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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to determine if measurable differences exist in the
psychological and behavioral sequelae of individuals who have-experienced an
aggravated assault differentiated by the offender motive (i.e., bias or non-bias).
Obtaining more reliable information in this area would support the development of
more informed law and policy relative to the extra-detrimental effects a specific type
of criminal offense may have on citizens.

The research was based on police department criminal incident reports, probation
records and victim surveys. Records were collected and analyzed for victims of
aggravated assaults in Boston during the 1992-1997 period. The sample of 560 bias-
motivated assault victims and 544 non-bias assault victims yielded 136 valid surveys.
Sixteen psychological and 12 behavioral indicators were examined while controlling
for the effects of 7 independent aspects between the two victim groups (i.e., bias vs.
non bias motivated, s/e factors, medical treatment, family support, quality of police
response, other victimization experiences, aﬁd prior arrests).

The results indicate that victims of bias-motivated aggravated assault experience
some types of psychological stress for more prolonged periods and more severely
than non-bias victims (e.g., excessive involuntary recall, depression, nervousness).

Regression analysis detected a significant difference in the psychological effects of

- victimization based on the offender(s) motive. Other determining factors in the level

of psychological after-effects are the location of the incident and the level of
satisfaction with police services.

There are, however, no distinctive differences in the avoidance/preventive
behaviors of bias- and non bias-motivated assault victims. Victims of aggravated
assault respond in the same manner, regardless of the motive of their offender(s).

Similar research should be conducted in other jurisdictions to more effectively
determine if these factors vary across regions or acéording to other victimization
conditions. NotWithstanding, this research provides a substantial addition to the
foundation of knowledge in the topical area, and should be well considered in

ongoing discussions on the effects of bias-motivated crime within American society.

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.
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CHAPTER L

INTRODUCTION

By virtue of being born to humanity, every human being has a right to the
development and fulfillment of his potential as a human being.

Ashley Montagu

Violent crime is a dominant concern for many citizens. Victims of criminal violence
can often experience serious physical and/or i:sYchological harm. The larger community
can also be affected in ways that limit the nature or extent of interaction between
individuals, and ultimately hinder our potential for individual and cultural growth.

During the past two decades, bias-motivated crime has received increasing attention
within our society. Though violence is a significant aspect of the human experience,
justifiable concerns have emerged and resulted in judicial and legislative decisions that
impose more severe sanctions against offenders motivated by bias against their victims.
These decisions are based on the assumption that bias-motivated crimes ha\}e a more
debilitating effect on victims and a secondary impact on members within the affected
groups. The opposing viewpoint is that offenders who commit a specific type of crime
should be sanctioned to a similar degree. Their motives should not be given prominence
when imposing penalties. Such issues have been largely addressed using anecdotal
information, with limited empirical data to confirm or disprove either assumption.

Among the four (4) general categories of violent crime in our society (i.e., homicide,
rape, robbery, and aggravated éssault), aggravated assaults are the most common

‘ throughout the nation, and result in more hospital visits than all other violent crimes

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)
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combined.! Aggravated assaults represent nearly two-thirds of violent crime within the

U.S. and 60 percent in Boston (Table 1).

Table 1.
COMPARATIVE DATA ON
AGGRAVATED ASSAULTS (1998)z
I;lcolgglig?éee&? % of all violent crime
_United States 4 63
_Massachusetts 5 80
Boston . 9 60
Comparable size cities’ 7 52

Aggravated assaults may therefore serve as a useful crime standard for measuring the
variation in psychological trauma experienced by victims of bias- and non bias-motivated

offenders.

The current research attempts to inform various issues related to the extent of
victim’s adverse psychological and behavioral reactions to aggravated assault
ap differentiated by the offenders’ bias or non-bias motives. Incident information from
police reports as w¢11 as victim surveys serve as the primary data sources. The

experiences and perceptions of police officers involved in the investigation of assault

! Aggravated assault is defined by the FBI as “an unlawful attack by one person upon another for the
purpose of inflicting severe or aggravated bodily injury. This type of assault is accompanied by the
use of a weapon or by means likely to produce death or great bodily harm....It is not necessary that
injury result from an aggravated assault when a gun, knife, or other weapon is used which could and
probably would result in serious personal injury if the crime were successfully completed.” Source:
U.S. Department of Justice, FBI, Uniform Crime Reporting Handbook (1984), Washington, D.C,, p.
16. '

? Maguire, Kathleen and Ann L. Pastore (eds.), Sourcebook of Criminal Justice Statistics 1998, U.S.
Department of Justice, Bureau of Justice Statistics; Washington, D.C., 1999.

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)
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crimes are also considered as an additional means of enhancing general knowledge in the

topical area.

The goals of the research include:

1. Identifying the individual and situational factors related to bias- and
non bias-motivated aggravated assault;

2. Determining the comparative severity and duration of psychological
after-effects attributed to the victimization experience; and

3. Measuring the comparative extent of behavioral avoidance
strategies of victims. '

Such efforts may provide more comprehensive information on the lingering
experiences of violent crime victims. Ultimately, we hope that the research can inform
the ongoing discussion on bias crime-related issues within the United States and foster

‘ more decisive and successful policy development in this area.

* These consist of 17 metropolitan areas with populations between 500,000-999,999. This includes
cities such as Austin (TX), Baltimore (MD), Columbus (OH), Denver (CO), Indianapolis (I1A),

' Jacksonville (FL), Las Vegas (NV), Milwaukee (WI), Memphis (TN), San Francisco (CA), San Jose
(CA), Seattle (WA), and Washington (DC).

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)
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. CHAPTER II
LITERATURE REVIEW
What is objectionable, what is dangerous about extremists is not that they

are extreme, but that they are intolerant. The evil is not what they say
about their cause, but what they say about their opponents.

Robert Kennedy

This secﬁon summarizes some of the existing literature on various aspects of bias
crimes within the United States. It is intended to provide some historical and empirical
context for the current study. Conceptual and operational factors are examined such as
the distinction between bias and non-bias crimes, the violent criminal victimization

‘ experience, judicial findings, and the prevalence of bias crime in our society.

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Departmént 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.



. The Concept of Bias Crime

Violence based on race or creed is interwoven with the fabric of our culture from the
first arrival of explorers to the present day. An untold number of deaths and serious
injuries have been perpetrated in this country, oftentimes with minimum, if any, sanctions
against offenders. Newton and Newton (1991) provide a disturbing chronology of crimes
demonstrating that our modern spate of ethnic mayhem is by no means new,
unprecedented, or Aunique. Their work provides a mournful account of the progression of
bias driven violence within the United States against varying groups of people
distinguished by their skin color, ethnicity, religious beliefs, or sexual orientation.

Clearly, the notion of hatred remains deeply embedded in the American psyche. It has
only been during the latter part of this century that civil rights have been recognized by our

‘ legal system, and only during the past 18 years that bias motivated crimes have been
investigated and prosecuted. Senseless criminal acts continue to impact many locales, and
can have an enduring effect on the lives of individuals and the collective consciousness of a
community.

At present, there is some contention among social and legal scholars about the
appropriate need for specific bias crime laws, and whether a more severe punishment
should be impoéed than for equivalent crimes committed without apparent bias motives.
To some, bias crime is distinctly corrosive and severe in its psychosocial impact (Barnes
and Ephross 1995; Levin and McDevitt 1993; Weiss 1991). Bias crime statutes reflect a
general agreement that such acts are distinct from other crimes. The Massachusetts

‘ legislature defines a bias crime as:

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not
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A crime in which the perpetrator’s conduct was motivated, in whole or in
part, by hatred, bias, or prejudice, based on the actual or perceived race,
color, religion, national origin, gender, disability, or sexual orientation of
another group or individual (Governor’s Task Force on Hate Crime 1996).

Proponents of bias crime statutes also point out that motivation for engaging in crime is
frequently considered in weighing its seriousness.

However, others consider much of the prevailing research subjective and unreliable
(Jacobs & Potter 1998). While applauding some of the underlying intentions, they conclude
that bias crimes are merely a social construction resulting from the “identity politics” of the
time. Critics of bias crime penalty enhancements argue that behavior should be punished,
not constitutionally protected thoughts and attitudes. Ultimately, they invoke First
Amendment rights and stand on the assumption that offenders of similar crimes should be
subject to the same sanctions regardless of their underlying motivation(s), rather than
providing extra punishments for attitudes which in and of themselves are not crimes. The
issue will likely be decided over the next few years through the stronger organization of
advocacy groups, more in-depth research, and national elections.

Before discussing further aspects of bias crime, a general review of concepts related to

the experience of personal violence would be beneficial.

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not
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Impact of Personal Victimization

Unlike victims of accidents and disease, victims of crime are often faced with the
realization that their suffering is the product of another person’s intentionally singling
them out for harm (Janoff-Bulman 1985). From this disquieting realization, victims may
come to distrust others and to view their world as more hostile and less safe. As the
President’s Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of Justice (1967:3)
stated, “Suddenly becoming the object of a stranger’s violent hostility is as frightening as
any class of experience.”

Several studies have reported that victims of crime feel wronged, experience feelings
of injustice, and are angry about their victimization (e.g., Barnes and Ephross 1994;
Ehrlich et al. 1994; Greenberg and Ruback 1992; Gamnets, Herek and Levy 1992). In its
most basic interpretation, violent crime interrupts the way people organize threatening
stimuli in their lives. While most people are able to disregard most threats to the self by
believing that it could never happen to them, victims of crime come to the grim
realization that they are never completely safe within their environment. Disillusionment
is a salient factor for most crime victims, particularly victims of violence (Janoff-Bulman
1992). Victims may come to believe they are perpetual targets in a malevolent,
threatening world.

However, while some reactions may be common to all victims of crime,
psychological and behavioral reactions likely differ in length and severity according to
the type of victimization experience (McCann, Sakheim and Abramson 1988).

Unfortunately, few studies separate these effects, at best distinguishing the most

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not
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rudimentary differences between violent and property crimes.

Some of the data indicate that for a substantial number of crime victims the recovery
process is slow (Burgess and Holmstrom 1975; Ellis, Atkeson and Calhoun 1981; Resick
1990) and uneven (Sales, Baum and Shore 1984). Among the major by-products of
victimization is fear, “an emotion that exacts an enormous toll on the quality of life of
victims and nonvictims alike” (Moore and Trojanowicz 1988). According to Slaikeu
(1984) and Smale (1984), the psychosocial aftermath of victimization can be described
according to responses that are manifest in the survivor’s:

(1) Behavior;

(2) Affective responses of fear and anxiety;
(3) Somatic concerns;

(4) Interpersonal relations; and

(5) Cognition about the world and themselves.*

In addition to these general considerations, several steps have been discussed relative
to the victimization process. First, victims must understand that a crime has occurred,
and if so, whether the incident was serious enough that it warranted contacting law
enforcement agencies. Various factors contribute to whether the victim opts to contact
the police. These include how “wronged” the person feels by the event, the extent of
physical injuries, and perceived susceptibility to future victimization (Greenberg and

Ruback 1992).

* The term “psychosocial” pertains to the psychological development of the individual in relation to
his social environment.
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Accordingly, because they were selected for victimization due to actual or perceived
@
personal attribute(s) that are not likely to change, bias crime victims assumedly

experience higher stress levels due to their pervasive vulnerability to future victimization.
In this regard, if Greenberg and Ruback’s (1992) concluéions are correct, victims react as
strongly to the potential for violence as to actual violence. Additionally, the extent of the

victim’s relationship or contact with the offender presents further implications in the post

victimization process (Sales, Baum and Shore 1984).

Psychological Stages of Victimization

Beyond the decision of whether or not to report, victims experience a series of
psychological stages resulting from their victimization. Typically, the victims’

. “equilibrium” will be disturbed, causing them to enter into a “crisis state” or “impact
phase,” marked by feelings of anxiety, vulnerability and instability (Sales, Baum and
Shore 1984; Garnets, Herek, and Levy 1992).

Following this generally brief but intense period, victims begin the “crisis
resolution” or “recoil” stage of victimization whereby they may engage in the
psychological process of “victim blaming,” perhaps as a means of allowing them to
purport to maintain some control throughout the incident of victimization (Frieze,
Greenberg, and Hymer 1987; Garnets, Herek, and Levy 1992; Janoff-Bulman 1994).
While this method may be neither logical nor accurate, victim blaming provides a method
for many individuals to move beyond their victimization experience. In this manner, if
one believes that victimization is something that is within their control, .they can begin to

‘ organize threatening stimuli as something which will not affect them if they take some
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preventative action (Janoff-Bulman 1994).

The strategy of victim blaming as a coping mechanism, however, is not easily
employed by victims of bias crimes. Given their immutable characteristics, victims of
bias crimes generally cannot (or should not have to) simply dress differently or change
their daily routine to theoretically prevent further victimization.

Whether or not a violent offender explicitly threatens someone’s life, victims are left
with what psychologist Ronnie Janoff-Bulman (1994) terms “the death imprint.”

There are numerous traumatic events that do not seem to involve explicit
instances of injury and death, and yet the threat of survival nevertheless

underlies their power to strike our fundamental assumptions about the
world and ourselves (Janoff-Bulman 1992:58)

The ‘death imprint’ may be salient for life-threatening situations, violent crime in general

. leads to re-organization of ‘belief domains’ that serve to shape the views an individual
takes on his/her surroundings (Norris and Kaniasty 1991). These belief domains both
mediate, and are mediated by, the process of victimization. For instance, a person may
begin to sense threatening stimuli more often, may perceive the outside world to be more
malevolent.

To a degree, violent bias crime victimization may parallel the process that some rape
victims experience (Baldinger and Nelson 1995). Both involve a derisive attack on the
victim’s sense of self (whereas robbery involves primarily financial motivations) and
may serve to enhance victims’ fear levels. However, bias crimes have unique qualities
that may complicate, sometimes even exacerbate the process of victimization in

comparison to other crimes.

10
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‘ While the recoil stage may mark the beginning of the recovery process for many
individuals, some victims experience a second latent version of the crisis state, marked by
heightened anxiety and phobias several months after the victimization. The re-visitation
of the trauma often comes as a surprise to even the primary victim. He or she may have
felt they had dealt with the incident and moved on with their life, whereas in reality,
many victims may never return to pre-assault levels of fear and vulnerability (Sales,
Baum and Shore 1984). Overall, the victimization process is mitigated or aggravated by
victims’ fotal life experience including their own personality characteristics, the
availability of social support, and other life stresses (Sales, Baum and Shore 1984).

There are several other salient concepts regarding the impact of violent
victimization. Location of the incident (Schepple and Bart 1983), the extent of medical

. treatment and injury (Freedy et al. 1994; Resnick 1987; Gidycz and Koss 1991; Ullman

and Siegel 1993), the gender of the victim, and socio-economic attributes of the victim

(Norris and Kaniasty 1991), and the role of supportive associates (Davis and Brickman

1996 ) will all differentially mediate the effects of victimization.

With the noted research on the general impact of personal victimization considered,

we return to a more comprehensive discussion on the aspects of bias crime.

Elements of Bias Crime
Much of the current research (albeit flawed) is clear on the distinct elemgnts of bias
crime. It can take the form of assault, vandalism, harassment, murder or other types of
crime. The distinction between bias and non-bias offenses largely lie in the offender’s

‘ motivation. Consider the following scenarios:
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(1) A teenage couple demonstrates their undying love by spray painting
‘ “Joe loves Mary” across the back wall of their community high school.

(2) A hate monger professes his views of Nazism by spraying a swastika on
a local synagogue.

Technically, both incidents are vandalism. The first scenario, however, presents
somewhat of an innocuous nuisance. The second attacks a distinct segment of the
population; intimidating a community who perceive the act to indicate approval of the
annihilation of that group and/or signaling to all people of Jewish decent that he believes they
are inferior (Freeman 1996). Without question, the Nazi swastika victimizes more people,
more often than the teenagers’ prank in the first scenario. Bias crime legislation attempts to
reconcile the disparity between technical offense and the actual impact in the second
scenario.

According to Levin and McDevitt (1993), the motivation by such “hate mongers”
springs from the belief that one group is superior to another, and specifically that the
offender’s group is entitled to infringe (at the very least) upon the freedom of others. They
present three typologies of bias crime offenders.

(1) Mission offenders perceive themselves as persons who are chosen to
impart a higher truth about certain groups (Prutzman 1994).

(2) Defensive or reactive offenders see themselves as defending their
communities against minority infiltration (e.g., “We can’t allow those
blacks to ruin our neighborhood” or, “Mexicans are taking jobs away
from Americans”).

(3) Thrill offenders, the most common typology, are more opportunistic in
nature. They seize the opportunity to blatantly disregard civil rights of
others.

All of these offenders share one characteristic — they intend for their crime to impact

individuals far beyond their primary victim (Levin and McDevitt 1993). The Supreme
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Court refers to the consequences of bias crime as the “societal harm” which is responsible
for “...inciting community unrest” where it is perpetrated (Wisconsin v. Mitchell 1993).

These scenarios demonstrate some of the differences between bias and non-bias
offenses. Bias crimes have the potential for powerful secondary victimization, spanning
far beyond the primary victim (Boyd, Hamner and Berk 1996). Because the victims are
chosen on the basis of a real or perceived quality, other people who share that
characteristjc are naturally affected by such crimes. Bias crime disconcertingly
challenges the implicit assumption most people make when they become aware of a
crime that ‘it could never happen to me’ (Craig and Waldo 1996). Indeed, all people in
the targeted group lose the ability to disassociate from bias crimes. Every member of that
particular group who becomes aware of the bias crime has their confidence shaken when
they understand that something about their identity precipitated the event in the

offender’s mind. This secondary effect, however, is difficult to quantify.

Immutable Characteristics

According to Levin and McDevitt (1993), bias crime victims have the unique
element of “immutable characteristics.” To the offender, such characteriétics define the
victim and give reason to their violent conduct. An African-American who moves into a
white neighborﬁood and has a burning cross placed on his lawn is not usually chosen for
victimization because the offender(s) didn’t like his personality --- he was chosen
because of his racial manifestations. Intrinsic characteristics that initially sparked their
victimization (e.g., skin color and ethnicity) and are so integral to a person’s identity

remain. There is nothing they can do to change this characteristic in the future. A lament
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of victims is that, “I can get additional locks for my house, but how can I change my
race?” (Levin and McDevitt 1993: 34).

Gay and lesbian, as well as religious victims, incur additional complications. While
they can, at least on some level, conceal their sexuality or religion from many people
with whom they come into contact, how does this make the victim feel when he or she
believes they have to hide an important part of their identity? Both sexual orientation and
religion make up a significant part of the human psyche. Any denial of these integral
personal aspects can result in feelings of personal betrayal.

Moreover, this country was founded upon the belief that every person has an
“unalienable” right to religious freedom and the implicit right to privacy. Gay, lesbian

and religious victims of bias crime must live with the contradiction that although this

" country explicitly values their right to personal freedom of expression, others condemn

them when they exercise this right. Victims of ethnic violence do not share this
characteristic. They generally do not have the option whether to consider masking their
ethnicity.

Another aspect of immutable characteristics in bias crime victimization is the
“interchangeability of victims.” Specifically, those who perpetrate bias crimes often
characterize their victims on superficial grounds. For instance, an offender wishing to
“gay bash” may stand outside a known gay establishment and wait until he finds someone
toward whom he can display his violence and hostility. He is often not looking for
anyone in particular; just someone who is gay, or perceived to be gay. Such
victimization can have a ripple effect on members of that community and sustain or

heighten the level of apprehension of future random victimization among individuals
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with similar characteristics. In this respect, bias crime secondarily victimizes members of

that particular group.

The Prevalence of Bias Crimes in the United States

Despite reports about any trend in bias crimes (e.g., Bishop and Slowikowski 1995;
Kelley 1991), it is difficult to determine the extent of bias crimes in the United States due
to inadequate national data. Law enforcement agencies are the primary conduit for data
collection but collectively can provide only scattered data about the pre?alence of bias
crimes in the U.S.

Though the 1990 Hate Crime Statistics Act (HCSA) mandates the collection and
reporting of data on bias crimes to the Uniform Crime Reporting Program of the FBI
(U.S. Congress 1990), appropriate compliance with the terms specified in HCSA has yet
to occur. By 1996, approximately 7,000 (41%) of the 17,000 city, county and state local
law enforcement agencies participating in the UCR program reported anything in this
category. However, only a fraction of these agencies actually report that one or more
bias crimes occurred in their jurisdiction. In addition, while approximately half are
complying with the directives of HCSA, only sixteen to nineteen percent have recorded a
bias crime occurrence in the last five years (Nolan and Akiyama 1998). Subsequently,
the incidence of bias crimes is presently grossly underestimated by many agencies
participating in the UCR program.

The attainment of more accurate bias crime statistics is largely determined by the
victim and law enforcement response. There are critical individual perceptions and

decisions that promote or hinder appropriate reporting in the aftermath of victimization.
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First, the victim must be aware that a crime has been committed. If the victim does not
perceive that a crime has occurred, or fails to identify the appropriate element(s) of bias
motivation, it is likely that the crime will either fail to be reported to the police or
misreported and misassigned for investigation. For example, a rock thrown through a
window can only be understood as a bias crime if the victim first suspects prejudice as a
motivation.

