution for what was happening, and | was seeing that
this was domestic violence. [DV advocate] showed me that there are more things that

can help solve my problem. And now | think | can see a light, after talking to her, and a
solution for all of these problems, that now | begin to see a way out.

* And apart because they listen to you, any person that works here listens to you and has
the capacity to understand and counsel someone perfectly.

* For me | would say my counselor’s the most helpful because | don’t know, it’s like my
common sense every time | go...and the least helpful | felt was the police.
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* The reason why it’s helpful to me is because they welcome you with open arms. The fact
is | can talk about anything and not feel threatened.

When talking with a supportive person, whether it be a friend, family member, or DV
advocate, survivors reported that hearing someone else tell them they were in fact being
abused and needed help was crucial in their decision to finally seek services. It was also
extremely helpful if an organization had a fast intake process, making it easy for a survivor to
receive emotional support right away in the form of one-on-one counseling or support groups.

e ...Tobe able to talk about it and not feel crazy, like | was making it up or it wasn’t
something that was real scary. The first people | talked to were like “Whoa, you need to
go do something about that”. That felt really good to hear and have witnesses too.

e For me it was like getting a sense of what’s normal and breaking out of what was my
normal in that relationship and seeing what other people think, how other people live
and getting all the different perspectives that | could. And if a lot of them said, you
know, it’s kind of messed up what you’re in, then | knew it was messed up and | needed
to do something about it.

e But it was such a relief, you know, actually when | met with [DV advocate name] it was
very, | couldn’t speak two minutes, | mean the whole period of my meeting with her was
full of tears, you know, | couldn’t just, | couldn’t control myself because | don’t talk
about it, but it was deeply, you know all written and being put together was really, really
hurting me. So, when | met [DV advocate name] and she was um, she made me feel like
she’s here to listen and there is some kind of solution that is going to come from her. |
had to tell right then when you touch on some of these sensitive issues, things that you
been through, then it becomes really difficult to control too.

e The counseling, the therapy help you keep going, you know, every time | come here,
when | go out | feel like, you know, brand new. My body and | are recharged to start
again.

The second aspect of support that was helpful for survivors was a combination of
information, referrals, financial assistance, and in-kind donations. The information and referrals

provided by most DV organizations participating in the study allowed survivors to learn more

about community resources and receive the appropriate referrals for services like outside
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therapists or job training centers. In-kind donations and financial assistance came in the form of
food, clothing, rent assistance, school supplies for their children, transportation vouchers,
and/or gas money.
e They don'’t tell you what to do but they help you, they talk to you, bought me food,
cleaning supplies, you know that would last me a month or so that | didn’t need to

worry about nothing. And then | got a sense that if | needed something | could call them
probably and they would help me.

e | turned over my car which was his, my cell phone, and all the ladies that | worked with
went, when | left, when | took him with me, | had everything | needed. | went and got
my kids, my underwear, clothes, and everything and we walked out. | stayed at the
shelter for 38 days. Which was a wonderful thing | did because | didn’t have a car, they
took me back and forth to work, took my kids to day care, so | didn’t have any bills to
pay. They have a safe. | was able to put my paychecks in the safe, not touch them, |
didn’t have any bills. And if you don’t have clothes they’ll give you clothes. School was
starting, | didn’t have school supplies. They gave my kids everything they needed for
school.

Participants also found the legal advocacy provided by DV organizations helpful in their
efforts to remain safe from their abusers. Those survivors who found the criminal justice
system and law enforcement officials helpful reported that restraining/protection orders,
having their abuser be taken to jail, and having well-trained and responsive police officers was
effective in keeping them safe. Of the survivors who had negative experiences with the police
and/or criminal justice system, several did speak positively about the support and advocacy
they received from their domestic violence advocate who helped them fill out paperwork, went
with them to court appearances, and provided information about the criminal justice system.
This made applying for protection/restraining orders and going to court a little less stressful and
overwhelming for the survivors.

* | definitely didn’t find the legal system helpful at all. But | did, there was one person who

was part of the like, domestic violence advocate program, who like actually helped me
walk through the paperwork steps and that was really helpful because that was just like
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so overwhelming and so much bureaucracy and so much baloney to deal with. So it was
definitely helpful to have people who specifically had answers or methods or, but then
also just like, any kind of emotional support | found helpful.

* Municipal court. They helped me get my restraining order, the protective order and they
told me how to go about doing everything that | did.

* They took him to jail, so that helped.

* [The police] were very helpful, because when that happened, when | called to put him
out, the same police happened to come around when the incident happened. They was
like, “Didn’t we tell you not to come back around here?”