Several studies have attempted to better document the incidence of bias crime and
victim reporting patterns by using data from advocacy groups. The Repbrt on Anti-
Gay/Lesbian Violence in the United States (1995) estimated that for every anti-gay or
lesbian crime reported to the police, five more are identified or reported to community
agencies. Goldberg and Hanson’s (1994) survey of gay victims revealed that only
‘ thirteen percent of them actually reported the offense to law enforcement officials.
Although bias crimes involving gay and lesbian victims can be somewhat unique in that
some victims omit the prejudicial details of an attack due to fears of further victimization
or publicly revealing their private lifestyles, this study illustrates the complexity of

understanding bias crime statistics and prevalence (Goldberg and Hanson 1994).
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The obvious role of law enforcement is to appropriately investigate and document
the incident and element(s) of bias. However, in two studies by the Prejudice Institute in
Maryland, only one-third of victims reported notifying the police about the incident
(Ephross et al. 1986; Ehrlich, Larcom and Purvis 1994). Such findings reflect a
significant hesitation on the part of the victim to notify law enforcement agencies.

In terms of factors within police institutions that influence bias crime reporting among
victims, Nolan and Akiyama (199‘8) list four broad categories of individuals that impact
the resulting statistics — “agency encouragers” and “discouragers” and “individual
encouragers” and “discouragers.” Within these classifications, several factors may affect
reporting accuracy. These include (1) officers’ knowledge of bias crimes; (2) the
responding officers’ concern that further violence may result if an arrest is made; (3)
whether the local political environment views bias crime as a significant problem; (4) an
officer’s personal prejudices and beliefs; and (5) whether bias crimes are informally
considered to be a lesser priority within the department (Nolan and Akiyama 1998).
Additionally, an officer’s understanding of the First Amendment will affect how he/she
interprets bias laws (Bell 1997). Such organizational and individual factors influence
how officers interact with victims, how victims respond to officers, and their subsequent
confidence in the criminal justice system and willingness to purse legal recourse.

Notwithstanding these elements that inhibit our understanding of the dimensions of
bias crime in the U.S., jurisdictions with appropriate reporting methods can provide an
accurate indicator of the local bias crime environment. For example, the Boston Police
Department compiles extensive data on bias crimes through its Community Disorders

Unit (CDU). The CDU was created in 1978 to address the growing concern over racial
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conflict in Boston following the 1974 decision by the U.S. District Court (Morgan v.
Hennigan) to impose mandatory busing for Boston Public School students. Although
racial problems were prevalent in Boston prior to this ruling (Formisano 1991; Hampton
and Fayer 1990; Lukas 1985), the decree escalated the level of dissonance and resulted in
an (increasing) number of criminal incidents reported to police involving racial and
ethnic bias.

The CDU was established to address such problems by providing a coordinated -
investigative response for bias motivated criminal incidents reported within the City of
Boston. The CDU has primary responsibility for the evaluation of the field performance
in such situations, the design of strategies for the control of such disorders, and the
maintenance of liaison with other relevant government agencies.’ Since its inception as

. the first police unit of its kind in the nation, the CDU has investigated over 5,000 reported

5 Hate crime incidents are usually reported to the Boston police through the 9-1-1 emergency
telephone system and classified in two ways. If the caller indicates to the police 9-1-1 call taker that
the incident is bias motivated, the dispatcher will assign a “Priority One” response and direct an area
Field (Patrol) Supervisor to the scene to determine whether there is or has, in fact, been a bias
motivated incident.

In situations where the dispatcher does not have clear information on the nature of the reported
incident, it is left to the responding officer(s) to determine if the incident is bias motivated or
possesses the potential for escalating civil conflict. If so, the officer(s) will request a Patrol
Supervisor to the scene to confirm the incident as bias motivated. In either case, the Patrol Supervisor
is the primary agent in initially classifying the incident and invoking an investigation by the CDU.
The CDU investigator(s) then evaluate the incident and within 48 hours determine whether or not it is
bias motivated.

If the CDU investigator(s) determines that there is a sufficient likelihood that the incident is bias
motivated, the case is formally classified as such and the CDU pursues a full investigation. If,
however, the CDU investigator(s) determines that there is insufficient indicators/evidence to classify
the incident as bias motivated, the case is forwarded for investigation by detective personnel from the
district station in the area where the incident occurred.

During its initial years, every reported incident between members of different racial/ethnic groups
was investigated by the CDU without any prior determination by a Patrol Supervisor. However, after
determining that many of the incidents were not bias motivated, the current procedures were

. implemented and the number of cases investigated by the CDU were decreased to an annual average
of approximately 205.
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incidents within the City and provided training and assistance to police, court and support
personnel throughout the country.® The comprehensive data set compiled by this
specialized unit is one reason for the selection of Boston to be the experimental site for
the current research.

In addition to data from the CDU, the Governor of Massachusetts created the
Govemor’s Task Force on Hate Crime several years ago, organizing a rich source of
statewide data. While this data is limited because all jurisdictions in Massachusetts do
not have specialized bias crime units (or even officers), such efforts suggest to local
agencies that reporting and processing bias crime should be a priority.

Between 1991 and 1996, the Commonwealth of Massachusetts experienced an
average of 662 bias crimes per year (Governor’s Task Force on Hate Crime 1997).

. Property offenses comprise the greatest percentage of these cases — a finding that appears
to be consistent with data from other jurisdictions (Governor’s Task Force on Hate Crime
1997; Levin and McDevitt 1993). Bias against race appears to be the most common bias
motive both in Massachusetts and nationwide (Governor’s Task Force on Hate Crime
1997). Such data is useful not only in compiling local statistics, but also in understanding

the general differences between bias and non-bias offenses.

‘ S During its history, the CDU has had a complement of 8-16 police officers. At present, the unit is
comprised of 1 lieutenant-detective (unit commander), 3 sergeant-detectives, and 12 detectives.
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. Government Response to Bias Crimes

During recent years, bias crimes have received increasing attention from the various
levels of government. Public meetings to address legitimate concerns have taken place
throughout the nation. From the White House to local towns, political officials are
increasingly involved in developing individual and institutional (collaborative) responses
to the bias crime phenomenon. In November of 1997, President Clinton hosted the White
House Conference on Hate Crimes where he announced the commitment of additional
funding and personnel resources to respond to the problems associated with bias crimes.
In June of 1998, the International Association of Chiefs of Police (IACP) convened the
Hate Crime in America Summit that resulted in 58 recommendations to prevent and
respond to bias crime.” These efforts are indicative of government’s response and

. increasing responsibility to address bias crime-related issues through judicial, legislative

and enforcement channels.
Law Enforcement

The response of law enforcement agencies to bias crime is crucial and can mean the
difference between effectively calming a tense community environment or the escalation
of a volatile situation. Unfortunately, this aspect has been neglected in the research.

Notwithstanding, Garafalo and Martin (1991) provide three justifications for
establishing specialized practices to investigafe bias crimes. These are that bias crimes

have:

7 Contact the IACP at (800) 843-4227 for a copy of the Summit report.
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. (1) Unique destructive effects on the primary victim;

(2) Particularly deleterious effects on communities, often inciting further violence
and raising levels of fear; and that

(3) Even less serious crimes (i.e., misdemeanors) can generate additional harms
onto the primary victim and community.®

The following summarizes important issues and guidelines based on the evaluation
of police department practices and training manuals by the United States Department of
Justice, Office for Victims of Crime (1993, 1995) and the Massachusetts Governor’s
Tésk Force on Hate Crimes (1998).

As previously mentioned, a number of factors influence how an officer investigates
or documents a bias crime. Training, departmental mandates, and individual differences
will affect the decision making process for officers at each step of the investigation.
First, they must recognize whether the element of bias is instrumental in the offense

. (Boyd, Hamner and Berk 1996). This may or may not cause the involvement of a
specialized detective or unit of the department. If bias crimes are separated out to a
specialized department, the process requires active participation from the patrol unit to
refer the case. Next, the bias element must be scrutinized to distinguish between
prejudicial thought and prejudicial intent. The first is constitutionally protected. The

second is deserving of additional penalties.

® Specifically, the authors note that importance of any particular case in most police departments is
' correlated with the seriousness of the crime (felonies/misdemeanors). Because many bias crimes may
. technically be misdemeanors, the authors’ advocate that special procedures would allow officers to
investigate lower priority bias offenses.
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Furthermore, appropriate training can greatly improve an officer’s ability to handle
such cases. In the absence of adequate training, officers are left to guess at appropriate
case handling and processing. Such training typically covers state laws, departmental
guidelines, explore diversity issues, outline motivations, discuss viétim considerations
and trauma, and other salient issues to these problems (Education Development Center
1993). Several police departments have ‘recipes’ to determine whether bias can be used
in consideration for issuing charges. A list of indicators of prejudicial intent includes
(but are not limited to):

Comments, written statements and gestures;
Racial, ethnic, gender and cultural differences;
Drawings, markings, symbols and graffiti;
Presence of organized hate group affiliation,;

Victim/ witness perception; and

* ¢ ¢ & ¢ o

Previous experience of bias crime/incidents (Hate Crimes Resource
Manual 1998:35).

However, categorization of bias crimes requires a much more complex analysis than any
laundry list can simplify. In one study of police practices in Maryland, officers expressed
that determining motive was a burden above what routine police work required (Boyd,
Hamner and Berk 1996). Additionally, many officers can be dissuaded from reporting or
investigating biés crimes due to extra paperwork and documentation required for these
crimes (Boyd, Hamner and Berk 1996). As outlined previously in this report, there exist
numerous influences on whether an officer is able to appropriately identify a bias crime
(Nolan and Akiyama 1998).

Boyd, Hamner and Berk’s research (1996) reveals that separate police agencies may
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employ considerably different criteria for determining a bias offense.

In Division A, a “true” hate crime must meet certain criteria; no
provocation by the victim and the perpetrator, a specific target, and
accompanying derogatory insults....In Division B, by contrast, an incident is
classified as a hate crime on the basis of the presence of a possibly
prejudiced action or its suggestion. The definition of a hate crime is reduced

to a single suggestive feature, regardless of its proximity to the initiation of
the incident (Boyd, Hamner and Berk 1996).

The national bias crimes training for law enforcement personnel, sponsored by the
Department of Justice (Office for Victims of Crime), cautions professionals to look
beyond physical injury, and importantly, not to measure the seriousness of the incident by
the level of injury (McLaughlin, Brilllian and Lang 1995). Such instructions attempt to
take into consideration the psychological impact of such victimizations. Training in this
area, however, still remains at the preliminary level, as empirical data continues to be
forthcoming.

Several police departments have explored innovative practices in the pursuit of better
handling bias crime incidents. New York City, Baltimore and Boston are among the few
that have designated specialized units to investigate bias motivated offenses. Law
enforcement responses, howevér, can not be viewed in a vacuum. In effective handling
of bias crime cases, police agencies must rely on clear and appropriate legislation.

Beyond this, police must enable the prosecutors to effectively prosecute these cases.

Bias Crime Legislation
The legislative reaction to bias crimes is relatively new, but significant in its scope
and impact. Bias crime legislation is currently comprised of a combination of civil rights

laws, sentence enhancement laws, and reporting mandates (Spillane 1995). Over the past

23

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.



fifteen years, there has been a movement to identify bias crime offenses as different and
déserving of enhanced penalties.

Currently, at least forty-one (41) jurisdictions have enacted statutes that require
enhanced penalties for crimes in which victims are selected because of perpetrators’
perceptions of victims’ race, religion, national; origin sexual orientation or gender
(Bureau of Justice Assistance 1997). The most significant recent national legislation on

bias crimes includes:

(1) The Hate Crimes Statistics Act (28 U.S.C.A. 534) of 1990 which directs
the U.S. Attorney to acquire and publish data about crimes that
“manifest evidence of prejudice based on race, religion, sexual
orientation, or ethnicity.”

(2) The Violent Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act (P.L. 103-322) of
1994 which expanded the above definition to include crimes based on
“disability.”

(3) The Violence Against Women Act of 1994 providing civil penalties for
gender-motivated crimes.

(4) The Church Arson Prevention Act of 1996 which provides federal
assistance in investigating and prosecuting attacks on religious
institutions if they are motivated by the race, color or ethnicity of
anyone associated with the institution.

Judicial Qutcomes

These new legislation, howeve;', are not universally endorsed. Concerns over First
Amendment rights remain the most often cited criticisms of such legislation. The
Supreme Court grappled with this issue in R.A.V. v. City of St. Paul (1992). This local
statute stated that:

Whoever places on public or private property a symbol, object, appellation,
characterization, or graffiti, including, but not limited to, a burning cross or

Nazi swastika, commits disorderly conduct and shall be guilty of a
misdemeanor.
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In this case, the Court was asked to determine whether a local ordinance passed by
®
the City of St. Paul which prohibited cross burning was unconstitutional because, among
other things, it made expression a crime (Ho 1994). A majority of five justices agreed
with R.A.V. and overturned the lower court’s decision, declaring that the statute did
violate the First Amendment. The language in the statute appeared to be void for
overbreadth. The Court felt that the law, as it was constructed, discriminated against
expression on the basis of the content of that expression. While many argued that a
burning cross constituted “fighting words” and were, therefore, outside.of the protected
sphere of the First Amendment, the Court distinguished the fine line between speech and
conduct, and stated the statute covered the former (Ho 1994).
The R.A.V. decision left legislators confused about the Supreme Court’s view on
. bias crime statutes until the landmark Wisconsin v. Mitchell case (1993). Among other
things, the Mitchell decision clarified the Court’s position on bias crime legislation and
essentially sanctioned penalty enhancement statutes for bias crimes.
In Wisconsin v. Mitchell, the Supreme Court examined the differences between bias
and non-bias crimes and attempted to qualify the effect of bias crime on society as a

whole. The Court tacitly acknowledged the unique pernicious impact of bias crimes on

the community. In this unanimous 1993 decision, the Court determined whether
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Wisconsin’s penalty-enhancement statute (Wis. Stat. 939.645) was constitutional.” The
argument made by defendant Todd Mitchell asserted that speech (however inﬂal;nmatory)
is protected by the First Amendment, thereby making the enhancement statute

| unconstitutional because it punished thoughts and ideas (Gey 1997). The Court rejected
this idea on several grounds, the most significant of which was that:

...(2) The statute, rather than being explicitly directed at expression, is
aimed at conduct unprotected by the First Amendment.

Once the First Amendment issues had been appropriately addressed, the Court noted

that bias crimes have a particularly deleterious effect on the community.

...(3) The state’s desire to redress individual and societal harm thought
to be inflicted by bias-motivated crimes — the increased likelihood
of provoking retaliatory crimes, inflicting distinct emotional harm
on victims, inciting community unrest — provides an adequate

‘ explanation for penalty-enhancement and goes beyond mere
disagreement with offenders’ beliefs or biases...

The reference to “distinct emotional harm” implies that there is something inherent
about bias crime that makes it different from other types of crime. Also noting the
potential to “...incit[e] community unrest,” the Court references the strong emotions
which such crimes elicit from community members. Images of Bensonhurst, Howard

Beach and acrimonious reactions to the Rodney King beating illustrate racial tensions

exacerbated exponentially through the vehicle of bias crime. The Oregon Court of

® Wisconsin v. Mitchell 508.U.S.476 (1993). In this case, Mitchell and several other African
American males were discussing discrimination and racism in the movie Mississippi Burning at a
local bar. The group became highly emotional and Mitchell excitedly asked his associates, “Do you
all feel hyped up to move on some white people?” The group left the establishment in search of a
Caucasian individual. Shortly after, they found a young white male and Mitchell stated to his friends,
“There goes a white boy; Go get him.” The victim was beaten into a coma and did not regain

' consciousness until four days after the attack. Defendant Mitchell received an additional two years
penalty to the sentence because of the element of hate in the attack.
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Appeals refers to this elusive attribute of bias crime as the power to “escalate from
individual conflicts to mass disturbances” (Harvard Law Review 1996). Although the
Supreme Court and other courts across the country have articulated that there is a
difference between the two types of crime, research is scant as to precisely how this type
of crime impacts the victims.

The reconciliation of the R.A.V. and Mitchell decisions gives legislators a clear
message — bias crime statutes are necessary, but will only be upheld if they conform to
the appropriate rules of law.

Aside from these landmark Supreme Court decisions, the Illinois Supreme Court
recently addressed the issue of victim identification in bias crime statutes. While many
statutes address the actual or perceived minority status of the victim, the Illinois Supreme
‘ Court ruled in In re B.C. (1997) that the victim of the offense need not be a member of
the minority group for a bias crime charge to occur (Orr 1997).'° Though this is only one
state to uphold such a charge, such decisions have potential to influence future bias crime
legislation.

~ While such cases have shaped the future of bias crime legislation in this country,
little is known about how widely such statutes are employed. Although the UCR
program attempts to track the incidence of bias crime arrests, no similar system exists to
track the amount of prosecutions of bias crimes on the federal, state and local levels. It is

currently believed that the largest number of bias crime prosecutions occur on the state
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level (Spillane 1995).

Several impediments to effective prosecution of these cases exist. One difficulty
with prosecution of bias crime is establishing the motivation of the offender. In addition
to the requisite rules of evidence, prosecutors must also convince a judge or jury of the
offenders’ intentions. The language of the offender, lack of provocation, prior history
between victim and offender, and “common sense” are a few ways to establish the
offenders’ motivation (Spillane 1995).

A second point of confusion is what party should initiate a bias crime charge. In
some jurisdictions, the police routinely charge the offender and expect the District
Attorney to follow through on such charges as appropriate. In other areas, the
prosecutor’s office initiates the charge. Both New York and Massachusetts have
‘ implemented relatively effective systems for prosecution of bias crimes (Spillane 1995).
For instance, in Queens County, New York, the district attorney has established an ‘Anti-
Bias Bureau’ with four full-time prosecutors to work closely with the police department’s
specialized bias unit. However, in many areas, there may not exist an explicit or implied

policy of how to bring forth such charges.

1° In this case, B.C. and others displayed a drawing depicting the Klu Klux Klan slaughtering an
African-American male. The picture also included swastikas and proclaimed, “Supreme White
Power...The Original Boyz in the Hood.” Although several African-American males were present
‘ when B.C. displayed the picture, the primary victim was neither Jewish nor African American (In re
B.C.176 1112d 536). ’
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Prior Research on Victims of Bias Crime

Information specific to victims of bias crimes is limited. While there is a significant
information about the general victimization process, very little examines the complex
relationship between bias motivation, incidence of crime and victimization consequences.
Moreover, of the few that do examine the extent of psychological and emotional injury
suffered by bias crime victims, most fail to provide comparative data for victims of similar
non-bias motivated offenses.

While numerous studies have been conducted to describe the psychosocial consequences
of particular types of victimization (e.g., Kilpatrick & Amick 1985; Frieze Hymer, and
Greenberg 1987; Mowbray 1988), only a handful compare symptoms across crime types (Eth
& Pynoos 1985; Figley 1985; McCann, Sakheim, and Abrahamson 1988; Widom 1989) and
even fewer are specific to bias crime victimization (Barnes and Ephross 1994; Ehrlich,
Larcom and Purvis 1994). In part due to methodological issues, the results of these two
studies on bias crime victimization are inconsistent in their conclusions. According to
Bames and Ephross (1994), their purposive sample of 59 victims of bias violence were [only]
similar in their emotional and behavioral responses when compared with other victims of
personal crimes such as assault and rape. Moreover, they indicated that “a major difference
in the emotional response of bias violence victims appears to be the absence of lowered self-
esteem. The ability of some bias violence victims to maintain their self-esteem may be
associated with their attribution of responsibility for the attacks to the prejudice and racism of
the perpetrators” (p. 250).

Conversely, Ehrlich et al. (1994) in their national victimization telephone survey (2,078

respondents) reveal marked differences in the traumatic effects of bias violence. They

29

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.



indicate that among four subgroups (i.e., nonvictims, group defamation victims, personal
crime victims, and bias crime victims), bias crime victims demonstrated the greatest average
number of symptoms and behavior variations on a scale of 19 psycho-physiological
symptoms of post-traumatic stress and 12 social and behavioral changes. They reported a
clear overall pattern of pervasive consequences in the lives of victims of bias crime, and
conclude that “Ethnoviolence (i.e., bias crime) victims suffer greater trauma than do victims
of...violence which is committed for other reasons” (Ehrlich et al. 1994:27). Specifically,
ethnoviolence victims reported experiencing 5.98 negative psycho-physiological side effects,
while personal victims had 4.77, and group defamation had 4.02. According to this study,
victims of ethnoviolence were also significantly more nervous, lost more friends, had more
trouble sleeping or concentrating, had more interpersonal difficulties, and felt angrier than

- those victims of personal crimes (Barnes and Ephross 1994).

In a related study by Ehrlich et al. (1994) on the effects of ethnoviolence in the
workplace, once again the victims of ethnoviolence reported the greatest number (5.6) of
psycho-physiological symptoms on the same nineteen-point list. While personal crime
victims reported only 3.5, victims of insults or jokes reported 5.0 (Barnes and Ephross
1994).