Group Differences
A few groups discussed aspects of services that were helpful to their specific groups,
such as services being provided in their native language and/or working with advocates from
their own culture for immigrant survivors.
* [S]ocial service [staff] was working there and they really helped me to interpret, come
with me to the medical health care center and interpret for me. Show me the area
around and provided a lot of other support not just shelter. Take me from one shelter to

another and would come and interpret for me and help me to learn more about the city
and put me to learn English too.

e That there are Latinas. That’s very important.

LGBTQ survivors especially emphasized that one of the most helpful aspects of the DV
program they sought help from was that it was specific to LGBTQ survivors. Thus, the group did
not feel like they had to educate or explain to people working at the organization about issues
around gender and sexuality, making survivors feel much more comfortable expressing
themselves fully. Survivors in recovery from substance abuse found it especially helpful that the
services were free of charge and the organization welcomed women at every stage in recovery.

Barriers in the Help-Seeking Process
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Survivors in all focus groups discussed a variety of personal/internal and external
barriers to the help-seeking process. Survivors’ most commonly cited personal barrier was that
they did not recognize the abuse for what it was, especially if it only comprised of verbal abuse
and did not include physical assaults. Survivors reported not realizing what was happening to
them classified domestic violence until someone in their lives told them it did. Many felt the
abuse was their fault, as their abusers had manipulated them into thinking it was; participants
reported feeling depressed, scared, and having very low self-worth. Some survivors also
explained that they had a hard time believing that their partners were capable of abuse.

* Well again, go back to the beginning. We crawl in here because we are nothing of a
person. We are down really low. No self-esteem. Post-traumatic stress. Anxiety.
Depression. Suicidal intent. You know, all of the above — really lost souls that come to
this program.

* |n my case | didn’t know it was violence, you know. Because he used me, you know, to
go work for him, and send all the money to his hands. And | didn’t know that was abuse.
| talked to [DV advocate] and she was the one who told me, you know, that was
violence.

e | wasin complete denial that | was being abused. | kept thinking it was my fault, my
fault, | aggravated him. And consequently | kept seeking counselors to see, to work on
myself, and falling into this whole steps of AA and calling my sponsor and calling
fellowship members of AA and talked to programs and all this continued, and | filed for
divorce back in 98, but never followed through...

* Right now | am in the middle of going through final divorce decree, |, it’s very huge for
me because | have feelings for my husband about what it could have been, but | became
addicted to him. That’s what it was. It wasn’t love, it was an addiction. Yet | knew | was

being mistreated, like that, | don’t understand it. Maybe I'll find out more about that the
more | come.

Fear was a big part of what kept many survivors from leaving, including fear that they
wouldn’t be believed, fear of having to start a new life alone, fear of losing their children, fear

of being stigmatized in their communities, and fear of what their abusers would do if they left.
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Many times their abusers had threatened to kill them if they tried to leave or had threatened to
hurt people they cared about. Often survivors reported feeling dependent upon their abusers,
both emotionally and financially.

* When | go to court | felt like anything | said and did, they weren’t gonna believe me,
they would think it was not real, that | was fabricating these things myself that were
happening in my life. Like mental illness, having a nervous breakdown. | actually was
apologizing to my lawyer, who’s gonna believe me? They’re gonna think this is not real
when, you know, it’s real.

* You know if you’re gonna survive you’re gonna have to start a new life with new people.
Very hard to do, none of us are young, very hard to do. You know, | think that that’s,
and I've talked to [DV advocate name 2] about it, | talked to [DV advocate name] about
it, and you can draw upon your own resources of what you like, but it’s still again, the
day that you’re sitting at home and everything is quiet and when you open up that door
and there is nobody there, you’re saying to yourself, you know...there’s something
missing that you can’t put in there.

* It’s such a big fear: to stay and to leave. They are both so fearful.

* And he has threatened me many times, you know, he has wanted to kill me. And when |
was coming here, he had my five-year old son and said that he was gonna shoot the boy
in the head and then was gonna kill me if | left him.

* Fearisright there in the beginning. The fear keeps you; it stops you dead in your tracks.
You have to get beyond the fear cause that’s what these guys do, they put the fear into
your life so much that you feel like you can’t go out there and be a person.

* | was totally financially dependent on my husband, and that’s ultimately what he
wanted.

Survivors in all focus groups also reported several external barriers to seeking help.
Participants reported being less likely to reach out for other services if they did not have
emotional support from loved ones and were blamed for the abuse by friends, family members,
or their communities. Some survivors reported talking to therapists or other health
professionals about the abuse who were not trained in DV issues and sided with the abuser or

gave inappropriate advice.
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But what | am trying to say is that the therapist we went to was a woman and my
husband is very charming and charismatic and a fairly decent good looking Italian man.
He totally won her over and everything shifted to him. And she did more damage to me
then. Yeah, she totally left me feeling so bad about myself ...”. Yeah, so if you get the
wrong therapist or the wrong help...