With the exception of these few studies, little is known about the differences
between bias and non bias-motivated victimization experiences. Further efforts to
deterfnine the psychological and behavioral impact of bias-motivated victimization are
required.

This report describes the method and results of research on such issues in an effort to

. improve general comprehension in this area.
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Theoretical Models

No man has ever been born a Negro hater, a Jew hater, or any other kind
of hater. Nature refuses to be involved in such suicidal practices.

Harry Bridges

The primary purpose of the research was to determine if measurable differences exist
in the psychological and behavioral sequelae of individuals who experienced an
aggravated assault differentiated by the offender motive (i.e., bias or non-bias).
Therefore, it was necessary to select appropriate comparison groups, develop
instrumentation for measuring their responses to victimization, and test the relationship
between that victimization and the subsequent impact on their well-being.

Within this framework, we focused on foﬁr models measuring (1) comparative stress,
(2) behavioral changes, (3) overall duration of psychological stress and difficulty of

recovery, and (4) specific levels of emotional and physical recovery.

The research also examined several related assumptions within the literature. These

include whether:

a Victims of bias-motivated assaults are more likely to delay and discuss the

incident with someone before contacting the police.

Some of the research indicates that victims may often delay reporting
their victimization until after they have spoken with one or more people
about the advantages and disadvantages of doing so (e.g., Spelman and
Brown 1981; Van Kirk 1971). Some victims may not even
immediately identify the attack as bias motivated (Levin and McDevitt
1993). The true nature of the attack may be revealed through
recounting the incident to a confidante. The nature of the crime may be
the best predictor. The greater the perceived seriousness, the more

. likely it is to be reported (Fishman 1979; Smale 1984).
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o Police investigators confirm the more serious comparative after-affects of bias-

‘ motivated assault.

Given their frequent exposure to bias and non-bias motivated
incidents of aggravated assault, police officers can provide further
insight on the comparative impact of victimization.

a Prior involvement in criminal offenses is more prominent among offenders in non

bias-motivated assault incidents.

Presumably, individuals involved in non-bias motivated assaults are
more likely to have committed prior criminal offenses and
demonstrate a greater proclivity for general involvement in unlawful
behavior. Offenders in bias-motivated assaults may also
demonstrate an escalating or repetitive pattern of criminal behavior
leading to the offense examined in the current study.

32

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.



TS

CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY

Mankind is composed of two sorts of men — those who love and create,

those who hate and destroy.
Jose Marti

This study is based on both primary and secondary data obtained from crime victims
and institutional sources. The research involves the analysis of multiple‘ datasets related
t6 victims of bias- and non bias-motivated assaults, and was intended to yield a spectrum
of information on (1) the viétims’ psycholbgical and behavioral experiences; (2) the
perceptions and expeﬁence of police investigators; and (3) the pattern of prior criminal

behavior by alleged offenders and victims.

Data Sources

The research is based on the following data sources:!

(1) Boston Police Department incident reports and case files from the
Community Disorders Unit (CDU) for the period 1992-1997;

(2) A mail survey to all 560 reported victims of bias-motivated
aggravated assaults, and to a (10%) stratified sample of victims of
non-bias assaults (544) occurring within the City of Boston from
1993 through 1997,

(3) A survey of Boston police detectives previously and currently
assigned to the Community Disorders Unit and involved in the
investigation of bias-motivated incidents from 1992-1997; and

- (4) Criminal history records for identified offenders in each case.?

! The research originally included two additional components — a survey of Suffolk County Assistant
District Attorneys involved in the prosecution of bias-motivated cases during the 1992-1997 period
and a review of case files within the DA’s office to compare the outcome of cases in the two sample
groups. However, a low response rate from the survey of prosecutors (only 8 of 55 responded), and
procedural differences in the processing of cases in the two groups made comparisons inappropriate.
As a result, these two components are not included in the project results.
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Research Variables
Dependent Variables
This study used two major dependent variables — psychological reactions and
behavioral respbnses of bias motivated and non-bias motivated assault victims.
Psychological measures are based on a modified version of the Impact of Event Scale
developed by Horowitz et al. (1979) and also used by Ehrlich et al. (1994)."

The scale was modified for the current study based on the preference of the Advisory
Committee to determine the comparative duration of the psychélogical and behavioral
responses of victims, rather than simply knowing whether or not they experienced such
reactions or the frequency of their reactions. Given that the individuals in our samples
had been victimized anywhere between 6 months to 6 years prior to our contacting them

for the research, the modified scale was expected to improve our capacity to measure the

'2 This component was not in the original research design. A review of victim criminal histories was
also conducted. They were added in response to the low survey return rates from both the bias and
non-bias sample of victims. We surmised that part of the reason for the low rates may be due to some
level of prior involvement with the criminal justice system as an offender that may diminish the
inclination to participate in a study on victimization. We further expected that the non-bias sample
would exhibit higher rates of such involvement and further support the circumstantial reasoning as to
why bias motivated crimes should be more severely sanctioned.

In terms of access to individual criminal histories, as the research component of the Boston Police
Department, certified personnel within the Office of Research and Evaluation (ORE) are permitted to
access such information for the purpose of enhancing the criminal justice function as this study is
intended to do. Nevertheless, prior approval was obtained from the Massachusetts Criminal History
Systems Board legal office. Moreover, once the data were collected and analyzed, any identifying
information was purged from all records leaving only aggregate statistical data for reporting and
discussion purposes.

" The variable items that constitute the psychological and behavioral scale measures in the current
research were organized by Horowitz et al. (1979: 210) into subgroups measuring respective
episodes of “intrusion” and “avoidance” among subjects. Intrusion is characterized by “unbidden
thoughts and images, strong waves of feelings....” Avoidance responses include “ideational
constriction, behavioral inhibition...and emotional numbness.” Reference in this report to intrusive
and avoidance responses among victims are synonymous with the psychological and behavioral

effects of victimization.
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enduring effects of specific indicators. The response options were therefore revised from
the “yes/no” used by Ehrlich et al. (1994) and the “not at all, rarely, sometimes, often”
used by Horowitz et al. (1979) to the more precise indicators of “not at all, days, weeks,
months, years.”

The psychological measure consists of 16 distinct subjective reactions:"*

1. Nervousness;
2. Depression;
3. Helplessness;
4. Shame;
5. Withdrawal;
6. Fear of future victimization;
7. Anger,
8. Revenge;
. 9. Concern for family safety;
10. Physical problems;
11. Involuntary thoughts;
12. Trouble concentrating;
13. Bad dreams;
14. Insomnia;
15.  Suicidal thoughts; and

16. Fear of being alone.

Behavioral responses consisted of 12 distinct measures:

1. Staying home more often;
2. Paying more attention to where walk;

3. Trying to be less visible;
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Enhancing home security measures;
Moving to another residence;

Using more alcohol or drugs;

Carrying something for self-protection;

Taking self-defense training;

© 0 N w e

Attempting suicide;
10. Becoming more religious;
11. Becoming less religious; and

12. Becoming more active in the community.

Three additional questions were included as a means of gauging victims’ perception
of the cumulative impact of their victimization experience. These were:

1. How stressful their victimization experience was compared to other
significant events in their life;

2. The overall difficulty of overcoming the effects of the assault; and

3. How well they believe they recovered physically and emotionally
from the incident (asked separately in the survey).

Independent Variables
Seven (7) categories of independent variables were examined to explain any
vﬁriations in the psychological and behaviéral responses of victims of aggravated assault.
They were:

(1) Whether the offender was motivated by unlawful bias
a) Bias- or non bias-motivated;
1. Victim activity at time of assault;

2. Number of offenders; and

1 Although three (3) additional measures (i.e., lost friends, needed time off for psychological

counseling, and needed time off for physical rehabilitation) were included in the survey based on the
' . modified Impact of Event Scale, they were excluded from the analysis after we concluded that they
were not appropriate to characterize as victim psychological reactions).
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3. Weapon type.

(2) Victim socioeconomic characteristics

a) Age group;
b) Race and Latino ethnicity;
c) Gender,

d) Self-reported household income; and
e) Neighborhood location.

1) Incident location

(3) The extent of medical treatment received/accepted

a) Medical treatment provided on-scene by Emergency Medical Services
(EMS) personnel or in a hospital emergency room;

b) Medical treatment refused or not necessary.

(4) The extent of counseling or support received by victims
a) Whether talked it over with anyone before reporting incident to police;
b) Whether sought professional counseling; |
‘ ¢) Took time off for psychological counseling/rehabilitation; and

d) Whether family was comforting and supportive after victimization.

(5) Perceived quality of the criminal justice system response
a) Responding police officers;
b) Police detectives;
c) Prosebutor;
d) Judge; and

e) Victim services provider.

(6) Prior victimization experiences
a) Whether a crime victim before the study incident;

b) Whether a crime victim since the study incident.

(7) Prior arrests
a) Offenders’ (and victim) ever arrested prior to study incident;
b) Offenders’ number of arrests through October 1998.
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‘ Survey Instruments

Three separate survey instruments were developed and used for the study — one for
crime victims, one for prosecutors experienced in dealing with bias crime cases, and one
for police investigators. Each survey focused on respondents’ experience with bias
assault cases, and the instruments were tailored to address the unique aspects of their
experiences in this area.'> In other words, victims were largely asked questions relative

- to their victimization experience while police investigators and criminal prosecutors were
asked questions related to their experiences in providing a component of the criminal
justice system response to such victimization. The questionnaires included opened-
ended, matrix, and contingency questions in five (5) general categories (Appendices A-
D):

' (1) Incident information;
(2) The police response;
(3) The prosecutor response;
(4) Personal impact of the crime; and

| (5) Respondent personal characteristics.
Victims whose name appeared to be of Latino or Vietnamese origin were delivered
versions of the questionnaire in their native language as well as in English.
Victim, police investigator, and prosecutor instruments were initially developed by
the principal investigator then reviewed and modified within the working group and

Advisory Committee. A psychometrician was contracted to specifically focus on the
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design and efficiency of questions to adequately measure victims’ subjective (self-
reported) psychological and behavioral responses. These factors were considered in the
context of other categorical measures and an overriding concern to minimize the potential
adverse impact that receiving the survey and attached police incident (1.1) report could
have on some recipients.

The victim instrument was pretested by victim advocates who provide guest lectures
at the Boston Police Academy and other institutions based on their own experiences as
victims of bias motivated crime, and by other prior victims referred by CDU

investigators.

Advisory Committee

In order to improve the measurement capacity of the surveys and ensure that the
process was based on inclusive and relevant information, an Advisory Committee was
established (Appendix E). The 20-member committee consisted of individuals from
various public and private institutions within the Commonwealth of Massachusetts who
are actively involved in providing pl_'ofessional services to address the issue of hate
crimes (e.g., education, law enforcement, legal defense, legislation, prosecution, research,
victim services). A committee meeting was held prior to initiating the first phase of
victim contact td inform the members about the project, its objectives, and research

design. As expected, several important insights were gained from committee members

'* The same instrument was used for the bias and non-bias victims. Although some of the questions
in the instrument may not have been applicable to the non-bias victim sample, the instrument
introduction indicated that the respondent should skip over any questions that were not applicable to
them. We also wanted to know if any of the non-bias victims retrospectively considered their
victimization to be bias motivated though it was not originally report as such.
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that resulted in revisions to our research procedures and instrumentation. Follow-up
discussions with some committee members led to further refinements intended to
improve the quality of the questionnaires and our ability to elicit the participation of
criminal justice personnel. This process also resulted in further consideration of the post-
victimization needs of victims and the potential adverse affects that the questionnaire
may have on their psyche. Therefore, included in the questionnaire mailings was a list of
social service and advocacy agencies that victims could contact to help them cope with
any unresolved or subsequent after-effects. The Committee recommendation to offer
assistance to victims in completing the survey either by phone or in person was also

incorporated in subsequent letters and postcards sent to victims.

Police Incident Data

. Up to 49 variables of information were collected from each police incident report for
these cases. These included victim date of birth, sex, race, home address, (known)
offender(s), date, time, location and nature of incident, etc. (see Appendices F and G for
redacted copies of incident reports for bias- and non bias-motivated assaults). The
information was entered into an SPSS database using the victim name, date of birth, and
criminal complaint number (CC#) on the 1.1 reports as the primary identifiers linking
each case with subsequent information collected from other sources and entered on the

incident (e.g., survey responses, CDU information, criminal histories).

Victim Sample Selection

The primary focus of the data collection phase was to acquire information from the

. victims of aggravated assault within the two specific categories of distinction (i.e., bias
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and non-bias motivated). In order to gain the desired knowledge on the comparative
impact of their victimization, police records were reviewed to extract the necessary
information from the sample of reported assault incidents within the City of Boston
during 1992-1997.

Anticipating some restrictions in locating and securing participation from assault
victims, we began with a relatively large contact sample to procure é sﬁitable number of
cases for analysis. The universe of alleged bias motivated aggravated assaults
investigated by the CDU during this period was approximately 560.' The total number
of non-bias aggravated assault cases reported to police was approximately 33,500. Five
hundred forty-four (544) of the non bias assault cases were selected for inclusion in the
study using stratified, random sampling methods based on the annual proportion of bias

‘ assault cases throughout the city.

2

Victim Contact Process
Initial contact with each victim was made through an introductory letter sent to the
home address recorded on the police report at the time of the incident (see copy of the
letter in Appendix H). The purpose of the advance contact was two-fold: (1) to briefly
inform the victim sample that they had been selected to participate in the study and would

soon be receiving a confidential questionnaire to complete and return, and (2) to provide

' These include all incidents initially reported to the Boston Police Department as alleged bias-
motivated aggravated assault, regardless of whether the follow-up CDU investigation later
determined that there was insufficient indicators/evidence to classify the incident as bias motivated.
This approach was recommended by the Advisory Committee based on the premise that victims’

‘ perception of offender motivation may provide further insights than would relying solely on police
classifications.
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them the opportunity to contact us for further information and/or request that they not be
included in the study.

Approximately 50 percent of the introductory letters sent to the victim groups were
returned as undeliverable by the U.S. Postal Service (i.e., unknown resident, no
forwarding address, no such address). Notwithstanding, we were prepared to access the
state’s motor vehicle records to obtain more current addresses. We had confirmed our
access to these records when we submitted the project proposal to the National Institute
of Justice (N1J) in June of 1995. However, when we proceeded in this manner, we were
informed that the state legislature had passed the “Driver Privacy Protection Act” on
September 13, 1997 prohibiting the dissemination of personal information maintained by
the Registry of Motor Vehicles. We asked the Boston Police Legal Advisor’s Office to

‘ address this matter and determine if there was an exemption for research purposes and/or
police agencies. Their inquiry revealed that, though there were some exemptions for
research purposes, the information could no longer be used “to contact individuals.”

As aresult, we pursued other options to obtain the most current address of victims.
After several inquiries and trials, we decided to use an on-line computer service called
Autotrak that collects and consolidates public records. Using the Autotrak system, we
were able to locate probable current addresses for approximately 60 percent of the

“undeliverable” sample.

Survey of Victims of Bias-Motivated Assault

Combined with the original recipients, a total of 441 surveys (79%) from the sample

' of 560 bias crime victims appeared to be successfully delivered. A copy of the police
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incident report specific to their incident was attached to the cover letter included with
each questionnaire.

After approximately two weeks had passed, we sent reminder cards/letters to all
recipients (Appendix I). However, thé response remained significantly lower than
expected. The working group met to discuss solutions to this problem, and concluded
that the most appropriate response was to offer victims a monetary incentive to complete
and return the surveys. Our reasoning was based on the fact that the highest response rate
thus far among the four survey groups was from police investigators (54%) who, in
accordance with existing union requirements, were compensated for their time. Also, a
number of previous studies involving crime victims used this methodology of paying
participants a nominal fee for their time (Davis and Brickman 1996; Herek et al. 1997,

. Rothbaum et al. 1992).

We therefore drew a random sample of 100 non-respondents from the each victim
group and sent a letter informing them that they would receive a $15.00 bank certificate
upon receipt of their completed survey (Appendix H). We also included a postcard
where they could'request assistance in person or over the telephone in completing the
survey, or indicate that they did not wish to participate or be further contacted in this
matter. Those péople who had already completed the survey were also sent a certificate
with our thanks and appreciation for their assistance. This process resulted in the receipt
of 21 additional surveys.

We also coordinated our efforts with a local victim advocacy group to access bias
-crime victims who reported their assault experience to them rather than the police

department. The Fenway Community Health Center (FCHC), a prominent advocacy
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center for the gay and lesbian community, coordinated the delivery of 40 surveys to
alleged victims of hate crimes known to them who had not reported their victimization to
the police.!” Ten (10) completed surveys were received from the FCHC group.

These overall efforts yielded a final total of 91 completed surveys (21%) from the

bias victim sample.

Survey of Victims of Non-Bias Motivated Assault

Most of the same methods were employed for the non-bias victims. Introductory
letters were mailed to 544 victims. More than 50 percent were returned as undeliverable.
Autotrak located probable current addresses for approximately 54 percent of the returned
mailings. Subsequently, a total of 418 surveys (77%) were successfully delivered.

After two weeks, reminder cards were sent and eventually the same $15 incentive
was offered. These overall efforts yielded a ﬁnai total of 45 completed surveys (11%)

from the non-bias victim sample.

Follow-up Telephone Calls to Victims

In order to better understand why the survey response rate was so low for both
groups, we decided to telephone a samplé of victims and ask them (1) if they had |
received the survey; (2) if they were going to respond; and (3) if not, why (e.g., the
questionnaire was too long, too traumatizing, just not interested, etc.). We nﬁade a total
of 432 telephone calls between 4:00 P.M. and 8:00 P.M. during early October 1998.

However, after three attempts, we were able to directly speak with only 28 (6%) of these

17 Other local victim advocacy agencies known through the Advisory Committee were contacted and
asked to participate in the research, but none offered the necessary information on their clientele.
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victims. Messages were left (either on their answering machine or with a household
member) at 100 (23%) of the victims’ households. No one answered at 95 (22%) of the
telephone numbers called; and 209 (48%) of the telephone numbers had been
disconnected or were otherwise inaccessible. Of the 28 persons we were able to reach,
20 indicated that they would be completing the survey (six of whom did) and nine (9)
indicated that they did not want to relive the incident and requested that we remove their

names from our survey list.'®

Survey of Police Investigators

A list of 41 former and current Community Disorders Unit (CDU) investigators was
obtained from CDU case files for the 1992-1997 period. A modified version of the
survey instrument was delivered to all 41 investigators (Appendix D). As stipulated by
their uﬁion contract, overtime funding was provided to respondents. We received 22
completed surveys (54%) from this group.

Respondents from the police investigator sample were 86 percent male and 14
percent female. The mean age was 46. Fifty-five percent of respondents were white, 18
percent African-American, 18 percent Laﬁno, and 9 percent Asian. They had an average
of 19 years of experience as police officers, and investigated an average of 200 civil
rights cases in the CDU, half of which were bias-motivated assaults. The information

provided by this group is intended to enhance our comprehension of the elements and

'8 The importance of current address information when conducting mail surveys cannot be
overstated. The mobility of victims poses a significant barrier to research efforts. This
suggests the need to standardize some means of extended contact with crime victims to
facilitate support activities as well as the effective conduct of research designed to enhance
crime control and prevention efforts.

45

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.



impact of assault incidents, as well as to provide secondary confirmation of the victim

experiences and survey responses.

Subjects

The primary sample of subjects for the research was composed of victims of bias and
non-bias motivated aggravated assaults reported within the City of Boston during the
1992/93-1997 periods. Victims from each sample year were represented in the

respondent samples (Table 2).

Table 2.
PERCENTAGE OF VICTIM AND RESPONDENT SAMPLES
BY YEAR OF INCIDENT

1992 | 1993 | 1994 | 1995 | 1996 | 1997 | Unknmown
Bias victims
P 201 | 197 | 148 | 144 | 169 | 132 0.0
Bias respondents | 1,4 | 195 | 110 | 88 | 231 | 154 11.0
(n=91) (FCHC)*
Non Bias victims
st 00! 210 | 190 | 195 | 17.1 | 234 0.0
NB respondents 00| 89 | a4 | 222 | 267 | 378 0.0
(n=45)

* Fenway Community Health Center

The bias victim sample was composed of 560 individuals; approximately 75 percent
males and 25 pefcent females. Ages ranged from 9 to 59 years, with a median age group
of 25-44. The racial composition of the‘ group was 43 percent white, 30 percent black, 10
percent Asian, 1 percent “Other,” and 17 percent were of Latino/Hispanic origin.