For me the first family member | went to actually turned it against me and said that |
was the reason, that you know was kind of like blaming me for the situation.

Several survivors reported that the criminal justice system re-victimized them by

blaming them for the abuse and generally being unsupportive. Some survivors came across

loopholes in the criminal justice response to DV that failed to adequately protect them,

especially in regard to protection and/or restraining orders. Depending on the size of the

survivor’s community, sometimes protection or restraining orders did not make sense because

the survivor would constantly come into contact with his/her abuser. Safety planning also had

limited effectiveness in these cases, and often survivors in small communities shared friends

with their abusers, making it harder to find people to turn to in times of need.

[J]ust like trying to convince everyone to take me seriously consistently, finding all these
weird nuances with the law where like basically they can only protect you after
something really bad has happened and so like, trying to make sure people knew how
bad that things were and it just was like exhausting and didn’t ever actually feel helpful
and mostly felt scary and complicated.

Some survivors were unable to access services at DV programs because they had

restrictions on who was eligible for services; including, for example, survivors needing to reside

in a certain county or needing to have children. This denied some survivors of services that they

desperately needed to get away from the abuse.

| had been there four times, four times, and | never once made one group after all the
counseling that | had. You had to meet certain requirements, and | don’t know what
they were looking for, what they weren’t looking for, but that upset me greatly.

Meeting Survivor’s Needs Through Non-Residential Domestic Violence Services and Supports: Results of a Multi-State Study



This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s)
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.

Focus group participants also cited the lack of health insurance and financial difficulties
as another major external barrier to accessing help. If survivors spoke a language other than
English, not being able to access services in their primary language often kept them from
reaching out.

Group Differences

Some groups encountered more barriers to seeking help than others, depending on
their immigration status, language of preference, or their identification as men or LGBTQ.
Specifically for immigrants, many of their abusers threatened their citizenship. If their abuser
did not, many survivors still felt afraid of losing their citizenship or being unable to access DV
services because of their citizenship status. Many immigrants, in addition to social isolation and
not having friends or family nearby to turn to, did not know the areas in which they lived very
well and therefore did not know where to access help. Within the Asian/Arab immigrants’ focus
group, survivors encountered challenges working with the court system around interpretation
services, including experiencing court-appointed interpreters that were not accurately
interpreting on their behalf. Participants in the Latina immigrants’ focus group spoke mainly
about a sense of social isolation they felt and a fear that a woman in their culture is blamed for
the abuse and stigmatized by her community, family, and in-laws. Latinas also mentioned that
there is a potential lack of confidentiality when seeking services, as their DV program is located
within a larger community center accessed by people known to the abuser.

* |immigrated here in 2005 and suffered domestic violence. Because | did not live close to
[name of area], [| was] isolated from friends and family.

* The interpreter (court appointed) actually hurt my case by not clearly relating my
messages to the court. Later | learned they could object or bring that issue to court.
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[B]ecause | was married, well, | still am, I’'m still going through the divorce process with
an American, and he used to say that he would send my body back to [name of country]
in a trash bag. | was afraid too because | didn’t have my documents, and he would use
that a lot. He would make me do things, which affected me a lot. He would do many
other things too.

| think that because we are immigrants the legal part is what weighs the most. | think it’s
the fear of us searching for help, and the fear of getting divorced. For example, my
family lives here, so | need to keep my documents. | think this is the most important
difference.

[W]e don’t have any friends, we don’t know anyone, we don’t recognize the area and
even less we don’t have family here.

Many LGBTQ survivors felt like they had to educate members of the criminal justice

system about issues around gender and sexuality. Participants in the men’s focus group

experienced high amounts of shame and fear of being seen as less of a man because of the

abuse; they felt they had to hold everything together. One man also explained that it is harder

to speak with friends because friendships between men are much less open than they are with

women. Additionally, all three survivors in the men’s group did not believe they were eligible

for services as men because most DV programs only advertise services for women.

| felt like | spend a lot of time, especially in the legal system, trying to convince people to
take me seriously because of the gender stuff. And, like trying to explain, like using male
pronouns for the person on documents but then they would be like ‘but they were
female’. You know, trying to explain gender to court officials and feeling like | was
having to do a lot of education in places where | didn’t want to.

This was hardest part you know because like a man you got a different vision, you have
to be strong, and you never have to cry. When | decide to come here at the beginning, |
got a lot of doubts because you know like an immigrant and | got married with a citizen,
she left me, she abused me, | thought | couldn’t get help from nobody.

It is a little bit difficult when it comes to a guy, | mean females, you know, they have
friends, they easily share these things with friends, but when it’s with a male, it’s
difficult to share with somebody if your wife is slapping you, or kicking you and you can’t
kick back because of certain things, it’s difficult to share with anybody. So finding help
takes a lot of courage, and | wouldn’t be surprised that there are people, men resorting
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to certain things out there, who are find it difficult to say to even there own friends and
coming out.

For the older adults group, survivors cited family dynamics as a major barrier to seeking
help. Some survivors had family members who were denying that the abuse is taking place or
were feeling unable to discuss it. Others had family members who acknowledged the behavior
but suggested to the survivor that it was acceptable or normal. Members of this group reported
that their lack of access and/or inability to use technology, such as a cell phone or a computer,
limited their ability to reach out for help.

* Wejust got a new line so we could bring a computer home. We’ve never had one in the
house.

* |'ve always hated mechanical things...I was the last person to get a cell phone. My
husband insisted | get it so he could get in touch with me...And then yesterday [name of
cable company] finally came, | got a computer, he hooked that up and the new landline
and | got a new cell phone. And | don’t know how to work any of them.

Survivors in recovery from substance abuse reported histories of gang rape, incest, and
experiencing domestic violence as children. Although it is likely that survivors in other groups
experienced this as well, in combination with their histories of substance abuse, members of
this group had many compounding factors that made seeking help for the abuse more of a
challenge.

e | got turned onto alcohol when | was 22 years old, and unfortunately I’'m a victim of
gang rape at the age of 14. | lost my sanity, | lost everything. | married a man who
physically, repetitively physically just beat me, and | thought it was all my fault the
whole time | was there. | was going to a psychologist, and he left me for another
woman.

e _..But | would never say in rehab that | was molested by my father because | was
ashamed and so many people would be there and they knew. If they knew my family |
didn’t want them to judge me or my mom, ‘cause me and my mom was close and she
always supported me. So, | didn’t want them to judge my mom, and say ‘well damn,
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where was your mom, why didn’t she do anything?’ You know, so, | was really worried
about her, and now I’'m not worried about her feelings. | can’t worry about that.

What Is Working: Experiences with Services & Supports

Services & Supports Currently Being Used

Survivors in each of the ten focus groups were currently using a multitude of services.
Most common were individual counseling, support groups, safety planning, information and
referrals, legal advocacy, education, and case management. Many survivors were also receiving
some type of financial assistance from their DV organization that varied in form but included:
tokens for transportation, gas money, rent vouchers, and help with legal expenses. Many
survivors were also connected with in-kind donations through their domestic violence
programs; donations included furniture, food, clothing, and school supplies for their children.

e They help me with my furniture. | didn’t have a bed to sleep on, or a kitchen table to eat
on. They gave me food ‘cause | wasn’t working...

e They helped me financially. | got in a bind and the courts kept wanting money and the
only way | saw getting out of it was my ex. You feel like that’s the only person you can
go to. So they were able to help me so | wouldn’t have to go there again.

e For me, they have helped me with umm transportation, to bring my daughter to the
doctors. They have helped me with counseling, food...and they helped me get the
restraining order.

Survivors with children who were attending DV programs that offered services for
children such as support groups, counseling, education, and/or child-care during support
groups were utilizing these services. Some survivors also used services involving housing
assistance such as shelters, transitional housing, and help applying for Section 8 housing
vouchers. A few participants were also speaking to therapists or counselors outside of their DV

program, attending 12-step meetings, and/or going to church.
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* At [DV program name], | got therapy for myself and children. They helped me find work,
and provided children’s tutoring after school. Also, they provided legal services and had
somebody accompany me to the court hearings.
Group Differences

Many immigrant survivors were attending English classes and receiving help with
furthering their education, finding an apartment, job training, finding a job, and schools for
their children. Legal services to help with issues around immigration were incredibly important
to these survivors as well. A specific service mentioned in the Asian/Arab Immigrants focus
group was a program referred to as “mobile advocates” offered by their DV program. This
service provided program advocates or social workers that would drive long distances in order
to provide accompaniment for court hearings, medical appointments, and/or counseling
appointments.