The non-bias victim sample was composed of 544 individuals; approximately 74
percent males and 26 percent females‘. Ages ranged from 9 to 70 years, with a median

age group of 25-44. The racial composition of the group was 38 percent white, 47
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percent black, 2 percent Asian, <1 percent “Other,” and 13 percent were of

Latino/Hispanic origin (Table 3).
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Table 3.
‘ COMPARATIVE CHARACTERISTICS BETWEEN THE SAMPLE OF BIAS -
AND NON BIAS ASSAULT VICTIMS AND RESPONDENTS
Demographic Variables Total Bias Total Non Bias
Subcategories Assault Victims  Respondents | Assault Victims Respondents
(n=560) (n=91) (n=544) ~ (n=45)
Gender
Male.................... 75.4 62.2 74.4 60.0
Female .................. 24.6 37.8 25.6 40.0
Age
<I8. ... e 335 12.5 16.6 11.1
1824 . ... ... ... ... 21.0 11.4 25.8 13.3
25444 ... ... 40.6 62.5 484 48.9
45andolder............... 4.9 13.6 9.1 26.7
Race & Latino Ethnicity
White . .................. 42.6 62.2 38.2 52.4
Black ................... 30.1 23.3 46.6 333
Asian ................... 9.6 6.7 1.8 7.1
Other.................... 0.6 2.2 0.2 2.4
‘ Latino ethnicity ............ 17.1 5.6 13.2 4.8
Household Income
<§20,000.................. N/A 42.7 N/A 38.9
$20,000-$39,999. . .......... N/A 28.0 N/A 222
$40,000-$59,999. . . ......... N/A 8.5 N/A 13.9
$60,000-$79,999. ... ........ N/A 12.2 N/A 11.1
$80,000-$99,999. . .. ... .. ... N/A 3.7 N/A 83
$100,000ormore . ... ....... N/A 4.9 N/A 5.6
Education
<HS ........ ... 0. . ... N/A 26.1 N/A 17.8
HS/Some College . . . ... ..... N/A 35.2 N/A 46.7
College Graduate . .......... N/A 22.7 N/A 20.0
Post-Graduate. . ............ N/A 15.9 N/A 15.6
Sexual Orientation
Heterosexual .............. N/A 68.8 N/A 94.4
Bi-sexual................. N/A 2.5 N/A 0.0
Lesbian.................. N/A 6.3 ~ NA 2.8
9 Gaymale. ................ N/A 225 N/A 2.8
Transgender. .............. N/A 0.0 N/A 0.0
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‘ Despite the difficulties encountered in obtaining survey responses, some important
characteristics are apparent among the two sample groups. The gender proportion among
respondents was reasonably similar. The extent of juveniles and respondents ages 18-24
was also comparable. Additional similarities in income and edﬁcation were evident. As
expected, respondents from the bias crime sample were more likely to identify their gay,

lesbian, or bi-sexual orientation.
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The respondent samples also provide more specific information on the ethnic background of assault victims. Individuals of

European mix represent approximately one-third of the victims within the two samples. The bias victim sample follows with

individuals of African descent (15%) and those of Irish ancestry (15%). Among non-bias victims, Irish (17%) and Italian

Americans (13%) are the next most frequent ethnicity represented among victims within the respondent sample (Table 4).

Table 4.
PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENT VICTIMS BY SELF-REPORTED ETHNICITY
African .
or Chinese E““’? ean German Sm.lth Irish | Italian | Japanese | Jewish | Latino Natl.v N Polish
e Mix Asian American
Haitian
Bias
Victims 14.8 4.9 34.6 0.0 2.4 14.8 8.6 1.2 2.5 11.1 2.5 3.7
(n=81)
Non-Bias
Victims 6.7 6.7 33.3 3.3 3.3 16.7 13.3 0.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 6.7
(n=30)
x*=7.357; 11 df; p=ns.
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CHAPTER IV

' ' DATA ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION

There is perhaps no phenomenon which contains so much destructive
feeling as moral indignation which permits envy or hate to be acted out
under the guise of virtue.

Erich Fromm

This 'chapter discusses the results of statistical tests of the relationship between self-
reported psychological and behavioral responses of victims of aggravated assault
differentiated by the bias or non-bias motivation of the offenders. The analysis was focused
on seven (7) independent factors that may affect the personal responses of victims of
aggravated assault. These are:

. (1) The general context of the offenders’ motive (i.e., bias or non-bias);
(2) Victim socioeconomic characteristics;
(3) Extent of medical treatment received/accepted,
(4) The extent of counseling or support received;
(5) The perceived quality of the criminal justice system response;
(6) Prior victimization experiences; and

(7) Offender prior arrest experiences.

An additional analysis was conducted on survey information obtained from police
investigators on various aspects of aggravated assault incidents. The primary purpose
was to determine the relative compatibility between victim responses and the
experienced-based perceptions of police officers on aggravated assault incidents within
the City of Boston.

The significance of bivariate relationships between dependent and independent
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variables was determined using Pearson’s Chi-square statistic (x?), t-tests, and analysis of
. variance.
Multiple regression methods were employed to measure the strength of the effects of
the independent variables on victim psychological and behavioral reactions. Linear
regression was used to determine which independent variables could best predict the

value of the dependent variable.?

Bias- versus Non Bias-Motivated Offenses

Psychological Indicators
A t-test was perfofmed on the responses from the bias- and non-bias victim groups in
the 16 psychological response categories. A statistically significant difference (p<.05) was
detected between the two groups within six (6) of the pfobable reactions (Table 5). By
degree of significance on a 5-point scale (i.e., 1= not at all; 2= days; 3= weeks; 4= months;
5= years), these were:

(1) Involuntary recollections (¢ =2.508; .62 mean difference);

(2) More nervous than usual (¢ =2.342; .57 md);

(3) Having trouble concentrating at work (¢ =2.625; .54 md);

(4) Depression/sadness (¢ =2.361; .54 md);

(5) Imagining what revenge would feel like (¢ =2.022; .48 md); and
(6) Suicidal thoughts (1 =2.372; .41 md).

'® These tests are generally used to compare the mean and percentage scores of two groups (i.e., bias
and non-bias victim sample groups). If they are sufficiently different, the tests will be significant,
thus rejecting the null hypothesis of no difference.
% How well the multiple regression equation is able to predict scores on the dependent variable is
indicated by the multiple correlation coefficient, R. Multiple correlation linear scores vary on a scale
from -1 to 0 to +1, indicating direction and strength of association. The smaller the coefficient, the
. » _poorer the correlation; and the larger the coefficient (+/-), the stronger the correlation. The
“correlation coefficient can be interpreted by squaring it. R? is called the coefficient of the multiple
determination and represents the proportion of the variation in the dependent variable that is
explained by the regression equation (Loether and McTavish 1993:328, 334).
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Although the difference in the impact of the remaining variables was not statistically
significant, the mean scores for the bias victim group were higher in every category. This
may serve as further confirmation of the enduring (albeit modest) effects that bias-

motivated assault has on victims.

TABLE 5.
MEANS AND T-TESTS FOR VICTIM PSYCHOLOGICAL RESPONSES
Sample of Bias- Sample of Non- y
Psychological Reactions Motivated Assault | bias Motivated Score® Sig.*

__________________________________________ Victims?' Assault Victims*

Had trouble concentrating at 205 151 2625 | 010

WO

Thought about it when didn’t 294 232 2508 | 014

meanto e,

Didn’t feel like living any longer 1.60 119 2372 | 019

Depressedorsad 2.65 2.11 2.361 | .020

More nervous thanusual 3.01 2.44 2.342 | 022
' Imag}ned what revenge would 2 44 1.95 2022 | 046

feellike .

Felt ashamed/lost self-confidence 1.98 157 1.867 | .065

More fearful of future

victimizaon 2.99 2.55 1.602 | .113

Feltafraidtobealone 2.20 , 1.84 1412 | .161

Feltangry .= 3.24 - 2.83 1.402 | .165

Felt helpless 2.41 2.07 1.306 | .195

Worried about family safety . 2.74 2.37 1.267 | 209

Had bad dreams aboutit 2.03 1.75 1.214 | 228

Became withdrawn 1.82 1.56 1.139 | .257

Physical problems (e.g.,

head/stomachaches, etc.) 2.14 1.86 1.091 | 278

Became withdrawn 1.82 1.56 1.139 | .257

Had trouble falling/staying asleep 1.99 1.84 596 | .553

2! The number of respondents in the psychological response categories range from 81-90.
. - 2 The number of respondents in the psychological response categories range from 40-45.
' % Based on Independent-Samples T-Test procedures at the 95% confidence level excluding cases analysis
by analysis. ,
#* Equal variances not assumed.
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Further confirmation was attempted by recoding the response categories from the 1-5
scale into a dichotomous variable (i.e., yes or no) to simply determine whether the
individuals with the two sample groups had ever experienced any of the intrusive
measures (regardless of duration). Such efforts yielded similar results. Feelings of
depression, nervousness, difficulty concentrating at work, and shame/diminished
confidence were sigr}iﬁcant for the bias crime groups (p<.05).

An additional analysis was based on the assumption that some intrusive symptoms
should be expected; that most people who are assaulted would li.kely experience some
adverse affects for at least a few days. It may even be considered “normal” to do so.
Therefore, we created a dichotomous variable that consolidated the response categories
into ‘not at all/for a few days’ and ‘a few weeks/months/years.” When the impact
endures for weeks or months, it becomes more significant and relevant to determining the
comparative extent of debilitating consequences. Based on this approach, the chi-square
results closely paralleled earlier tests. A heightened sense of nervousness, involuntary
recollections, suicidal thoughts, and difficulty concentrating on work were significant
reactions experiénced more frequently by the bias crime sample (p<.05).

These three methods collectively indicate that there is a relationship between the

element of bias in aggravated assault and whether victims experience specific

psychological sequelae.
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Comparative Stress and Recovery Factors

Several measures of comparative stress based on various 10-point scales, with “1”
generally indicating a low range of experience and “10” a high range, were analyzed
(Table 6). The level of stress resulting from the study victimization eiperience in
relation to other (self-determined) memorable life events was significantly higher for the
victims of bias- (6.89) versus non bias-motivated assault (5.60). The overall level of
difficulty experienced in overcoming the assault was also significantly higher for the bias
group (6.18 vs. 4.71).

Notwithstanding, both groups report similar, relatively high levels of physical and

emotional recovery.

TABLE 6.
. MEANS AND T-TESTS FOR STRESS AND RECOVERY FACTORS
Sample of Bias- | Sample of Non- y Mean
Motivated bias Motivated Score Sig.” Difference
_______________________________ Assault Victims® | Assault Victims® ¢
How stressful was
victimization
compared to other 6.89 5.60 2.363 .021 1.30
_significant life events?
Overall difficulty in
overcoming effects of 6.18 4.71 2.827 .006 1.47
e dssault?
How well recovered
_________ physically? 8.54 9.00 -1.225 | .223 -46
How well recovered
emotionally? 7.16 8.00 - -1.950 | .054 -.84
. 25 The numbér of respondents in these stress and recovery response categories range from 81-89.

26 The number of respondents in these categories range from 42-45.
%7 Equal variances not assumed.
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Victim Activity at Time of Assault

There are no significant differences in the type of activities that victims of bias- or
non bias-motivated assault are engaged in at the time of their victimization (Table 7).
The most common activities are living in the area (34%), passing through (23%), and

visiting family or friends (16%).

Table 7.
PERCENTAGE OF BIAS AND NON BIAS-MOTIVATED AGGRAVATED ASSAULTS
BY VICTIM ACTIVITY :
% Within Sample of % Within Sample
Bias-Motivated of Non-Bias
Assault Victims Motivated Assault Percentage of Total
(n=87) Victims
(n=44)
.. Liveinthearea 36.8 29.5 344
Passing through/
. : enroute to-from 23.0 227 229
.......somewhere
Visiting family or
---------- friends 17.2 13.6 16.0
_________ Working 6.9 13.6 9.2
Shopping/Dining/ 11.5 15.9 13.0
....... eveningout
... Hangingout 4.6 4.5 4.6

x¥*=2.571;5df; ns .

Effects of victim activity on psychological responses
ANOVA procedures detected a significant difference (p<.05) in one of the
psychological reaction categories for victims of bias-motivated assault related to their
activity at the time of assault. Victims who live in the area where they are assaulted
. generally report longer periods of bad dreams related to their victimization (2.59 vs.
2.04).
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There were no significant differences in the psychological reactions of non bias-

motivated assault victims based on their activity at the time of their victimization.

Number of Attackers
Multiple offenders are the perpetrators in nearly 50 percent of all aggravated assaults
(Table 8). Moreover, bias crime victims are significantly more likely to be assaulted by

more than one individual than are non-bias victims (60% vs. 36%).

‘Table 8. |

PERCENTAGE OF BIAS AND NON BIAS-MOTIVATED AGGRAVATED ASSAULT VICTIMS
AND RESPONDENTS BY NUMBER OF OFFENDERS

% Within Sample of % Within Sample of

Bias-Motivated Non-Bias Motivated Percentage of Total
Assault Victims Assault Victims
All Respondent All Respondent All Respondent

Cases Cases Cases Cases Cases Cases
. One offender 40.3 41.9 63.9 69.0 52.3 50.5
__________________________ (198) (26) (321) (20) (519) (46)
2 or more 59.7 58.1 36.1 31.0 47.7 49.5
... Offenders | (293) (36) (181) ()] 474) (45)

% of Total 49.4 68.1 | 506 31.9 100% 100%
0 (491) (62) (502) (29) (993) o1)

All cases: x*=55.499; 1df; p. <.001
Respondent cases: x*=5.775; 1df: p. <.05

Effects of number of offenders on psychological responses
ANOVA procedures indicated a significant difference (p <.05) in only one of the

response categories within the non-bias victim group. Non-bias victims tend to
experience longer periods of bad dreams when assaulted by one versus multiple victims

(1.95 vs. 1.00).
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Offender Weapon Type

There are some significant differences in the type of weapons that offenders use in

incidents of bias- and non bias-motivated aggravated assault (Table 9). Bias-motivated

offenders primarily use their hands and feet (34%) or an object (30%), while non bias-

motivated assaults more often involve the use of a knife (28%) or firearm (28%).

Table 9.

PERCENTAGE OF B1AS AND NON BIAS-MOTIVATED AGGRAVATED ASSAULTS
' BY OFFENDER WEAPON TYPE

% Within Sample of

Bias-Motivated Assault

% Within Sample of
Non-Bias Motivated

Percentage of Total

Victims Assault Victims
All Respondent All Respondent All Respondent
Cases Cases Cases Cases Cases Cases
Hands or feet 34.1 47 4 16.6 222 25.1 39.3
__________________________ (129) 27 (66) (6) (195) (33)
’ Firearm 11.9 7.0 27.9 25.9 20.1 13.1
__________________________ (45) 4) (111) (7) (156) (11)
Knife/razor 23.5 26.3 28.1 29.6 25.9 27.4
__________________________ (89) (15) (112) (3) (210) (23)
Object 304 19.3 27.4 22.2 28.9 20.2
__________________________ (115) (11) (109) (6) (224) 17)
48.7 68.1 51.3 31.9 100% 100%
0,
% of Total (378) (62) (398) 1 (29) (776) (84)

All cases: x*=50.588; 3df: p. <.001
Respondent cases: x*=8.102; 3 df: p. <05

Effects of weapon type on psychological responses

ANOVA procedures indicated a significant difference (p <.10) in two of the response

categories within the bias victim group. These victims tend to experience longer periods

of heightened nervousness when assaulted with a firearm (3.75 vs. 2.95) and feeling of

. shame or diminished self-confidence when assaulted with hand and feet (2.31 vs. 1.85).
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There were no significant differences in the psychological reactions of non bias-

motivated assault victims based on the type of weapon used by the offender(s).

Behavioral Indicators

Twelve (12) separate indicators measured post-victimization behavioral changes,
each with a dichotomous response (i.e., yes or no). The available responses
demonstrated various types of coping (or avoidance) behavior. However, no significant
relationship was detected between the bias and non-bias victim groups in any response
category. Although there were some higher affirmative responses to the listed behaviors
among the two groups, the variations were not statistically significant (Table 10).

TABLE 10.

AFFIRMATIVE RESPONSE PERCENTAGES, CHI-SQUARE STATISTIC, AND
SIGNIFICANCE LEVEL FOR VICTIM BEHAVIORAL RESPONSES

. Sample of Bias- | Sample of Non-
Behavioral Responses M::::?ltl:d bias Al\;(;tlil‘l’:ued x? Sig.
Victims* Victims®

Paid more attention to where walk 77.4 77.8 .003 .959

Stayed home more often 413 50.0 .881 .348

Tried to be less visible 37.8 38.6 .008 927

Made home more secure 32.1 38.6 .540 463

Used more drugs/alcohol 15.7 11.9 319 572

Moved _ 19.3 13.6 .638 424
Attempted suicide : 3.6 6.7 .608 435

Carried something for protection 28.2 22.2 551 458

Took self-defense 8.3 7.0 072 .788

Became more religious 20.7 13.3 1.072 .300

Became more active in community 22,5 22.2 .001 971

i Became less religious 8.0 11.6 426 514

2% The number of respondents in the behavioral response categories range from 75-85.
% The number of respondents in the behavioral response categories range from 43-45.
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Socioeconomic Factors
Age Group
There is a notable relationship between age and the motive distinction for aggravated
assaults experienced in Boston, with a x* 0f 39.34 (df=3) and significance at the p<.001
level. Juveniles (i.e., ages 17 and younger) are the victims of bias-motivated aggravated
assault at nearly twice the proportion of non bias-motivated aggravated assault victims

(Table 11).

Table 11.

PERCENTAGE OF BIAS AND NON BIAS-MOTIVATED
AGGRAVATED ASSAULT VICTIMS BY AGE GROUP

<18 18-24 25-44 45+ Total %
Bias Victims
__________ n=490) 335 21.0 40.6 4.9 100
Non-Bias Victims
(n=481) 16.6 25.8 48.4 9.1 100
. x* =39.339; 3 df;, p<.001

Notwithstanding, individuals in the 25-44 age group represent the largest segment of
bias- and non bias-motivated assault victims (41-48%). Moreover, their assailants are

primarily from the same age group (53-60%) [Tables 12 and 13].

Bias Victim-Offender Age Groups

There is a notable significance in the relationship between the age of bias-motivated
assault victims and their offenders (x> = 87.772; 9 df; p. <.001). Juveniles largely assault
other juveniles and constitute the largest proportion of offenders (43%). Otherwise,
individuals in the 25-44 age group are the most frequent victims of bias-motivated

assaults (40%) [Table 12].
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Table 12.

. | Known Age of Offenders and Victims
of Bias-Motivated Aggravated Assault in Boston
(1992-1997)

BIAS-MOTIVATED OFFENDER AGE GROUPS

<18 | 1824 | 2544 | 45+ | Total% | n
<18 | 544 | 222 | 128 | 250 | 338 | 134

BIAS 1824 | 136 | 352 | 181 63 | 207 | &2
VICTEM 2544 | 272 | 419 | 596 | 563 | 404 | 160
GROUPS | 45+ 47 0.9 96 | 125 51 | 20

Total % | 427 | 295 | 237 40 |100.0

" 169 117 94 16 396

x* = 87.772; 9 df; p < .001.
Non-Bias Victim-Offender Age Groups
There is also a notable significance in the relationship between the age of non-bias
. * assault victims and their offenders (x* = 87.068; 9 df; p. <.001). The primary victims
(46%) and offenders (40%) in non-bias motivated aggravated assaults are within the 25-
44 year age group. The majority of their assailants are from the same age faction (53%).
Juveniles in this offense category are also the main perpetrators of assaults against other

juveniles. (Table 13).
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Table 13.

Known Age of Offenders and Victims
of Non-Bias Motivated Aggravated Assault in Boston
(1993-1997)

NON BIAS MOTIVATED OFFENDER

AGE GROUPS
<18 1824 | 25-44 45+ | Total % | n
<18 48.8 11.7 6.1 53 18.6 61
NON-BIAS
VICTIM 18-24 20.2 30.9 26.7 0.0 24.7 81
AGE 25-44 27.4 50.0 52.7 63.2 46.0 151
GROUPS
45+ 3.6 7.4 14.5 31.6 10.7 35
Total % | 25.6 28.4 39.9 5.8 11000
n 84 94 131 19 328

x* = 87.068; 9 df; p <.001.

Effects of Ag¢ on Psychological Responses

One-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) procedures revealed no significant age-
related differences in the responses provided to the 16 psychological indicators. The
mean scores of bias- and non bias-motivated assault victims did not vary substantially

among the four age groups.

Race and Ethnicity
The distinct difference in racial composition among victims and offenders is
apparent within fhe bias and non-bias assault groups. The interracial nature of bias-
motivated assaults is one of the defining characteristics of these crimes, with offenders
genefally seeking someone different from themselves to victimize. Among those within
the full bias crime sample whose race or Latino ethnicity is known (n=465), white
offenders are most likely to assault black victims (46%) and black offenders are most

likely to assault white victims (84%). Though much less likely to be involved in an
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aggravated assault, Asian offenders are most likely to assail blacks (56%), while whites
are the most frequent victims of Latino offenders (93%) [Table 14].

Table 14.