Survivors in recovery reported utilizing several other support groups provided by their
DV program, including women for sobriety, AA/NA, and OA (Overeaters Anonymous).
Participants in this group also utilized many forms of assistance outside of the organization,
including social security (SSI and/or SSDI), welfare (TANF, WIC, and/or food stamps), intensive
outpatient treatment, day programs, behavioral health services, educational support, a support
group for families of incarcerated individuals, career planning, vocational rehabilitation
services, church, SLAA (Sex and Love Addicts Anonymous), and unemployment assistance.
Satisfaction with Current Services & Supports

Survivors presented with an overall sense of satisfaction for the services they were

receiving from their respective DV programs. Several cited a sense of genuine care, love, and

support they felt from the staff at the program. Participants reported multiple personal benefits
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of receiving support, including: an increase in self-esteem, feeling stronger, feeling empowered,
feeling that they had a voice, building supportive relationships with other survivors, learning to
have a safety plan, obtaining financial assistance, and securing safe housing. Survivors
appreciated that the programs were easily accessible in their communities and the way that
services were coordinated throughout the community. They mentioned the importance of
having DV specific services available in their community because other general social service
providers do not have the training and expertise in domestic violence needed to support
survivors appropriately.

* Our self-esteem is lifted. Our being is lifted. We learned a process of what we don’t

want in our life. We learn about boundaries — who we are going to let in and who we are
going to let out.

* Gives you the strength to say ‘l can do it. | can move on’.

* Well since I've been coming here, | have a lot of hope now, because at first it’s like |
didn’t have it. | have more strength than | had.

* | would say boost my self-esteem. Cause us as African Americans, a lot of things that’s
going in to houses like that should be kept quiet. Now we have a voice to speak it out...
whatever was in my house stayed in my house. But now they give me more feeling of
‘you can tell now’.

The support groups survivors participated in made it possible for them to build
relationships that helped them to feel comfortable to share their stories. It was important for
survivors to have someone listen to them and be able to share with others who are going
through the same thing. Many reported a change from feeling hopeless to feeling hopeful.
Other positive changes reported by survivors participating in support groups included: feeling
less alone and isolated, learning new skills, increased self-esteem and confidence, increased

knowledge, increased feelings of safety, and improved overall quality of life. Many survivors
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reported being able to leave their abusers because of the ongoing support of the group. Some
were still living with their abusers but reported that their home lives had improved.

* And support group has been amazing. | was very apprehensive to start the support
group because I’'m not much of a talker but | turned a little bit more into a talker | guess.
But just hearing other people’s experiences and getting to share them has been really
helpful. And | think just supportive friends that have stuck around and that have shown
that they care and those relationships growing and has been also really, that’s an
important thing, yeah.

* | think like within the group, doing exercises and stuff like that. That’s been helpful
because, getting other people’s perspectives too and just thinking about things that |
may not have thought about bringing up. And how to handle situations in the future and
with new relationships, everything else, it’s been amazing. And | don’t think any other
counselor that | have seen could do what this group does.

* My husband has actually been better since | came here. He knows I’'m not alone
anymore. | told him, I said, “I’'m part of a battered women’s group, leave me alone”.

* You know, | still live with it. | am still at home, still in the situation; but the only thing
that is getting me through is looking forward to this group every single week. These are
my support people. To come and be able to listen. | got so much just from hearing, you
know, what others have gone through, so | don’t know where | would be if it wasn’t for
this group. It is a Godsend.

There was also a good deal of praise for the specific DV advocates who worked with
survivors, both individually and in facilitating a group. Survivors felt a genuine sense of care
from their DV advocate(s) and the staff at their programs. Advocates were very helpful to them
in helping them recognize their situation as domestic violence, treating them with empathy and
as a friend, and creating a safe space for the survivors to talk about their experiences. Survivors
felt especially comfortable if staff spoke their preferred language. One group reported they felt
a sense of fellowship, freedom, dignity, and empowerment when receiving services through
their DV organization.

* | find just the [name of LGBTQ abuse support organization], the one-on-ones | have with
my advocate and just the information that | get sometimes. Or for me, to like, or like
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he’ll copy me a chapter from a book of something that we’re talking about. They’re just
so helpful in that way. They think of every little detail.

* For meit’s, um, bilingual program, you know, and then uh, my case, uh [person’s name]
at my therapies, she’s teaching me, you know. | go to the bathroom, | see myself in the
mirror, but she’s teaching me see myself right in here, you know, to explore your
emotions, and now | feel better because | knew something that before | didn’t know
about my emotions, how to control it, how, you know, it’s the best part. They are
teaching you to recognize yourself inside. This is the best part for me.

* Because these people are truly very special people. You know, [DV advocate name] is an
incredible, she does have a gift...She has an incredible gift of being able to listen to you
and actually almost become part of your thoughts. Sometimes it scares the heck out of
me, and | find myself thinking for the next two or three days about what we talked
about. It’s like, | also look forward to getting back here again because that’s my period
of joy and it’'s my period to talk to somebody for that hour, cares about what you are
feeling.

* A program like this is very necessary for us because we have no place to go. Yes, a lot of
us can go to therapy, but this program knows about domestic violence, and therefore,
they can give you more information than anybody else can. Because most people that
have been here have walked the walk and they’ve done their homework on what works
and how we need to change it.

Group Differences

For most of the groups, they were much more satisfied with services provided in their
native language and/or by someone who understood their gender identity or culture. For the
group of Brazilian immigrants, being able to speak to advocates in their own language was
incredibly important; if an interpreter was present, survivors said they would feel much less
comfortable sharing vulnerable information as one more person would be listening. Two
members of the Hispanic/Latina focus group were able to obtain their U-Visas with the help of
their DV organization, making them feel much more secure being in the U.S.

* |thinkit’s important because a lot of us don’t speak English. And even if we do when we
have so many problems it’s hard to stop to think and translate to their language.
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* And it would be another person knowing about your problems. There shouldn’t be a
translator. It should be only one person that you talk to, because it’s already hard to
speak to one person. You know, when it’s personal, about you, | don’t think it would
work.

* | feel more secure now that | have my papers. Because | felt like immigration would
come and take me away.

The LGBTQ focus group participants explained that they were very satisfied with the
services they were receiving through the specifically LGBTQ centered organization; they felt
accepted at the organization and did not have to hide who they were because it was a queer-
specific organization. There was a level of explaining they didn’t have to do when working with
an advocate who also identified as LGBTQ.

* |t also makes a difference, because | attended some groups that were non-queer
specific and it does make a huge difference because it helps a lot to have that in this
community. Because there is a difference in judgment, because even though the
advocates may not be judgmental, sometimes the participants are. So it’s been very
helpful to have you know, the [name of LGBTQ abuse support organization] being queer
specific.

* Yeahit’'s nice for even people to understand that you’re still being, | don’t know about
everyone here, but it seems like most people are still living with their abuser in their
community and understanding, or having that place that understands that the queer
community is super small and navigating that and having advice on how to navigate that
and support around that is really important.

* Yeah there’s an understanding that’s kind of different to...It"s just the questions can be
much more specific and so you don’t have to hide behind anything so you can truly be
out back with the answers and then you can finally get some real answers because
you’re not having to pretend. You know there’s just, there’s no fallacy, you can just be
real.

* | think speaking with advocates here, there’s a level of understanding because they’re
gay too and maybe they’ve been through situations like that too. And you can’t get that
anywhere else. You can’t get that level of understanding and openness to where you
can talk about anything, literally anything, it could be sex, it could be whatever, and no
straight person is gonna know about gay sex the same way as a gay person would. Or,
whatever the topicis...

Meeting Survivor’s Needs Through Non-Residential Domestic Violence Services and Supports: Results of a Multi-State Study



This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s)
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.

e Yeah that’s exactly what | was going to add too...[W]hen you go to a queer-specific
support network, it’s like there’s that layer of explaining that you don’t have to do
whereas out there in the real world you are constantly explaining. And also explaining
how this exists in queer relationships, like that abuse does exist and it’s not invisible, it
looks invisible to the straight world, but yeah.

The women in recovery spoke about how they appreciated that the organization they
were utilizing was gender-specific, unlike most recovery programs. For them, this meant their
issues were understood and the organization brought more women into their lives for support.
Similar to the LGBTQ and immigrant groups, the women in recovery also found it very helpful to
be able to relate to many of the staff at their organization because they were also in recovery
and/or survivors of abuse themselves.

What Survivors Would Have Done Without Current Services & Supports

Survivors had very similar responses when thinking about what they would have done if
their current services and supports were unavailable. Several said they would likely be dead,
would still be living with their abuser, or would have gone back to the abuser if they had left.
The reason some said they would have stayed with their abuser is because they would have
failed to recognize their relationships as abusive. Several stated that their mental health and
well-being would be greatly compromised and they would likely be suffering from low self-
esteem and depression.

* | would not be alive. I’'m 100% certain about that.

* | would be away from him, but | probably would be out of my mind by now. Because it
was really bad...| had a restraining order on him. Every time | heard a noise | would jump
out of my skin, you know. Always looking the other way...I probably would have still

been like that. | would probably be in a mental hospital by now if | didn’t finally make
the move to come here. So there’s hope. | don’t know where I'd be really.
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Group Differences

For the group of Asian/Arab Immigrants, the DV program they were attending provided
language and cultural access — they would not have known how to navigate the systems and
advocate for themselves without the interpretation services provided by the organization and
the overall expertise of the advocates. Participants in the Hispanic/Latina Immigrant focus
group reported that they would have no one to turn to for help as they have no family and
friends in this country.