Known Race of Offenders and Victims
of Bias-Motivated Aggravated Assault in Boston
(1992-1997)

BIAS-MOTIVATED OFFENDERS’ RACE OR
LATINO ETHNICITY
White | Black Asian | Latino | Total % n
BIAS | white 13.2 84.3 33.3 927 | 411 | 191
VICTIMS’ - -
RACE OR Black 46.3 52 55.6 2.4 30.8 143
LATINO .
ETHNICITY Asian 13.5 4.5 11.1 49 10.1 47
Latino 27.0 6.0 0.0 0.0 18.1 84
Total % 60.4 28.8 1.9 8.8 100
n 281 134 9 41 465
x* =248.235, 9 df, p <.001.
‘ Note: The sample size for victims and offenders in the “Other” racial category was too small to include

in this summary.

The victim-offender combinations in non-bias crimes confirm the more traditional
pattern of intra-racial violence. The dimensions of same-race assaults are evident within
each major racial group — White (81%), African-American (70%), and Asian (46%).

Latino offenders primarily assault white victims (43%) [Table 15].
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Table 15.

. Known Race of Offenders and Victims
of Non-Bias Motivated Aggravated Assault in Boston

(1993-1997)

NON-BIAS OFFENDERS’ RACE OR LATINO
ETHNICITY

‘White Black Asian Latino | Total % n
NON-BIAS | white 81.4 19.1 18.2 43.3 384 | 178

VICTIMS’ .
RACE OR | Black 10.2 69.7 273 19.4 46.2 | 214
LATINO Asian 0.8 0.7 45.5 1.5 1.9 9
ETHNICITY [y tino | 76 | 105 9.2 358 | 134 | 62

Total % | 25.5 57.7 24 14.5 100

n 118 267 11 67 463

x*=305.991, 9 df, p <.001.
Note: The sample size for victims and offenders in the “Other” racial category was too small to include
in this summary.

Effects of Race on Psychological Indicators

. ANOVA procedures indicated significant racial differences (p. <.05) in two of the
responses provided to the 16 psychological indicators within the bias victim group.
African-Americans reported experiencing longer periods of:

(1) Fear of being alone (3.05 vs. 2.00 average for other groups); and
(2) Having bad dream about the incident (2.89 vs. 1.90).

There were no significant racial differences in the responses to the 16 psychological

indicators within the non-bias victim group.
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Gender

. Most victims of aggravated assault are males (63%). The same proportion is
represented in the respondent sample (63%). There is, however, no significant statistical

difference in the gender characteristics of the two sample groups (Table 16).

Table 16.

PERCENTAGE OF BIAS AND NON BIAS-MOTIVATED AGGRAVATED ASSAULT
VICTIMS AND RESPONDENTS BY GENDER

% Within Sample of % Within Sample of ’ , :
Bias-Motivated Non-Bias Motivated Percentage of Total

Assault Victims Assault Victims
All Respondent All Respondent All Respondent
Cases Cases Cases Cases Cases Cases
Male 65.0 62.0 58.7 64.5 63.2 62.7
________________________ (76) _(44) (27) (20) (103) (64)
Female 35.0 - 38.0 41.3 35.5 36.8 37.3
. 41 27) (19) (11) (60) (38)
""" o e | 718 69.6 282 30.4 100% 100%
% of Total (117) (71) (46) (31) (163) (102)

All cases: x*=.557; 1df; ns
Respondent cases: x*=.063; 1df: ns

Effects of Gender on Psychological Responses

ANOVA procedures detected some significant gender differences (p. <.05) in the
responses provided to the 16 psychological indicators within the bias victim respondent
group. Females in the bias sample endured the following reactions for longer periods of
time:

(1) Fear of being alone (mean for males 1.73 vs. females 2.94)
(2) Depression/sadness (2.37 vs. 3.09);
(3) Concern for family members safety (2.43 vs. 3.21);
. (4) Trouble concentrating on work (1.80 vs. 2.42);
(5) Physical problems (1.85 vs. 2.63);
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(6) Anger (2.94 vs. 3.70);
. (7) Felt helpless (2.15 vs. 2.79); and
(8) Diminished self-confidence (1.75 vs. 2.32).

The only significant difference within the non-bias group was higher level of

diminished self-confidence among females (males=1.30; females=2.00; p. <.05).

Income Level

Although there are no significant statistical differences in household income between
the sample of bias- and non bias-motivated assault victims, the proportion of victims

from the lower income group is notable (Table 17).

Table 17.

PERCENTAGE OF BIAS AND NON BIAS-MOTIVATED
AGGRAVATED ASSAULT RESPONDENT VICTIMS
BY SELF-REPORTED HOUSEHOLD INCOME LLEVEL

. <$40,000 $40,000-$79,999 $80,000+
Bias Respondents
______________ w=82) 72.0 18.3 9.8
Non-Bias Respondents ,
(n=36) 61.1 25.0 13.9

x*=1369;2df,p=ns
Individuals in households with an income below $40,000 constitute 61 percent of non-
bias and 72 percent of bias crime victims. |
Effects of income on psychological responses

ANOVA procedures revealed some significant and distinct income-related differences
in the responses provided to the 16 psychological indicators within both the bias and non-

bias victim respondent groups. Within the bias group:
. (1) Respondents from the “middle income” group experienced a significantly (p.

<.05) shorter duration period of depression (1.93 vs. 2.95 for the lower and
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2.50 for the higher income groups) and physical problems (1.33 vs. 2.48 vs.

‘ 1.71).

(2) Respondents in the “lower income” groups were significantly more likely (p.
<.05) to fear being alone (2.56 vs. 1.27 vs. 1.50) and fearful of future
victimization (3.23 vs. 2.33 vs. 2.14).

Within the non-bias group:

(1) Respondents from the lower income group were significantly more likely (p.
<.05) to experience nervousness (3.05 vs. 1.56 for the middle and 2.40 for the
higher income groups), depression (2.73 vs. 1.33 vs. 1.60), and anger (3.50
vs. 1.75 vs. 2.80).

Neighborhood Location

The effect of neighborhood location on any variation in the psychological and
. behavioral response of bias and non-bias victims remains undetermined due to the limited

respondent sample size.

However, bivariate analysis on the proportion of all bias and non bias-motivated
assault victims from each neighborhood area does confirm a significant relationship (p.
<.001). Some neighborhood areas experience a dispropbrtionate number of bias-
motivated and ﬁon bias-motivated aggravated assaults (Table 18). Bias-motivated
assaults are predbminant in the neighborhoods of South Boston (40%), the South
End/Back Bay (12%), and Charlestown (10%). Non-bias assaults are significant in

Roxbury (24%), Mattapan (15%), and Dorchester (13%).
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Table 18.

PERCENTAGE OF BIAS AND NON BIAS-MOTIVATED AGGRAVATED ASSAULT VICTIMS

AND RESPONDENTS BY NEIGHBORHOOD LLOCATION

Neishborhood % Within Sample of % Within Sample of
18 A 0rnoo Bias-Motivated Non-Bias Motivated Percentage of Total
reas Assault Victims Assault Victims
All All All
Victims Respondents | Victims Respondents | Victims Respondents
(507) (69) (529) 3D (1,036) (100)
Beacon Hill,
Chinatown,
Downtown, 53 7.2 10.4 12.9 7.9 9.0
North End
(n=82/9)
Roxbury
(148/11) 3.9 2.9 24.2 29.0 14.3 11.0
Mattapan
94/2) 2.6 0.0 15.3 6.5 9.1 2.0
Back Bay,
South End 12.2 23.2 11.9 22.6 12.1 23.0
(125/23)
West Roxbury,
Roslindale 3.6 29 3.0 0.0 33 2.0
. (34/2)
South Boston
(248/22) 39.6 27.5 8.9 9.7 239 22.0
East Boston
(50/3) 5.9 29 5.7 3.2 5.8 3.0
Dorchester
(116/12) 9.3 11.6 13.0 12.9 11.2 12.0
Jamaica Plain
(7/0) 0.6 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.7 0.0
Alston,
Brighton 4.1 10.1 2.8 0.0 3.5 7.0
(36/7)
Charlestown
(58/8) 10.1 11.6 1.3 0.0 5.6 8.0
Hyde Park _
s 2.8 0.0 2.6 32 2.7 1.0
% of Total 49% 69% 51% 31% 100% 100%

For all victims: x* = 271.668; 11 df; p. <.001.
For respondents: x* = 31.499; 10 df; p. <.001. However, 14 cells (64%) have expected counts less than

5.
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Incident Location

It may be possible that the specific location where assault victimization occurs can affect the extent of psychological
responses. Victimization in locations deemed safe by the victim (e.g., home, school) may yield more consequences.

The current research indicates that the location of aggravated assaults is a notable factor among the two sample groups,
with a x? of 143.90 (df=7) and significance at the p<.001 level. Although outdoor environments (i.e., street, parking lot, and
park) are the primary incident location for both samples, the rate of occurrence for bias-motivated assaults is much higher in
these locations (77% vs. 45%). Conversely, though residences are the next most frequent location for both groups, non-bias
assaults occur at a higher proportion in these locations (22% vs. 13%). Bars or restaurants are the third most frequent

location for non bias-motivated assaults (18%), and schools (2%) for bias-related assaults (Table 19).

Table 19.
PERCENTAGE OF BIAS- AND NON BIAS-MOTIVATED AGGRAVATED ASSAULTS BY INCIDENT LOCATION
Bar or Retail Street/Parking . Motor
Restaurant Establishment lot/Park Residence Vehicle Scheol | Workplace Other
Bias
Incidents 1.6 1.2 77.4 12.7 0.8 1.8 1.4 2.6
...(n=497) |
Non-Bias
Incidents 18.4 49 44.6 21.9 1.4 2.0 2.7 4.1
(n=511)
x* =143.902; 7 df; p<.001
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‘ Effects of incident location on psychological responses
Due to the limited number of cases and range of incident location, no significant
differences were detected in the responses provided within either the bias or non-bias
group. The mean responses of bias- and non bias-motivated assault victims did not vary

substantially among the groups when controlling for incident location.

Extent of Medical Treatment

The extent of medical treatment received by victims was significant in that non-bias
assault victims are more likely than bias-motivated assault victim to require or accept

medical treatment (52% vs. 37%) [Table 20].

Table 20.
EXTENT OF MEDICAL TREATMENT RECEIVED BY RESPONDENTS
, BI1AS VICTIMS NON-BIAS VICTIMS
‘ EMS/Hospital Treatment 37.1 52.1
______________ (n=134)
Refused/Not Necessary 62.9 47.9
(n=130)

x’ =16.268; 1 df; p<.001.

Effects of medical treatment on psychological responses

One-way ANOVA tests revealed no significant differences within the bias or non-bias

victim sample related to the extent of medical treatment received.
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. ‘ Extent of Counseling/Support Received

There was no significant difference in the level of counseling or emotional support
received by victims (Table 21). The proportion of victims from each group who
indicated a supportive family response was relatively high. A similar number also took
time off for psychological counseling. Though not statistically significant, bias crime
victims are more likely to talk it over with someone before reporting their victimization
to the police (40% vs. 30%).

Table 21.

PERCENTAGE OF AFFIRMATIVE RESPONSES TO
COUNSELING/EMOTIONAL SUPPORT RECEIVED

B1AS VICTIMS NON-BIAS VICTIMS

Talked it over with someone
before reporting to the police' 40.4 295

. Sought professional
counseling® 30.8 24.4

7 Took time off for
psychological counseling/

rehabilitation’ 80.0 88.6

Family was supportive after
victimization 90.5 86.5
(n=112)

x°=1.504; 1 df; ns.
x .589; 1 df; ns.
x“=1.529; 1 df; ns.
x*= .359; 1df; ns.

2
2
2

non

1
2
3
4

Effects of counseling/emotional support on psychological responses

' Family support was the only variable in this grouping that yielded any significant
differences (p < .05) in the responses provided by bias victims. Such victims who

indicated that their family was unsupportive (or perhaps unavailable) after the study
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victimization reported a higher mean for withdrawal (3.00 vs. 1.76), sleeping problems
(3.17 vs. 1.92), and difficulties concentrating at work (3.14 vs. 1.97).
There were no significant differences within the non-bias victim sample related to the

extent of counseling or family support received.

Perceived Quality of the Criminal Justice Response

Based on a 10-point scale with “1” meaning poor and “10” signifying excellent, there
is no significant difference in how bias or non-bias victims rate thé quélity of their
experience with various components of the criminal justice system (Table 22).
Responding police officers, police investigators, prosecutors, judges, and social service
providers individually receive a relatively similar rating from the two victim groups.
Most victims, however, are likely to interact with police personnel and decreasingly so
with the other system agents.

TABLE 22.
MEANS AND T-TESTS FOR THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM RESPONSE

Sample of Bias- | Sample of Non- p Mean
Motivated bias Motivated Score Sig.” Difference
Assault Victims* | Assault Victims®*'

Responding police 6.23 6.95 1.188 | 238 73

oo Officer(s)
Police detective(s)

------- fromtheCDU 6.55 6.13 487 629 42

________ Prosecutor(s) 5.64 4.73 656 522 91

___________ Judge(s) | 5.52 4.36 .841 411 1.16

Victim services 5.42 4.70 479 | .640 72

provider(s)

* % The number of respondents in the criminal justice systems response categories range from 24-80.

3! The number of respondents in the psychological response categories range from 10-42.
%2 Equal variances not assumed.
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Effects of perceived quality of the criminal justice systems’ response on psychological
. responses

The perceived quality of the response provided by police and other criminal justice
system agents was not a significant factor in the responses by the bias and non-bias

victim groups to the 16 psychological indicators.

Prior and Post Victimization Experiences
Thereis a sigﬁiﬁcant difference in the proportion of individuals within the two
victim groups who had been a crime victim prior to the study incident (x* = 4.632; 1 df; p
<.05). Bias crime victims are more likely to have experienced some type of prior
personal victimization (Table 23).”
Though approximately Y4 of all victims experienced at least one additional personal
. crime after their study victimization, there is no. significant difference in the proportion

among the two groups.

Table 23.
PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS WHO HAD BEEN CRIME VICTIMS
BEFORE AND SINCE THE STUDY INCIDENT

B1AS VICTIMS NON-BIAS VICTIMS
Prior to the study incident' 61.8 42.2
______________ (n=134)
Since the study incident’ 28.4 23.8
(n=130)
'x?=4.632; 1 df, p<.05.
2x*=.306; 1 df; ns.
. 33 These include assault, robbery, sexual assault, burglary, vandalism, vehicle theft, threats, and
harassment.
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. Effects of prior and subsequent victimization experience on psychological responses

Prior victimization experience(s) was not a significant factor in the responses by the
bias and non-bias victim groups to the 16 psychological indicators. The mean responses
of bias- and non bias-motivated assault victims did not vary substantially among those
with or without prior victimization experiences.

However, victimization experiences occurring after the study victimization did result
in significant differences (p <.05) in the response for bias-motivated victims. Individuals
in the bias sample who had been the victim of another crime after the study victimization
reported a higher mean score on the following items:

(1) Concern for family members safety (3.48 vs.2.47);
(2) Anger (4.00 vs. 3.00);
.(3) Fear of future victimization (3.64 vs. 2.76);
. (4) Withdrawal (2.42 vs. 1.60);
(5) Sleeping problems (2.63 vs. 1.78);
(6) Suicidal thoughts (2.17 vs. 1.40);
(7) Fear of being alone (2.83 vs. 2.00);
(8) Bad dreams (2.58 vs.1.87);
(9) Vengeful thoughts (2.96 vs. 2.22);
(10) More nervous (3.48 vs. 2.87); and
(11) Physical problems (2.70 vs. 1.97).

Subsequent victimization was not a significant factor in the responses within the non-

bias victim group.

73

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.



. Prior Arrests

The extent of prior criminal offenses allegedly committed by offenders and victims
was determined based on the name and date-of-birth information on the 1.1 police
reports. These are the most compatible variables for conducting inquiries through the
Massachusetts Criminal Justice Information System (CJIS).

Data on approximately 35 percent of offenders in reported incidents of all aggravated
assault were accessible through the CJIS 'In the remaining cases, either no appfopriate
offender information was available from the 1.1 report or the personal information
section listed the name and/or date-of-birth incorrectly.

Notwithstanding, the data confirm that individuals involved in non-bias assaults are
more likely to have committed prior criminal offenses and demonstrate a greater
proclivity for general involvement in unlawful behavior (x’=13.227; 2df; p <.001) The
proportion of non-bias offenders with prior arrests (34%) was 10 percent higher than for

bias-motivated offenders (24%) [Table 24]
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Table 24.

. RESULTS OF ADULT CRIMINAL BACKGROUND CHECK FOR OFFENDERS
IN B1AS AND NON BIAS-MOTIVATED AGGRAVATED ASSAULTS
% Within Sample of % Within Sample of 0/ XNiehs
Bias-Motivated Non-Bias Motivated A :;met:l::sl:ul ts
Assaults Assaults &8
Percentage All Respondent All Respondent All Respondent
......... with™ | Cases  Cases | Cases  Cases | Cases _ Cases
Criminal record 24.4 25.6 34.2 16.7 29.4 22.5
................... SO 0 =) NN 1) IO IO € ) NSO €) VOO IO ..2:) N 1) N
No criminal 4.7 . 26 54 11.9 5.1 5.8
" record (24) 2) (29) ) (53) 7
TTnsufficienty | T
incorrect 70.9 71.8 60.4 71.4 65.5 71.7
information to (363) (56) (323) (30) (686) (86)
determine®’
Percentage of 48.9 65.0 51.1 35.0 100% 100%
total (512) (78) (535) (42) (1,047) (120)
All cases: x’=13.227; 2df; p. < .001
‘ Respondent cases: x’=5.061; 2df; ns
Extent of Prior Arrests

Sixty-nine (69) percent of all known offenders in bias- and non bias-motivated
aggravated assaults had been arrested prior to the study incident. Fifty-three (53) percent
within this group had been arrested more than once. Ninety (96) percent or more had
been arrested at least once through October 1998.

The only significant differences among the two offender groups were that the
proportion with prior assault offenses (59% vs. 41%) and the average nulhber of prior

offenses was higher (7.5 vs. 4.4) within the non-bias offender group (Table 25).

* Represents those who where available within the CJIS system among the total number of cases and

respondents.
. 35 The reasons why criminal record confirmation could not be obtained include an inaccurate date-of-
birth or proper name for the persons being checked through the CJIS system.
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T

able 25.

PERCENTAGE OF OFFENDERS IN BIAS AND NON BIAS-MOTIVATED AGGRAVATED ASSAULTS
WITH PRIOR ADULT CRIMINAL ARRESTS

% Within Sample of % Within Sample of cors
Bias-Motivated Assaults Non-Bias Motivated % Wlthn:saslal“ﬁtgsgravated
Assaults
Percentage All Respondent All Respondent All Respondent
wc. th: 36g Cases Cases Cases Cases Cases Cases
S SR (n=512) __(n=78) _|(n=535)__ (n=42) | (n=1047) _ (n=120)__
2) pA;grigesi:Si 64.6 60.0 71.3 71.4 68.6 63.0
_____ incidene?® | U1 O | 4 @ | esm e
b) 2 or more
arrests prior to 47.8 60.0 55.7 429 52.6 55.6
study (113) (20) (174) ) (287) (27)
neident” e e
¢) Prior arrests 37.2 31.6 23.6 0.0 28.3 22.2
dismissed® (94) (19) (178) (8) (272) (27)
d) :;’;Zuﬁtr_if;ate 4| 410 42.1 59.1 42.9 522 423
 arrests! (105) (19) - (171) @) (276) (26)
“e) (Average #of | 44 T 107 | 75 T 85 | 59T 100
prior arrests)*? | (117) (29) (176) (6) (293) (34)
h g'r‘g'uagze“s 90.1 94.7 93.9 100 92.3 96.2
10/98% (121) (20) (179) ) (300) 27
Victim Background

“Overall, 74 percent of victims within the two samples had been arrests at least once

prior to their own victimization experience (Table 26). Non-bias victims were

significantly more likely to have prior arrests (90% vs. 59%).

% Represents those who where available within the CJIS system among the total number of cases and

respondents.

3 All cases: x*=1.413; 1df; ns.
3% The total number of respondent cases for this table is insufficient for chi-square analysis.
¥ All cases: x*=1.741; 1df; ns.
“ Based on the disposition of the three most recent arrests.
4 All cases: x*=8.552; 1df; p. < .001.
4 All cases: £ =-2.299; 277.574 df; p. < .05. Equal variances not assumed.
 All cases: x*=1.451; 1df: ns.
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Table 26.

. PERCENTAGE OF VICTIMS OF BIAS AND NON BIAS-MOTIVATED AGGRAVATED ASSAULT
WITH PRIOR ADULT CRIMINAL ARRESTS

% Within Sample of % Within Sample of

o cir e
Bias-Motivated Non-Bias Motivated A :;\m:glzsasl:lul ts
Assaults Assaults ' g8
All Respondent All Respondent All Respondent
Per c.entgge Cases Cases Cases Cases Cases Cases
with: (n=417) (n=57) (n=367) (n=15) (n=784) (n=72)
Any arrest(s) prior 58.8 76.2 89.7 80.0 73.9 76.9
to study incident (182) (21) (174) (5) (356) (26)

All cases: x*=43.907; 1df; p. <.001.