¢ And we wouldn’t know what to do because we don’t have any friends, we don’t know
anyone, we don’t recognize the area and even less we don’t have family here.

For the LGBTQ survivors group, participants reported that their healing process would
have been greatly hindered if services specific to LGBTQ survivors were unavailable; they would
have been much less open when discussing their relationships and the abuse.

* | would never have found the knowledge or the outside perspective that I'd need and
tell me what to do. | mean | might have done the same thing that | did but in terms of
healing it would have taken way longer and if that never happened, so. Services are real
important | think.

* Yeah | feel like it would have been much, much harder to go away from the situation |
was in but also to manage all of the after effects and especially in community, because
the both of us were in a very small queer community and so actually having a place
where | could talk about like what felt complicated about talking to the police about the
situation and what felt hard about both living on [location] or things, it would have been
really hard to navigate all of that without the [name of LGBTQ abuse support
organization], for sure.

* | think | would have like internalized it and just, if there was nobody to talk to, it just
would have just internalized. So it was so necessary to be able to externalize it with this
organization.
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Recommendations for Change

Survivors provided quite a few recommendations for improvements to DV services and
supports. Many of these recommendations stemmed from personal experiences of survivors
who were unable to obtain certain services they needed. Some recommendations came less
from what was missing for services and more from thoughts survivors had on how they would
spend additional funding if it were available for DV programs. Recommendations primarily
concerned five areas of support, including: (1) an increase in program capacity, (2) the provision
of services for children who have experienced trauma, (3) the need for professional support
systems, (4) education and training to various institutions and communities, and (5) increased
outreach and advertising for DV services.

Increased Program Capacity

Survivors in just about all focus groups reported that they would like to see a general
increase in services provided for victims of domestic violence, and specifically more individual
and group counseling. Generally, survivors found their advocates simply unable to assist with all
their needs due to staffing cuts and time constraints. Participants wanted programs to have an
increase in capacity in order to reach out to more survivors, obtained by an increase in hours of
operation, hours worked by staff, the addition of more staff, a larger program space, and more
office locations. One survivor reported having to drive long distances to access services that
were queer specific. The suggestion was also given for more bilingual staff, increased and
improved shelters, safe houses and transitional housing.

* The program advocate was supportive but did not have enough time or leads to
resources for housing needs, especially when | moved to a neighboring county.
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* The program was extremely helpful but in recent years there has been a cut in staff and
a cut in office space which has diminished the capacity of the program from previous
years. | felt lucky to be able to access services from this program when the staff and
office space was fuller.

* It would be great if the [name of LGBTQ abuse support organization] specifically could
be open a little bit later. | mean because sometimes the trauma doesn’t come until 9:00
at night or whatever. And we do have the 1-800 domestic violence hotline but
sometimes those people have been helpful and then there’s been a few times when
they’re not helpful. So that would be nice.

* More locations. | mean like | said | travel a long ways for this. | didn’t even, you know
I've seen October’s big domestic violence month and you see big advertisements in the
paper and all these domestic violence places but you never see this one. You never see
the [name of LGBTQ abuse support organization] outside of [city name]. You know. So
it’s just a lot of people just don’t know, in my community here, that they don’t know
that it’s there. | try and pass out matchbooks, books of matches with the [name of
LGBTQ abuse support organization] on it, tells about it and the phone number.

* Increase the hours of the people who already work here...Because all the professionals
here are great. Everything you say here stays in here. Everything you need help with
here, if it’s help with health insurance, doctor referral...So, | mean, they are great here, |
think they should give more opportunities for the ones who are already working here to
increase their hours...

e [Name of DV advocate] treats us the best way she can. But she’s only one person and
there’s a lot of clients. So if they can have more than one person that would help. The
language is a barrier between us, because there’s only one person and we have to wait
for her. There’s [name of DV advocate 2] but we have to wait for her too.

Services for Children

Several focus group participants also suggested that services be available for children
who had been victims of trauma themselves or who were secondary survivors because of abuse
experienced by a parent. Services for children who were victims of trauma — including support
groups, counseling, and child-care during support groups — were often unavailable to
participants. Survivors reported that services for children could come in the form of a child

advocate and/or support groups designated specifically for children.
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They are starting to do, the [name of LGBTQ abuse support organization] is starting to
have kind of a support once a month meeting for parents, so queer parents can come
together. But | don’t, | just haven’t been able to attend that particular one. But | don’t
know, | just want to say that it would be nice to have some kind of child advocate in the
arena of it, all this.

Professional Support

Survivors spoke of the need for a well-rounded professional support system, including

medical, legal, and mental health professionals. The most common services survivors found

unavailable or inaccessible were in relation to basic legal rights information, legal advice or

counsel, legal representation, and/or accompaniment to legal appointments. Some survivors

were satisfied with the legal advocacy and accompaniment they received from their DV

programs; however, they commonly noted that those who needed formal legal representation

were not able to access such assistance. One survivor who was in need of legal assistance was

unable to afford a lawyer, leaving him unable to address problems with his immigration status

and obtain a work permit.

...But you know, the pain’s still here because | got two years because without job, I'm
living from charity because immigration services didn’t renew my work permission, and
right now, I’'m in immigration court by myself because the lawyer charge $6000, $7000,
you know, | am spending two years without a job.

Yeah...| think that they helped me a lot, but in immigration services in my case they are
weak, they suggest things that never work. | think, | understand maybe I’'m the minority
you know...not too much people come, but same thing the immigration case is too
weak. Like he told me, in my case, I’'m living from charity because | can’t work. | do
things, you know, just to survive, but I’'m living with a friend because | don’t get enough
money to pay a rent. | can’t support my son because | don’t have a work.

Yeah, let’s go one step further...if we’re getting a divorce...we can’t get counsel, like if |
killed somebody | could get somebody to represent me but in a divorce situation if you
have no money | don’t think you can get anybody to represent you. Right?

One survivor suggested it would be helpful to have different types of therapy available
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during different stages of the healing process. Another suggested DV programs should have an
attorney and a psychologist available every day right at the organization to better meet the
needs of survivors. One participant thought it would be helpful if outside providers would come
to meet with survivors and their DV advocates at the agency itself; this would allow the DV
advocate to intervene if necessary. Survivors who did not speak English as a preferred language
found they could not access medical and legal services in their native language, some having to
utilize an interpreter. Having culturally-specific networks of professionals would be particularly
helpful for immigrant survivors.

* And | just find, and the traditional role of counseling, | mean I've probably been in
therapy since | was 26 because | always just thought something was wrong. But I’'m
actually finding, | started reading about a different kind of trauma recovery that’s so
much more helpful. So | guess I’'m just trying to say maybe different types of therapy

after you’re out for a while and specifically tactical therapy, you know like your body
maybe revisits the trauma but then you are able to get though it in a different way.

* | would have an attorney, a psychologist, every day here.

* And while you’re in there, they provide you with you know glasses and dental doctor to
come in and you know...to get the doctor to provide the free service to volunteer his
service to have your eyes checked.

* Yeah, | know it’s bad because sometimes | go to the doctor and | need a translator. |
don’t feel comfortable doing that, so imagine other things. So, there some things that |
don’t say.

Training and Education

Survivors recommended outreach and training to the broader medical, legal, mental
health, and social service community to improve their services to victims of domestic violence.
Several felt there was a general need for community education around domestic violence
issues, with specific attention paid to special populations such as immigrants or LGBTQ

survivors. Participants in the LGBTQ survivor’s group often found themselves having to educate
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members of the legal system about queer issues. LGBTQ survivors felt there was an overall lack
of education and understanding within the criminal justice system that greatly hinders the
assistance they are able to provide to queer survivors. One woman suggested her organization
do some education specifically about how self-defense does not make someone an abuser and
that abuse can take many forms outside of physical violence. Education around what qualifies
as abuse was discussed in several other groups as well.

* Like even have an education piece part of it. Perhaps like, well like there’s [school
coalition name], like if they had a guest speaker, like if the [name of LGBTQ abuse
support organization] had a person on staff that did out-resourcing and out-education
and talking to groups out in the arena. Like employers or hospitals. | mean | can think of
a million things but yeah, that would be extremely helpful. And even to teachers, | think,
hugely helpful. About what it looks like.

* | just want to say something about...and | don’t even know how it looks but the
difference between, | mean for me sometimes, an education of you’re not an abuser if
you’re defending yourself. Because so many times, in my case, like the victim is blamed
and they wouldn’t see what she had done all the way to lead up to a situation or
something. So I... guess it’s just an education for domestic violence in general.

* Orthat abuse doesn’t look one way, you know because | didn’t have a black eye doesn’t
mean that a bunch of crazy shit didn’t happen. All the manipulation and isolation, and
the like year long, two year long bouts of like intense depression because of where | was
at and | had no idea why, just all that stuff leading up to it.

Increased Outreach and Advertising

Survivors in several groups recommended that organizations conduct more outreach to
make survivors aware of the services they provide. The men’s group encouraged more
advertising specifically towards men and suggested the organization get male survivors to
speak out about their own abuse as an attempt to get other men to seek help. Survivors
wanted to see more advertisements from DV programs in general so that their pamphlets and

information on services they provide were easier to find.
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