Effects of prior arrests on psychological responses

ANOVA procedures detected no significant differences based on the prior arrest

history of victims and offenders within the two sample groups in the responses provided

' to the 16 psychological indicators.
‘ “ Represents those who where available within the CJIS system among the total number of cases and
respondents.
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Overall Impact of Independent Variables on
Psychological and Behavioral Reactions

In order to determine which factors have the strongest overall influence on the
psychological and behavioral responses of bias and non-bias assault victims, multiple
regression methods were employed for independent variables selected on the basis of
their significance at the bivariate level, or on the influence they’re attributed within the
literature.

The dependent variables (interval and ordinal) were.orgam'zed intb four models for

analysis.

1. Comparative stress resulting from the assault;
2. Behavioral changes;

3. Duration and difficulty of recovery; and

4

Extent of emotional and physical recovery.

The limited respondent sample size combined with the broad range of control
variables to consider required that the independent variables be recomposed into a set
appropriate for multivariate analysis (Table 27).

As previously indicated, the type and extent of victims’ psychological reactions were
originally measured in this research using a 5-point scale measuring duration (i.e., not at
all, days, weeks, months, years) for 16 distinct response items. In this section, the
duration of recovery from the assault trauma is based on a composite score for the 16
psychological responses. Compensating for missing responses to some items, a 100-
point maximum composite score was calculated as the indicator for victims’ duration of
recovery. The resulting mean scores were 46.1 for the bias and 38.3 for the non-bias

victim groups (p<.05).
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TABLE 27.

' THE SET OF RECODED INDEPENDENT VARIABLES FOR MULTIVARIATE ANALYSES
Independent Variables N % of Valid Sample
Bias or Non-Bias Victim
Bias victim 91 66.9
__Non-biasvietim . -4 331
Incident Location
On the street 70 71.4
... Dwelling (i.e., residence, business, school) 28 28.6
Victim Age
..8-80yearsold . 121 100
Victim Race
African-American v 35 26.5
.. White/Latino/Asian/Other . 97 73.5
Victim Gender
Male 83 61.5
_Female . 52 385
Victim Household Income
<$20,000 49 41.5
$20,000-$39,999 31 26.3
$40,000-$59,999 12 10.2
$60,000-$79,999 14 11.9
$80,000-$99,999 6 5.1
3100000+ ] 6 5.1
. Medical Treatment
Not necessary/accepted 60 60.6
...Received/accepted 39 394
Counseling/Help
No help/counseling 97 71.3
_.Received counseling, etc. . 39 28.7
Talked Over .
Did not talk to anyone 84 63.2
__.Talked to someone before reporting . 49 36.8
Satisfaction with Responding Police Officer
..... 1-10pointscale 122 100
Prior Victim of Crime
No 60 44.8
o Xes 74 55.2
Total Number of Prior Victimizations
0319 118 100
Number of Offenders
A 128 100
Offender Gender
Male 78 80.4
__Female ] 19 ' 19.6
Offender vs. Victim Race _
. Same race ' 32 38.1
' Different race 52 61.9
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. A scale reliability test was performed on the 16 items to reveal potential relationships
between individual scale items as well as the internal consistency of the scale as a whole
(Table 28). The resulting Alpha statistics (on the internal consistency based on the
average inter-item correlation) confirmed a high level of consistency among the items
(.941).

Before conducting the regression, a correlation test was also performed to determine

whether multicollinearity existed among the independent Variables. With a high
correlation score of .65, multicollinearity proved inconsequential émong the selected

independent variables.
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Table 28.
. RELIABILITY TEST RESULTS FOR THE PSYCHOLOGICAL IMPACT INDICATORS

RELIABILITY ANALYSTIS - SCALE (ALPHRA
1. Q52A More nervous than usual
2. Q52B Depressed or sad
3. Qs2C More fearful of future victimization
4. Qs2Db Worried about family safety
5. QS2E Physical problems (headaches, etc.)
7. Q52G Felt angry
8. Q52H Thought about it when I didn't mean to
9. Q521 Felt helpless
10. Q527 Felt ashamed/lost confidence in self
11. Q52K Felt afraid to be alone
12. Q52L Became withdrawn
13. Q52M Didn't feel like living any longer
14. Q52N Had trouble falling/staying asleep
15. Q520 Had bad dreams about it
16. Q52P Imagined what revenge would feel like
17. Q52Q Had trouble concentrating at work
Mean Std Dev Cases
1. QS2a 2.69789 1.3068 96.0
2. Q52B 2.3021 1.2407 96.0
3. Q52C 2.6146 1.4317. 96.0
4. Q52D 2.3854 1.4536 96.0
S. QS2E 1.8750 1.2835 96.0
7. Q52G 2.9583 1.5350 96.0
8. QS2H 2.5729 1.3357 96.0
9. Q521 2.1563 1.3324 96.0
10. Qs52J 1.6354 1.0966 96.0
1. Q52K 1.8333 1.2951 96.0
12. Qs52L 1.6458 1.1786 96.0
13. QS2M 1.3542 1.0360 96.0
14. QS2N 1.8438 1.2841 96.0
15. Q520 1.7917 1.2132 96.0
16. Qs2P 2.1458 1.3375 96.0
17. Q520 1.8125 1.1174 96.0
N of Cases = 96.0
N of
Statistics for Mean Variance Std Dev Variables
Scale 37.7917 273.6614 16.5427 19
Item-total Statistics
Scale Scale Corrected
Mean Variance Item- Squared Alpha
if Item if Item Total Multiple if Item
Deleted Deleted Correlation Correlation Deleted
Q52A 35.0938 242.6964 .7185 .7676 .9369
Q52B 35.4896 242.6525 .7624 .7200 .9361
Qs2C 35.1771 242.3788 .6557 .6399 .9382
Q52D 35.4063 246.2437 .5547 .5213 .9404
QS2E 35.9167 244.0351 .6977 .7633 .9373
QS2F 36.4896 258.1683 .4703 .4764 .9410
Q52G 34.8333 243.2772 .5853 .5258 .9400
QS2H 35.2188 247.1411 .5890 .5528 .9394
Qs21 35.6354 240.3867 .7598 .6866 .9360
Q523 36.1563 248.4490 .6945 .6351 .9375
Q52K 35.9583 241.4719 .7581 .6758 .9361
Qs2L 36.1458 243.9996 .7679 .7263 -9361
Q52M 36.4375 250.9855 .6581 .6810 .9382
Q52N 35.9479 240.9341 -7796 .7583 .9357
Q520 36.0000 246.8211 .6655 .6679 .9379
Qs2p 35.6458 255.3048 .3876 ! .3626 .9432
Q52Q 35.9792 245.7890 . 7599 .7552 -9364
Q52R 36.3333 248.4140 .6713 .6830 .9378
Q528 36.3854 252.6604 .6360 .6618 .9386
. RAnalysis of Variance
Source of Variation Sum of Sq. DFP Mean Square F Prob.
Between Pecople 1368.3070 95 14.4032
Within People 1867.4737 1728 1.0807
Between Measures 417.5515 18 23.1973 27.3583 .0000
Residual 1449.9221 1710 .8479
Nonadditivity 12.8351 1 12.8351 15.2637 .0001
Balance 1437.0870 1709 .8409
Total 3235.7807 1823 1.7750
Grand Mean 1.9890
Tukey estimate of power to which observations
must be raised to achieve additivity = .5974
Hotelling's T-Squared = 270.7487 F = 12.3499 Prob. = .0000
Degrees of Freedom: Numerator = 18 Denominator = 78
Reliability Coefficients 19 items
Alpha .9411 Standardized item alpha = .9430
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‘ Comparative Stress Resulting from the Assault

Linear regression analysis yielded a sample of 37 cases with information on all the
variables in the model. The cumulative effect of the assault experience was determined
using the 10-point response scale (with “1” indicating minimal and “10” signifying most
stressful) from survey question 50 (i.e., “Compared to other significant events in your -
life, how stressful was this victimization to you?”).

This model was si gﬁiﬁcant at the p<.10 level (Table 29). Approximately 62 percent
of the variation in comparative stress is explained by the model (R*=.616). Three (3) of
the 16 independent variables are significant in predicting the cumulative impact of the
victimization experience. Incident location (B=.74), offender motive (B=-.70), and
whether of medical treatment was received (B=.33) have a significant impact on victims’
comparative stress level.

Victims assaulted in a dwelling (i.e., residence, business, school) score 4.3 points
higher on the comparative stress scale than victims assaulted on the street.

Victims of bias-motivated assault generally score 4.1 points higher. Individuals who

receive or accept medical treatment also score higher (1.9) on the scale.
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Table 29.

‘ LINEAR REGRESSION RESULTS FOR IMPACT OF INDEPENDENT VARIABLES
ON COMPARATIVE STRESS
Model Summary
Mode! R R Square Adjusted R Std. Error of
Square the Estimate
1 .785 616 313 2.31
ANOVA
Model Sum of df Mean Square F Sig.
Squares
1 Regression 162.837 15 10.856 2.031 .073
Residual 101.563 19 5.345
Total 264.400 34
Coefficients
Unstandardized Standardized t Sig.
Coefficients Coefficients
Model B Std. Error Beta
1 (Constant) 8.867 4.148 2137 .046
Bias or non-bias victim -4.072 1.217 -.703 -3.346 .003
Incident location 4.266 1.190 737 3.586 .002
Victim age 2.615E-02 .041 119 .637 .531
Victim race -1.670 1.168 -.266 -1.430 .169
Victim gender 431 .993 .077 434 .669
Victim household income -1.893E-02 .389 T -.010 -.049 .962
Medical treatment received 1.990 1.083 327 1.837 .082
Quality of police services -.229 202 -.246 -1.136 .270
’ Talked w/anyone before reporting -.480 1.042 -.084 -.460 .650
Counseling sought 1.148 .989 .198 1.161 .260
# of offenders 619 AT 221 1.315 .204
Prior victim of crime 1.960 1.290 322 1.520 145
Total # of prior victimizations -3.765E-02 .091 -.074 -411 .685
Offender gender -1.239 1.299 -.197 -.953 .352
Offender vs. victim race -1.839 1.068 -.331 -1.723 101
a. Dependent Variable: Q50 How stressful was incident compared to other significant events in your life?

Behavioral Changes Related to the Assault

Regression analysis yielded a sample of 37 cases with information on all the variables
in the model. Twelve (12) distinct behavioral reactions were examined. However, the
model did not detect any significance (at p<.10) among the independent variables relative

to whether or not victims engaged in specific behaviors.
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' Duration of Psychoiogical Reactions and Overall Difficulty of Recovery
The regression analysis yielded a sample of 38 cases with information on all the
variables in the model and indicated significance at the p<.01 level (Table 30).
Table 30.

LINEAR REGRESSION RESULTS FOR IMPACT OF INDEPENDENT VARIABLES
ON A COMPOSITE OF PSYCHOLOGICAL REACTIONS

Model Summary
R R Square Adjusted R Std. Error of Change
Square the Estimate Statistics
Model . R Square
Change
1 .839 .704 493 14.91 . .704
ANOVA
Model Sum of df Mean Square F Sig.
Squares
1 Regression 11113.643 15 740.910 3.334 .006
Residual 4666.765 21 222.227
Total 15780.408 36
Coefficients
Unstandardized Standardized t Sig.
7 - . Coefficients Coefficients
. Model B Std. Error Beta
1 (Constant) 44.360 26.488 1.675 .109
Bias or non-bias victim -13.132 7.639 -.298 -1.719 .100
Incident location 24.741 7.424 572 3.333 .003
Victim age 234 .262 .138 .894 .381
. Victim race -18.834 6.942 -.405 -2.713 .013
Victim gender -7.399 6.176 -174 -1.198 244
Victim household income 3.075 2.373 213 1.296 .209
Medical treatment received 9.983 6.983 .221 1.430 .168
Quality of police services -2.979 1.225 -.419 -2.432 .024
Talked w/anyone before -2.248 6.628 -.052 -.339 .738
reporting
Counseling sought 16.475 5.963 .381 2.763 012
# of offenders 5.037 2.809 241 1.793 .087
Prior victim of crime 16.508 7.948 .365 2.077 .050
Total # of prior victimizations -1.068 567 -.275 -1.885 .073
Offender gender 7.681 7.786 .165 986 .335
Offender vs. victim race - -1.933 6.868 -.046 -.282 781
a. Dependent Variable: Q52a-q.
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Approximately 70 percent of the variation in duration of adverse psychological

effects is explained by the model (R>=.704). Moreover, eight (8) of the 16 independent

variables are significant in predicting the general length of recovery. In order of

significance, these are:

1.

Incident location (B=.57);

Satisfaction with responding police officer services (B=-.42),
Race of the victim (B=-.41),

Whether sought professional help after the incident (8=.38),
Having been a victim of crime prior to the incident (B=.37),
Being a victim of bias-motivated assault (B=-.30),

The total number of prior victimizations experienced (B=.28), and

The number of offenders involved in the assault (B=.24).

The general duration of psychological reactions was 13 percent longer for bias-crime

victims. This moderate difference however is exceeded by the impact of the incident

location. Individuals assaulted in a dwelling generally experience more prolonged

periods of psychological recovery (25% longer) than those assaulted on the street.

The broad, pivotal role of the police officer is also confirmed in the analysis.

Subsequent to the psychological impact of the incident location, the perceived quality of

the police response is the most significant factor in determining the duration of

psychological reactions. A higher level of satisfaction with the quality of police services

generally lowers the required period of recovery.
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‘ Among racial groups, African-Americans endure (19%) longer periods of
psychological stress than assault victims from other races/ethnicity (i.e., White, Asian,
Latino).

Surprisingly, victims who reported having received professional counseling/support
experienced (17%) longer recovery periods than those who either were not provided or
declined such assistance.

The prior victimization experience also contributes to the duration of adverse
psychological effects by approximately 17 percent. However, we could not verify if this
is the sole effect of the study incident or the combination of previous victimization.

The number of offenders involved in the incident also has a positive impact on the
duration. The more offenders, the more lasting the effect.

. The overall level of difficulty in overcoming the assault experience was determined
using the 10-point response scale (with “1” meaning not at all and “10” very difficult)
from survey question 53 (i.e., “Overall, how difficult was it for you to overcome the
effects of this incident?”). The same independent variables and regression methods were
applied. Significant findings resulted from the analysis (p<.001). Approximately 80
percent of the variation in the level of difficulty in overcoming an assault experience is
explained by the model (R*= .804). Seven (7) of the 16 independent variables
significantly contributed to the fnodel (Table 31). Five (5) of the seven variables were

also significant in the duration effect.* In order of significance, these are:
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1. Incident location (B=.68),*

2. Being a victim of bias-motivated assault (B=-.57),*

3. Race of the victim (B=-.52),*

4. The number of people involved in the assault (B=.47),*
5. Race of the offender (B=-.38),

6. Offender gender (B=-.38), and

7. Whether sought professional help after the incident (B=.36).*

Victims of bias-motivated assault generélly scored 3.2 points higher (within the scale
of 10) in the overall level of difficulty in overcoming their victimization experience.
However, incident location remains the paramount factor with victims in dwellings
_scoring 3.8 points higher than street-level assault victims.
‘ African-American victims rate 3.1 points higher in difficulty of recovery than do
victims of other races or Hispanic ethnicity.
Assault by multiple offenders (1.2), males (2.2), or by members of the same races
(2.0) also increase the difficulty level for recovery.
Again, those who received professional counseling/support reported higher levels of

difficulty in overcoming their victimization (2.0).
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_ Table 31.
‘ LINEAR REGRESSION RESULTS FOR IMPACT OF INDEPENDENT VARIABLES
ON OVERALL LEVEL OF DIFFICULTY IN VICTIM RECOVERY

Model Summary
R R Square Adjusted R Std. Error of Change
Square the Estimate Statistics
Model R Square
Change
1 .897 .805 .666 1.54 .805
ANOVA
Model Sum of df Mean Square F Sig.
Squares '
1 Regression 205.211 15 13.681 5.792 .000
Residual 49.600 21 2.362
Total 254.811 36 )
Coefficients
Unstandardized Standardized t Sig.
Coefficients Coefficients
Model B Std. Error Beta
1 (Constant) 11.612 2731 4.252 .000
Bias or non-bias victim -3.168 .788 -.565 -4.023 .001
Incident location 3.758 .765 .684 4.910 .000
Victim age 2.934E-02 .027 .136 1.087 .289
Victim race -3.066 .716 -.519 -4.283 .000
Victim gender .400 .637 .074 .628 537
‘ Victim household income -.294 .245 -.160 -1.201 243
Medical treatment received 1.307 720 .228 1.816 .084
Quality of police services -.207 126 -.229 -1.641 .116
Talked w/anyone before -.667 .683 -121 -.976 .340
reporting
Counseling sought 1.993 615 .363 3.242 .004
# of offenders 1.239 .290 .466 4.278 .000
Prior victim of crime 1.385 .819 241 1.691 .106
Total # of prior victimizations -9.611E-02 .058 -.195 -1.645 115
Offender gender -2.240 .803 -.379 -2.791 .01
Offender vs. victim race -2.031 .708 -.380 -2.868 .009
a. Dependent Variable: Q53 Rate how difficult to overcome this incident?

Extent of Emotional Recovery

A sample of 37 cases contained information on all the variables in the model. The
level of recovery from the assault experience was determined using a 10-point response
scale (with “0” meaning not at all and “10 signifying completely) from survey question

. 58 (i.e., “How well do you believe you recovered emotionally from this incident?”).

88

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Departfnéht 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.



‘ This model was significant at the p<.10 level (Table 32). Approximately 63 percent
of the variation in emotional recovery is explained by the model (R*=.633). Four (4) of
the 16 independent variables are significant in predicting the general level of emotional
recovery. Incident location (B=-.S 1), satisfaction with police services (B=.41), victim age
(B=.37), and the number of offenders (B=.34) have a significant impact on the victims’
level of emotional recovery.

Victims of assaults that occur in dwellings rate 2.8 points lower on the emotional
recovery scale-than.do those occurring-on the street.

The number of offenders contributes negatively to the extent of recovery. As the
number of offenders increases, the level of emotional recovery decreases (-.28). The
level of recovery is also higher among younger victims (-.77).

‘ In addition, the higher the level of satisfaction with police services, the more

complete the emotional recovery (.36).
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Table 32.
. LINEAR REGRESSION RESULTS FOR IMPACT OF INDEPENDENT VARIABLES
ON EXTENT OF EMOTIONAL RECOVERY

Model Summary
Model R R Square Adjusted R Std. Error of
Square the Estimate
1 796 .633 343 2.15
ANOVA
Model Sum of df Mean Square F Sig.
Squares
1 Regression 151.086 15 10.072 2.183 .055
Residual 87.657 19 4.614
Total 238.743 34
Coefficients
Unstandardized Standardized t Sig.
Coefficients Coefficients
Model B Std. Error Beta
1 (Constant) 9.932 4.019 2472 .023
Bias or non-bias victim 1.785 1.146 324 1.557 .136
Incident focation -2.821 1.092 -.513 -2.582 .018
Victim age -7.689E-02 .039 -.368 -1.994 .061
Victim race .952 1.083 .165 .879 .390
Victim gender -1.072 .962 -.198 -1.114 279
Victim household income .300 .368 .165 .815 425
Medical treatment received .329 1.027 - .057 .321 .752
‘ Quality of police services .364 .186 410 1.960 .065
Talked w/anyone before .921 .969 170 .950 .354
reporting
Counseling sought -.935 941 -.170 -.994 .333
# of offenders -.909 440 -.344 -2.067 .053
Prior victim of crime .556 1.200 .096 463 .648
Total # of prior victimizations -5.476E-02 .091 -.106 -.601 .555
Offender gender -.200 1.206 -.033 -.166 .870
Offender vs. victim race -.695 .993 -.132 -.700 492
a. Dependent Variable: Q58 How well recovered emotionally?

Extent of Physical Recovery

A sample of 37 cases contained information on all the variables in the model. The
level of recovery from the assault experience was determined using a similar 10-point
response scale from survey question 57 (i.e., “How well do you believe you recovered

physically from this incident?”).
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This model was significant at the p<.05 level (Table 33). Approximately 62 percent
. of the variation in emotional recovery is explained by the model (R*=.623). Two (2) of
the 16 independent variables are significant in predicting the general level of emotional
recovery. Satisfaction with police services (B=.57) and victim age (B=-.41) have a
significant impact on the victims’ level of physical recovery.

The higher the level of satisfaction with police services, the higher the victim
recovery rate (.46). Also, the level of physical recovery is higher among younger
respondents (-.81).

Table 33.

LINEAR REGRESSION RESULTS FOR IMPACT OF INDEPENDENT VARIABLES
ON EXTENT OF PHYSICAL RECOVERY

Model Summary
Model R R Square Adjusted R Std. Error of
Square the Estimate
1 .789 .623 341 1.96
‘ ANOVA
Model Sum of df Mean Square F Sig.
Squares
1 Regression 127.336 15 8.489 2.206 .050
Residual 76.969 20 3.848
Total 204.306 35
Coefficients
Unstandardized Standardized t Sig.
Coefficients Coefficients
Model ) B Std. Error - Beta
1 : (Constant) 11.397 3.486 3.269 .004
Bias or non-bias victim 439 1.060 .087 414 .683
Incident location -1.178 1.032 -.233 -1.142 267
Victim age -8.122E-02 .035 -.421 -2.330 .030
Victim race 1.094 819 .206 1.190 .248
Victim gender 221 .824 .044 .268 792
Victim household income -.366 .340 -.201 -1.074 .296
Medical treatment received -.555 .922 -.107 -.602 .554
Quality of police services 464 .164 .573 2.822 .011
Talked w/anyone before -.133 .882 -.026 -.151 .882
reporting
Counseling sought -794 .814 -.157 -.975 341
# of offenders 1.539E-03 371 .001 .004 .997
Prior victim of crime -1.181 1.066 -.222 -1.108 .281
Total # of prior victimizations 6.229E-02 075 140 .834 414
.- Offender gender -1.277 1.030 -.240 -1.240 229
Offender vs. victim race -1.197 .938 -.245 -1.277 .216
a. Dependent Variable: Q57 How well have you recovered physically?
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Police Officer Survey Results

Boston police officers assigned to the Community Disorders Unit and involved in the

investigation of bias- and non bias-motivated aggravated assaults during the 1992-1997

period provided additional information on a range of factors related to bias-motivated

assaults (Appendix #). Based on their professional experiences, they indicate that:

1.

10.

Friends and peers are the main influence on how offender(s) acquire
their bias/hatred toward victims.

In most cases (60%), the victim(s) and offender(s) in bias assaults are
strangers.

The primary reasons why victims do not report their victimization are
language/cultural barriers, fear of retaliation, and thinking that reporting
wouldn’t help.

Most bias-motivated assault incidents (96%) are reported to the police
by the victim(s).

In terms of physical injuries resulting from bias-motivated assaults,
investigators report that incidents involving racial/ethnic bias generally
result in the most serious injuries followed closely by incidents
involving bias against sexual orientation.

An average of 28 percent of the assault cases that they investigate are
confirmed to be bias-motivated. :

Offender(s) are arrested in approximately 29 percent of cases. Most are
arrested within a week.

Most bias-motivated assault cases (64%) last between 1 and 6 months
(investigation and prosecution).

Approximately 32 percent of cases go to court. A finding or admission
of guilt is the most frequent form of resolution, followed by mediation,
and victims declining to pursue further action.

Victims of bias-motivated assault generally experience the following
psychological and behavioral responses more often than victims of non
bias-motivated assault:
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‘ a) Feeling of heightened nervousness,
b) Helplessness,
¢) Concerns for their family’s safety,
d) Fear of future victimization,
e) Avoidance of certain areas/sifuations,
f) Fear of being alone,
g) Depression, and
h) Making a change in residence.
11. The best way to reduce or prevent bias-motivated assault is through the

institutionalization of early and/or ongoing education on cultural
diversity and anti-violence related topics.
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION

To hate and to fear is to be psychologically ill.. it is, in fact, the
consuming illness of our time.

H.A. Overstreet

The analyses conducted on the described research variables detected a number of
significant relationships between the psychological sequelae of aggravated assault
victims, the motive of the offender, and environmental and contextual factors. The data
largely confirm that victims of bias-motivated assault experience more severe and
enduring periods of psychological stress than do victims of non bias-motivated assaults.
Nervousness, depression, and unbidden thoughts are among the most consistent reactions.

. Incident location is the overall most significant factor in determining the duration of
psychological reactions experienced by all assault victims. Individuals assaulted in
dwellings (i.e., residence, business, school) generally experience more prolonged
reactions. The expectation is that assaults in these locations usually involve individuals
who knowleach other and may Be in a personal or group situation where they may have to
remain in relatively close proximity. Such places are also generally considered “safe
haven” for most people. Assaults in such locations can often negatively affect their sense

- of personal comfort and psychologiéal stability. Victimization within pérsonél

relationships may foster a stronger sense of betrayal.
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Other relationships, though not significant at the multivariate level, provide further

information on various aspects of assault victimization. Among all victims of aggravated

assault:

o African-Americans, women, and lower income residents report higher
levels of psychological stress;

0 Victims of bias-motivated assault are also more likely to talk it over
with someone before reporting the incident to the police;

o Victims of bias-motivated assault are more likely to have experienced
other prior crime(s); and '

0 Non bias-motivated offenders have a higher average number of prior
arrests and prior assault-related arrests.

The perspective of police officers involved in the investigation of bias- and non bias-
motivated aggravated assaults supports some of the research findings. Investigators
report that bias-motivated a_ssault victims experience nervousness, depression,
helplessness, and fear of future victimization more frequently than victims of non-bias
assault.

The lack of disparity in behavior modifications among the two sample groups is also
notable. Apparently, victims of aggravated assault generally respond in the same
behavioral manner, regardless of the motive of their offender(s). The most likely
behavioral response among victims is to pay more attention to where they walk (78%);
stay home more often (44%); try to be less visible (38%), make their home more secure

(34%), and to carry something for self-protection (26%).
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‘ Conclusion

With the confirmation of significant differences in the psychological response of
victims of bias-motivated assault, the implications of the research for legislative and
judicial imperativeé are apparent. The findings generally support the assertion that bias-
motivated crime are more debilitating, and may justify the enactment and application of
laws imposing more severe sanctions for bias-motivated offenses. Future research
should, however, attempt to effectively de'tcrmine the indirect impact that such offenses
have on residents living in the area and on membefs of the victim’s identity group (e.g.,
other blacks or gays or Muslims, etc.).

In terms of determinant factors within the criminal justjce system’s response to

* assault crime, it is apparent that the 1evel of satisfaction with police services can be
‘ pivotal to the psychological well-being of victims. The ability of policé officers to
address incidents of assault in a responsive and effective manner can significantly reduce
the potential for psychological stress. Though Boston police officers are among the most
well-trained in the nation in the area of civil rights and bias crime-related issues, it may
be appropriate to review the existing training curriculum for wéys to increase the
“healing effect” »that police officers can have on victims.

Notwithstanding, initiatives to replicate and confirm the findings are encouraged.
The extensive data collected for this study may be examined from various other
perspectives (e.g., further aspects of victims’ interaction with the criminal justice system,
the characteristics of prior victimization experiences, how offenders are perceived to

. acquire their bias motives and how victims regard the offenders’ identity group after their
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l assault). The study can also inform future research efforts on the obstacles and
challenges to conducting comparative research on victims of serious crime, as well as

provide some means of comparison with other jurisdictions.
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PERCENTAGES & MARGINAL FREQUENCIES FOR BIAS RESPONDENTS

:.'ECTfON ONE: INCIDENT INFORMATION =

The information requested in this section will be used to classify the characteristics of the incident.

1.  Please indicate if any of the major facts on the attached police report may be incorrect.

2. How many people struck you or tried to strike you? [n=84]
[51%] One [17%] Two [10%] Three [23%] Four or more [1%] Don’t Know

3. Pror to the incident, how often did you go to the location wheré the incident occurred? [n=90]
[7%] Never [17%] A few times [33%] Quite often [43%] Almost every day

4.  What was the purpose or reason for you being at the location of the incident? (for example, you live there,
you were going to work, school, shopping, etc.) [n=87]

a) Live in the area [37%)]

b) Passing through/enroute to-from somewhere [23%)]
. c) Visiting family/friends [17%)]

d) Shopping [3%]

e) Working [7%]

f) Dining/evening out [8%]

g) “Hanging out” [5%]

5. Since the incident, how often have you visited this location? [n=90]
[21%] Never [33%] A few times [18%] Quiteoften = [28%)] Almost every day

6. How would you describe the nature of the incident? (Check all that'apply) [n=91]

a. 76% An unprovoked attack against me.

b. 8% An ongoing dispute. '

c. 7% A minor disagreement that got out of hand.

d. 0% I was mistaken for someone else.

e. 11% A poor response to the situation by the offender(s).
f. 31% Other
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What do you think the offender(s) intended to do (Check all that apply)? [n=91]

[44%] Warn/threaten me

[71%] Injure me

[10%] Damage my property

[23%] Kill me

[17%)] Robbery

[ 8%] Revenge

[ 1%] Drugs

[39%] Let me know I was not welcome there
[59%] Intimidate me

[24%)] Keep me from coming back into the area
[ 9%] Other

8.  What kind of relationship did you have with the offender(s)? [n=91]

[84%] None [ 3%)] Co-worker

[ 1%] Spouse/Significant other [ 1%] Relative

[ 1%] Family friend [ 2%] Neighbor

[ 0%] Girlfriend/Boyfriend [ 6%)] Had seen them around

[ 2%] Other

‘ How long had you known this person when the incident occurred? [n=87]

[89%] Did not know the person
[ 1%] Less than a month

[ 3%] Less than 6 months

[ 3%] Less than 1 year

[ 3%] 1-2 years

[ 3%] Longer than 2 years

10. Had you experienced any problems with the offender(s) before the incident? [n=90]
[84%] No . [16%] Yes

11. On ascale from 0-10, whom do you hold responsible for the incident?
The Offender(s) [n=90]
(No responsibility) (50% responsible) (Full responsibility)
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

[1%] [0%] [0%] [0%] [0%] [3%] [0%] [4%] [3%] [2%] [86%]

Mpyself [n=84]

(No responsibility) ~ (50% responsible) (Full responsibility)
| . \_ 0 1 2 3 4o 5 6 7 8 9 10

o [76%] [8%] [2%] [5%] [4%] [2%] [0%] [0%] [0%] [1%] [1%]

2

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.



. Others [n=39]
(No responsibility) (50% responsible) (Full responsibility)
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
[46%] [5%] [2%] [3%] [8%)] [10%] [3%] [3%] [3%] [3%] [15%)]

12.  Have you experienced any probléms with the offender(s), the offender’s friends, or the offender’s family
since the incident? [n=9]]

[86%] No
[14%] Yes: [22%] Harassing phonecalls [ 4%] Damaged my home or property
(Check all that apply)  [13%] Threats on my life [ 0%] Graffiti
[ 4%] More assaults . [33%] Harassed my family members/friends
[ 8%]) Followed me . [22%] Other

13. At the time of the incident, what do you think may have contributed to or caused the offender’s action?
(Please check as many categories as apply to your case) [n=85]

a. 63% Bias against my race i. 27% Offender intoxicated
b. 5% Bias against my religion J. 8% Ongoing rivalry/quarrel

15% Bias against my ethnicity/nationality k. 21% Turf/neighborhood problem

o

d. 29% Bias against my sexual orientation l. 18% Other
. e. 4% Bias against my gender (male/female)

f. 4% Bias against my disability

g. 5% Personal relationship jealousy

h. 19% Don’t know

14. If you believe you were attacked because of your gender, race, ethnicity, religious beliefs, disability or
sexual orientation, how much of an influence do you think the following sources had on how the
offender(s) acquired their bias/hatred toward you or people like you?

Major Moderate Slighi None  Don’t know

a. Their parents/family environment [n=57]  [63%)] [26%] [7%] [4%] [n/a]
b. Their friends/peers [n=63] [71%] [24%] [3%] [2%] [n/a]
‘c. Negative imagery within our society [51%] [37%] [10%] [3%] [n/a]
about people like me [n=63]
d. Organized hate group(s) [n=4/] [39%] [17%] [24%]) [20%)] [n/a]
e. Other [n=7] [86%] [14%] [0%]  [0%)] [n/a]
@
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[n=87]
a. 61% In general, it has not changed my views. I try not to judge people on things like that.

‘5. How has this effected your views on the race, ethnicity, sexual orientation or religion of your attacker(s)?

b. 2% In general, it has not changed my views, [ have always disliked or been distrustful of the race,
ethnicity, religion or sexual orientation of my attacker(s).

c. 24% My views have changed somewhat. I now tend to dislike or distrust some people of such race,
ethnicity, religion or sexual orientation.

d. 5% My views have changed significantly. I now dislike or distrust all people of such race,
ethnicity, religion or sexual orientation.

e. 7% Other

16. Had you ever been fhé_ victim of any crime before this incident? [n=89]

[38%] No [62%] Yes. If so, what type(s) and how many times?

Avg. # of times Avg. # of times
a. Assault 2 f. Theft of a vehicle 0
b. Robbery 2 g. Threats 6
c. Sexual assault/ Rape 1 h. Harassment/intimidation 1
d. Breaking and Entering 1 i. Other 0
. e. Damage to property 2

17. Have you been the victim of any other crime since this incident? [#=88]

[72%] No [28%)] Yes. If so, what type(s) and how many times?

Avg. # of times Avg. # of times
a. Assault 2 f. Theft of a vehicle 0
b. Robbery 1 g. Threats | 1
c. Sexual assault/ Rape 0] h. Harassment/intimidation 0
d. Breaking and Entering 0 i. Other 1]
e. Damage to property 1
@
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"ECTION Two: THE POLICE RESPONSE

The information requested in this section will be used to measure various aspects of the police response.

18.

19.

20.

21.

£

Who reported this incident to the police? [n=85]

[18%] The police responded to the scene of the incident, no additional reporting necessary.
(39%] Idid immediately after it happened.

[12%] 1did (avg.=1.25) days after it happened (please insert the approximate number of days).
[10%] A witness, immediately after the incident happened.

[ 5%] A witness, some time after the incident happened.

[11%] A family member aware of the crime.

[ 9%] A friend.

[ 8%] A bystander.

[5%] Idon’t know who reported it.

[5%] A community/support group.

"~ [n/a]  Other

Did you talk it over with anyone before you reported this crime? [n=89]
[60%] No
[40%] Yes (please specify their relation to you) — family member (49%); friend (20%); co-worker (9%);
multiple persons (11%); other (11%).

Did you report this incident to any other agency? (for example, housing authority, religious organization,
community health care agency, support group, media, etc.) [n=89]

[58%] No

[42%] Yes

If you were not the person who ongmally reported this incident to the police, what was the reason why?
(Check all that apply) [n=53]

17% Reported it to someone else

. 14% Thought reporting wouldn’t help

3% Not clear that harm was intended

0% Afraid of police

0% Didn’t want offender to get in trouble
6% Too humiliated or embarrassed

3% Offender was a police officer

6% Do not want to make offender angry with me

8% Police wouldn’t think important enough to get involved
6% Police would not understand my language/culture

0%  Settled it privately
0% Confronted perpetrators directly
. 0% Medical insurance wouldn’t cover
3% Couldn’t prove/find offender
6% Afraid of retaliation
3% Did not know it was a crime
n/a Other
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22. How soon after it was reported did the police come speak with you about the incident? [n=85]
‘ [28%] Immediately

[17%] Within 15 minutes or less

[26%] Within an hour or less

[ 8%] Within a few hours

[ 2%] Came the next day

[ 7%] Police did not arrive

[11%] Other

23. To what extent were you involved in the investigation? (Check all that apply) [n=85)
a. 92% Iprovided the police with information.
21% Irode with the police to locate the offender(s).
2% I viewed a line-up.
21% Ilooked at photographs of potential suspects.
15% I gave police the names of offender(s)/helped to identify witnesses.
8% I did not participate in the investigation
8% Isigned an affidavit for the Attorney General’s office.

14% Other

B@ moe a0 o

4. Were any of the offender(s) arrested? [n=91]
58% No one was arrested.
1% No one was identified.

o

_0% No crime was reported.

20% Yes, there was one offender and he/she was arrested.
_8% Yes, some.

3% Yes, all.

10% I do not know.

® ™o e o o

25. How would you rate the quality of the service provided to you by the police officer(s) who first responded
to the call? (Please circle your response) [n=90]

Poor " Fair Good Excellent Don’t remember  Not Applicable
1--eme- 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9-—-10 99 98
[12%] [6%] [1%] [10%] [7%] [8%] [9%] [9%] [4%] [23%] [6%] [4%]

26. How would you rate the quality of the service provided to you by the Community Disorders Unit (CDU)
detective(s) who conducted the follow-up investigation? (Please circle your response) [n=91]

Poor Fair Good Excellent Don’t remember  Not Applicable
s Y. 5 6 7 8 9 10 99 98
. . 415%] [1%] [2%] [4%] [7%][2%)] [8%] [11%][4%] [26%] [9%] [10%]
6
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7. Is there anything you would have preferred to see the police do? [n=58]
‘ a) Thoroughly investigate/find offender [29%]

b) Arrest offender [19%)]

¢) Be more understanding/take situation more seriously [17%]

d) Nothing/Police seemed to do everything right [17%]

e) Don’t infer fault to victim [7%]

f) Assign more police to area [5%)]

g) Provide victim with follow-up information [5%)]

The information requested in this section will be used to measure various aspects of the prosecutor response.

 28. What is the present status of your case? [n=85]
a. 51% No one was ever arrested. (skip to question 42)

. 15% I did not pursue any further action. (skip to question 42)

5% Still pending

2% Settled out of court

1% Settled through mediation.

7% Settled it with the offender(s) pleading guilty to a lesser offense.
11% The case went to trial, and the offender was convicted.

8% Other
29. If your case went to criminal court, who was your primary contact with the district attorney’s office?

[n=235]

a. 80% An assistant district attorney

R

b. 0%  Paralegal
c. 12% Victim/witness advocate
d.8%  Other ,

30. How many months did the court process take? [n=19]
a) One month [5%]
b) 2 months [11%)]
¢) 3 months [16%)]
d) 4 months [16%] _ Mean = 5.9 months
e) 5+ months [53%)]

31. How many times did you go to court? [n=29]
a) Never [7%)] '
b) Once [28%]
c) Twice [31%]

' d) Three times [10%)] Mean = 2.13 times
. €) 4+ times [24%] '

7
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32. Did you testify in court at all? [n=32]

' [44%] No [56%] Yes. If so, how did you feel when you testified? [n=16]
[ 6%] Afraid
[19%] Angry

[38%] Felt good to tell my story
[13%] Not worth it

[19%] Frustrated

[ 6%] Other

33. Were you concerned about retaliation against you or your family or friends by the offender(s)? [n=31]
[29%] No [71%] Yes. If so, how concemned were you? [n=24]

Not concerned “Somewhat Very concemned

[P, R SR SN SO SN, U SO« DU [
[8%] [0%) [4%] [4%] [13%] [13%)] [4%][25%] [4%] [25%]

34. If the defendant was found guilty, did ybu make a victim/impact statement? [n=23]

[39%] Yes [61%] No
Ifso:  22% In writing , If not: 36% Did not know that I could
78% Spoke to the court 64% Did not want to

.5. Was the outcome of the case satisfactory? (Please circle your response) [n=32]

Not at all Slightly Somewhat Very
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

[38%] [3%] [0%] [0%] [6%] [9%] [16%][6%] [9%] [0%] [13%)]

36. If the offender(s) was found guilty/responsible, what was the sentence?

37. If you have been the victim of other crimes that were prosecuted in court, how does your experience with
the district attorney’s office compare to this case? [n=1/0]

Less helpful Similar More helpful
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

[20%)] [10%] [20%][0%)] [10%][20%][0%] [0%] [0%] [20%] [6%

38. Looking back, is there anything that you would have preferred happen to the offender? If so, what? [n=25]
a) Stricter penalty/longer sentence [56%]
b) Arrested/caught [16%)]
c) Prosecuted [12%)]
‘ _ d) Nothing [12%]

e) Counseling (mental or drug) treatment [4%]

8
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39,

40.

41.

Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the following statement, “Requiring the offender(s) to
perform community service in my neighborhood as a means of apologizing to me for their behavior would

be a preferable to putting them in jail.” [n=43]
Strongly agree Agree Disagree Strongly disagree Don't know
[14%)] [14%)] [16%)] [44%)] [12%]

Overall, how would you rate the quality of the services in your case by the following personnel?
a. The prosecutor [n=25]
Poor Fair Good Excellent
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
[0%] [16%] [8%] [8%] [8%] [10%] [3%] ([3%] [3%] [3%] [15%]
b. The judge [n=23] _
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
[35%] [0%] [0%)] [0%] [0%] [4%] [13%] [13%] [4%] [13%] [17%]
c. The victim services provider [n=24]
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
[0%] [29%] [0%] [0%] [4%] [13%] [8%] [21%] [4%] [4%] [17%]

What services were most helpful to you after the incident? [n=37]
_8% Victim support group
14% Health/counseling agency
8% Attorney General's office
19% District Attorney’s office
35% The Police
40% None
24% Other

SECTION FOUR: PERSONAL IMPACT OF CRIME .0 oo o

The information requested in this section will be used to measure the impact of the incident on your well-being.

42.

l [

If you could say anything to the offender(s) about what they did to you, what would it be? [n=73]
a) Why? [38%)]
b) Reflect on their actions/senselessness [29%]
¢) Disgusted by you/wish the same to you [14%)]
d) Person shouldn’t exist/not worth speaking to [11%]
e) Get help [4%]
f) Forgive them [3%]
g2) You hurt me badly [1%]
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43. How safe do you feel since this incident occurred to you? [n=88]
‘ [18%] Much less safe  [41%)] Somewhat less safe [34%)] As safe as before ~ [7%] Safer than before
44. What kind of medical treatment did you require as a result of the incident? [n=52]

[56%] Physically injured, but I did not need any professional medical treatment.
[29%] Emergency room visit

[ 6%] Overnight hospitalization

[10%] Hospitalization more than one night

45. On ascale from 1-10, how frightened were you at the time of the incident? [n=91]

Not at all Slightly Somewhat Very Do not remember
0 1 2 3 4 -5 6 7 8 9 10 : 99
[0%] [6%] [4%] [6%] [1%] [2%] [4%] [8%] [10%] [9%] [47%)] [3%]
46. Since the incident, how concemed are you of being the victim of the same type of crime in the future?
[n=84]
Not at all Slightly Somewhat Very Concemned

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
[0%] [12%] [5%] [4%] [5%] [6%] [6%] [13%] [7%] [12%] (31%]
47. How would you rate your chances of being the actual victim of a similar type of crime within the next 12
months? [#1=80] . |
‘ Very unlikely Very likely
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
[0%)] [18%] [13%] [16%] [1%] [14%] [10%] [6%] [3%] [1%)] [19%]

48. Since the incident, how safe do you feel going out alone in your neighborhood at night? [n=88]
[21%] Very safe [38%] Somewhat safe ~ [23%] Somewhat unsafe  [19%] Very unsafe

49. Since the incident, do you feel safe going back to the area of the incident? [n=85]
[20%] Very safe ~ [27%] Somewhat safe ~ [34%] Somewhat unsafe = [19%)] Very unsafe
50. In comparison to other significant events in your life, how stressful was this victimization on you? [n=85]

Minimal - Moderate Major Most stressful
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
0% [2%] [5%] [7%)] [11%)] [6%] [12%] [13%] [6%] [12%)] [27%]

51. Since the incident, how many of the following things have happened to you? (Check all that apply)

[n=58]
[50%] Death of an immediate relative [7%] Divorce/separation
[50%] Loss of employment [14%)] Arrested/incarcerated

[48%)] Significant health problems/serious illness
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2. Did you experience any of the following reactions after your victimization? If so, for how long did it
‘ last? (Check all that apply) [n=84]

REACTIONS A Few A Few A Few Years
Days Weeks Months
a.  Felt more nervous than usual. [11%] [29%] [23%]  [21%]  [15%)]
b.  Felt depressed or sad. [26%] [22%] [25%] [16%] [11%]
c.  Felt more fearful than before of being a crime [22%] [17%] [18%)] [25%] [17%]
victim again.
d. Worried more about the safety of my family. [35%] [10%] [19%)] [21%] [16%]
e.  Had physical problems like headaches, ' [52%]  [18%] [ 7%] [ 8%] [14%]
stomachaches, shortness of breath.
f.  Lost friends. [85%] [ 2%] [ 1%] [ 6%] [ 6%]
g. Felt very angry at...(specify who) [21%] [13%] [16%] [20%] . [30%]
h. I thought about it when I didn’t mean to. [19%)] [23%] [21%)] [19%] [18%]
i.  Felt helpless. [37%]  [22%] [15%]  [14%] [12%)]
j.  Felt ashamed and lost confidence in myself. [54%] [20%] [11%] [ 8%] [ 8%]
k. Felt afraid to be alone. [52%)] [11%] [15%] [11%]  [12%]
’ .  Became withdrawn. [65%] [13%] [ 6%] [ 7%] [ 9%]
m. Feltas if I didn’t want to live any longer. [80%] [ 2%] [ 1%] [11%] [ 6%]
n. Had trouble falling or staying asleep. [58%] [17%] [ 5%] [12%] [ 9%]
0. Had bad dreams about it. [51%]  [21%]  [12%] [9%] [ 8%]
p. Imagined what revenge would feel like. [40%] [19%] [13%] [14%]  [14%]
q. Had trouble concentrating on work. . [43%]  [28%)] [15%] | [10%] [ 5%]
r.  Needed time off for psychological counseling/ [77%)] [ 4%)] [4%] [7%] [ 9%]
rehabilitation. '
s.  Needed time off for physical rehabilitation. [84%] [ 4%] [ 3%] [ 6%] [ 4%]
t.  Other [57%] [ 5%] [14%)] [ 5%] [19%

53. Overall, how difficult was it for you to overcome the effects of this incident? (Please circle your response)
[n=89]
Not at all Slightly Somewhat Very difficult
. 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -8 9 10
[0%] [5%)] [9%] [8%] [10%] [9%] [10%] [14%] [11%] [6%] [19%)]

l L3N
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‘4. After the incident, did you change your behavior in any of the followirig ways? (Check all that
apply).

Helped me get over it

BEHAVIORS No Yes Not Appl

a. Paid more attention to where I walk/avoid certain  [23%)] [77%] | [ 9%] [26%] [65%]
areas or situations [n=84]

b. Stayed home at night more often [n=80] [58%] [41%] | [15%] [10%] [75%]

c. Tried to be less visible/to not let people notice me  [62%] [38%] | [18%] [ 8%] [75%]
[n=82]

d. Did something to make my home more secure [68%] [32%] | [ 9%] [11%] [80%] .
[n=84] : :

e. Used more alcohol, prescriptions, or other drugs  [84%] [16%] | [12%] [ 6%] [82%)]
[n=83]

f. Moved to another neighborhood [n=83] [81%] [19%] | [12%] [ 9%] [79%]
Attempted suicide (n=83] [96%] [ 4%] | [10%] [ 0%] [90%]
Started carrying something to protect myself [72%] [28%] | [11%] [ 6%] [84%]
[n=85]

1. Took self-defense training [n=84] [91%] [ 8%] [ [12%] [ 1%] [87%]

. J. Became more religious [n=82] [79%] [21%] | [10%] [ 9%] [81%]

k. Became more active in the community to prevent  [78%] [23%] | [10%] [ 9%] [81%]
future crimes [n=80]

l. Became less religious [n=75] [92%] [ 8%] | [10%] [ 2%] [88%]

m. Other [n=40] [83%] [18%] | [ 2%] [ 4%] [93%)]

55. Did you seek any professional counseling or other similar help from any of the groups below to recover
from the incident? (Check all that apply) (n=56]

[11%] Government service agencies
[ 9%] Health/human service agencies
[65%)] Counseling/psychiatric services
[24%] Medical services/hospital/clinic
[13%] Support/advocacy group
[ 3%] Other
56. If not, why didn’t you seek any professional counseling? [n=61]

[62%)] I didn’t need help.
[ 7%] Didn’t know where to go.
. [18%] Nobody offered me any help.
[ 2%] Irefused help.
[12%] Other (e.g., no money, felt worse talking about it).
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58.

59.

60.

How well do you believe you have recovered physically from this incident? [n=82]
Not at all Partially Mostly Completely
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
[0%] [4%] [0%] [1%] [6%] [2%] [1%] [11%] [5%] [9%] [61%]

How well do you believe you have recovered emotionally from this incident? [n=81]
Not at all - Partially Mostly Completely
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
[0%] [7%] [3%] [7%] [4%] [4%] [5%] [14%] [19%)] [7%] [31%]

Was yourbfamily 'cdmfortirig and supportive after your victimfzation? [n=74]
[74%] Yes [8%] No [7%] Other [8%] Not applicable

How would you complete the following statement, “The best way to reduce or prevent this type of crime 1s
to...” [n=75]

a) Educate people [41%]

b) Accept/avoid it [19%)]

c) Become more aware of your environment [13%)]

d) Arrest & conviction/swift punishment [12%)]

e) Become more active in community and prevention efforts {8%]

f) Don’t know/not sure [7%)]

SECTION FIVE: BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS =~

The information requested in this section will be used to organize your responses according to the demographlc
characteristics of all the victims in the study

61.

62.

What is the last grade of school you completed? [n=90]
[ 2%] Elementary [22%] College graduate
[ 4%] Middle school [16%] Graduate work
[21%] 9-11", some high school
[17%] 12" high school graduate or G.E.D.
[18%] Completed business/trade school or some college

What i1s your current marital status? [n=90]

[16%)] Married [ 2%] Widowed
[ 6%)] Divorced [ 4%] Separated

. [51%] Never married [21%] Significant other/partner
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‘3. In which part of Boston did you live at the time of the incident? [n=90]

[ 1%] Beacon Hill
[ 7%] Charlestown
[ 2%] Allston
[10%] Brighton

[ 3%] Jamaica Plain
[ 2%] Roxbury

[ 2%] Mattapan

[ 4%] Back Bay
[14%] South End

[ 7%] Dorchester

[ 0%) Hyde Park
[22%] South Boston
[ 1%] Roslindale

[ 0%] West Roxbury

[ 2%] Mission Hill
[ 0%] Downtown

[ 0%] Chinatown

[ 2%] East Boston
[ 1%] North End

[18%] Other

64. Do you own or rent your home? [n=85]
[25%] Own [72%] Rent [4%] Other

65. How many people live in your household? [n=87]
a) One [25%]
b) Two [28%]
¢) Three [13%)]
d) Four [15%]
e) Five [9%]
) Six [8%)]

‘ " g) Eight [1%]

h) Ten [1%)]

Avg. #=3.14

66. How many are children under the age of 187 [n=83]

a) None [54%)]

b) One [15%)]

c) Two [13%]

d) Three [9%]

e) Four [4%]

f) Five [2%] Avg. #=1.05
g) Six [1%)]

h) Eight [1%)]

67. What is your current employment status? [n=388]

[43%] Employed full-time
[16%] Unemployed

[ 0%] - At home [ 2%)] Retired
[ 5%] Self-employed [ 1%] Disabled
[ 8%] Disabled due to the victimization [10%] Other

[11%] Student

. [N
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68. In what year were you born? [n=89]
. a) 1918-1950 [ 6%)]
b) 1951-1960 [29%]
c) 1961-1970 [30%]
d) 1971-1980 [26%]
e) 1981-1988 [ 9%]

69. What is your race? [n=90]

[62%] White
[23%] Black
[ 6%] Hispanic/Latino
[ 7%] Asian
[ 2%] Other

70. What is your ethnicity (for example, Puerto Rican, Nigerian, Irish, Italian, Polish, etc.)? [n=81]
a) Latino [11%]
b) African-American [15%)]
c) Irish [15%]
d) European mix [35%]
@ o ewisipu
f) Chinese [5%)]
g) South Asian [1%)]
h) Native American [3%]
i) Polish [4%)]
j) Italian [9%}

71. At the time of the incident, into which of the following categories did your annual household income fall
before taxes? [n=82]

[43%)] less than $20,000 [12%] $60,000 to just under $80,000
[28%] $20,000 to just under $40,000 [ 4%] $80,000 to just under $100,000
[ 9%] $40,000 to just under $60,000 [ 5%] $100,000 or more
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APPENDIX B
PERCENTAGES AND MARGINAL FREQUENCIES FOR NON-BIAS RESPONDENTS
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PERCENTAGES & MARGINAL FREQUENCIES FOR NON-BIAS RESPONDENTS

"ECTION’ONE:-»I.«\thENT-I NFORMATION

The information requested in this section will be used to classify the characteristics of the incident.

1.  Please indicate if any of the major facts on the attached police report may be incorrect.

9

How many people struck you or tried to strike you? [n=45]
[64%] One [9%] Two [0%] Three [24%] Four or more [2%] Don’t Know

3.  Prior to the incident, how often did you go to the location where the incident occurred? [n=45]

[11%] Never [22%] A few times [24%] Quite often [42%)] Almost every day

4.  What was the purpose or reason for you being at the location of the incident? (for example, you live there,
you were going to work, school, shopping, etc.) [n=44]

~a) Live in the area [30%)]
b) Passing through/enroute to-from somewhere [23%]
. ¢) Visiting family/friends [13%]
d) Shopping [5%]
e) Working [14%)]
f) Dining/evening out [11%]
g) “Hanging out” [5%)]

5.  Since the incident, how often have you visited this location? [n=44]

[23%] Never [27%] A few times [16%] Quite often [34%)] Almost every day

6. How would you describe the nature of the incident? (Check all that apply) [n=45]

53% An unprovoked attack against me.
. 11% An ongoing dispute.
11% A minor disagreement that got out of hand.
4% I was mistaken for someone else.
31% A poor response to the situation by the offender(s).
16% Other

o ae o
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‘. What do you think the offender(s) intended to do (Check all that apply)? [n=45]

[29%] Warmn/threaten me

(49%] Injure me

[18%] Damage my property

[11%] Kill me

[ 9%] Robbery

[16%] Revenge

[ 4%)] Drugs _ _
[13%] Let me know I was not welcome there
[38%] Intimidate me

[13%] Keep me from coming back into the area
[11%] Other

8.  What kind of relationship did you have with the offender(s)? [n=44]

[68%] None [ 0%] Co-worker

[ 0%] Spouse/Significant other [ 0%] Relative

[ 5%] Family friend [ 7%] Neighbor

[ 5%] Girlfriend/Boyfriend [11%] Had seen them around

[ 5%] Other

.. How long had you known this person when the incident occurred? [n=44]

[64%] Did not know the person
[ 2%] Less than a month

[ 2%] Less than 6 months

[ 7%] Less than 1 year

[14%] 1-2 years

[11%] Longer than 2 years

10. Had you experienced any problems with the offender(s) before the incident? [n=44]
[80%] No [20%)] Yes

~11. On a scale from 0-10, whom do you hold responsible for the incident?
The Offender(s) [n=45]
(No responsibility) (50% responsible) (Full responsibility)
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
[2%] [2%] [0%] [0%] [0%] [2%] [4%] [2%] [4%] [9%] [73%]

Myself [n=43]
(No responsibility) (50% responsible) (Full responsibility)
. 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

i,

. [58%] [19%] [16%] [0%] [2%] [2%] [0%] [0%] [0%] [0%] [2%]
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Others [n=17]
. (No responsibility) (50% responsible) (Full responsibility)
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
[53%] [0%] [12%] [12%] [0%] [0%] [6%] [0%] [6%)] [6%] [6%]

12. Have you experienced any problems with the offender(s), the offender’s friends, or the offender’s family
since the incident? [n=45]

[89%] No
[11%] Yes: [ 3%] Harassing phone calls [ 0%] Damaged my home or property
(Check all that apply) [ 3%] Threats on my life [ 0%)] Graffiti
[ 4%] More assaults [10%] Harassed my family members/friends
[ 7%) Followed me [10%] Other |

13. At the time of the incident, what do you think may have contributed to or caused the offender’s action?
(Please check as many categories as apply to your case) [n=45]

a. 24% Bias against my race 1. 22% Offender intoxicated
b. 2% Bias against my religion J. 4% Ongoing rivalry/quarrel
c. 11% Bias against my ethnicity/nationality k. 27% Turf/neighborhood problem
d. 4% Bias against my sexual orientation l. 36% Other
. e. 4% Bias against my gender (male/female)
f. 0% Bias against my disability
g. 16% Personal relationship jealousy
h. 22% Don’t know

14. If you believe you were attacked because of your gender, race, ethnicity, religious beliefs, disability or
sexual orientation, how much of an influence do you think the following sources had on how the
offender(s) acquired their bias/hatred toward you or people like you?

Major Moderate Slight None Don’t know

a. Their parents/family environment [n=18] [71%)] [12%)] [ 6%] [12%] [n/a]
b. Their friends/peers [n=18] [61%] [17%] [ 0%] [22%)] [n/a]
c. Negative imagery within our society [33%)] [22%)] [17%] [28%)] [n/a]
about people like me [n=18) -
d. Organized hate group(s) [n=11] [18%)] [ 9%] [18%] [55%] [n/a]
e. Other [n=12] [42%] [ 8%)] [ 0%] [50%] [n/a]
@,
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‘5. How has this effected your views on the race, ethnicity, sexual orientation or religion of your attacker(s)?
[n=32]

a. 75% In general, it has not changed my views. I try not to judge people on things like that.

b. 0% In general, it has not changed my views, I have always disliked or been distrustful of the race,
ethnicity, religion or sexual orientation of my attacker(s).

c. 6% My views have changed somewhat. [ now tend to dislike or distrust some people of such race,

ethnicity, religion or sexual orientation.

d. 3% My views have changed significantly. Inow dislike or distrust all people of such race,
ethnicity, religion or sexual orientation.

e. 16% Other

16. Had you ever been the victim of any crime before this incident? [n=45]

[58%] No [42%)] Yes. If so, what type(s) and how many times?

Avg. # of times Avg. # of times
a. Assault 2 f. Theft of a vehicle 1
b. Robbery 2 g. Threats 6
c. Sexual assault/ Rape 1 h. Harassment/intimidation 2
d. Breaking and Entering 0 1. Other [0}
‘ e. Damage to property 2

17. Have you been the victim of any other crime since this incident? [n=42]

[76%)] No [22%] Yes. If so, what type(s) and how many times?

Avg. # of times Avg. # of times
a. Assault 2 f. Theft of a vehicle 0
b. Robbery | 1 g Threats 1
c. Sexual assault/ Rape 0 h. Harassment/intimidation 1
d. Breaking and Entering 0 1. Other 0
e. Damage to property 1
o
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"’Ecno;v* Two: THE POLICE RESPONSE -

The information requested in this section will be used to measure various aspects of the police response.

18.  Who reported this incident to the police?

[41%] The police responded to the scene of the incident, no additional reporting necessary.
[65%] I did immediately after it happened.

[11%] Idid (avg.=1.25) days after it happened (please insert the approximate number of days).
[ 4%)] A witness, immediately after the incident happened.

[ 0%] A witness, some time after the incident happened.

[15%] A family member aware of the crime.

[ 4%] A friend.

[11%] A bystander.

[ 8%] Idon’t know who reported it.

[12%)] A community/support group.

{n/a]  Other
19. Did you talk it over with anyone before you reported this crime? [n=44]
[71%] No _ .
- [29%] Yes (please specify their relation to you) — family member (54%); friend (23%); co-worker (0%);
’ multiple persons (8%); other (15%).

20. Did you report this incident to any other agency? (for example, housing authority, religious organization,
community health care agency, support group, media, etc.) [n=45]
[78%] No
[22%] Yes

21. If you were not the person who originally reported this incident to the police, what was the reason why?
(Check all that apply) [n=45]
a. 6% Repbrted it to someone else
1% Thought reporting wouldn’t help
0% Not clear that harm was intended
0% Afraid of police

0% Settled it privately
3% Confronted perpetrators directly
. 0% Medical insurance wouldn’t cover
3% Couldn’t prove/find offender
8% Afraid of retaliation
8% Did not know it was a crime
n/a Other

b

c

d

e. 0% Didn’t want offender to get in trouble
f. 3% Too humiliated or embarrassed
g

h

i.

J-

S - R e

0% Offender was a police officer
0% Do not want to make offender angry with me

10% Police wouldn’t think important enough to get involved
0% Police would not understand my language/culture
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‘2. How soon after it was reported did the police come speak with you about the incident? [n=45]
[47%)] Immediately
[18%] Within 15 minutes or less
[13%] Within an hour or less
[ 9%] Within a few hours
[ 0%] Came the next day
[ 9%] Police did not arrive
[ 4%] Other

23. To what extent were you involved in the investigation? (Check all that apply) [n=43]
a. 81% I provided the police with information.

8l/ _
b. 9% Irode with the police to locate the offender(s).
c. 2% Iviewed a line-up.
d. 12% Ilooked at photographs of potential suspects.
e. 21% 1 gavé police the names of offender(s)/helped to identify witnesses.
f. 12% Idid not participate in the investigation
g. 2% [Isigned an affidavit for the Attorney General’s office.
h. 21% Other

4. Were any of the offender(s) arrested? [n=45]
a. 56% No one was arrested.
_2% No one was identified.
_0% No crime was reported.
22% Yes, there was one offender and he/she was arrested.
1% Yes, some.
_0% Yes, all.
13% Ido not know.

@™o a0 o

25. How would you rate the quality of the service provided to YOu by the police officer(s) who first responded
to the call? (Please circle your response) [n=42]

Poor Fair Good Excellent Don’t remember Not Applicable
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 99 98
[11%] [0%] [4%] [9%] [9%] [2%] [9%] [7%] [7%)] [36%] [4%)] [2%]

26. How would you rate the quality of the service provided to you by the Community Disorders Unit (CDU)
detective(s) who conducted the follow-up investigation? (Please circle your response) [n=45)

Poor Fair - Good Excellent Don’t remember  Not Applicable
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 99 98
. W 13%] [2%] [0%] [2%] [0%] [2%] [9%)] [4%)] [2%] [16%] [11%)] [38%)]

6. -
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27. Is there anything you would have preferred to see the police do? [n=32]
. a) Thoroughly investigate/find offender [19%]
b) Aurrest offender [25%)]
c) Be more understanding/take situation more seriously [19%]
d) Nothing/Police seemed to do everything right [31%)]
e¢) Don’t infer fault to victim [3%)]
f) Assign more police to area [0%]
g) Provide victim with follow-up information [3%]

SECTION THREE: THE PROSECUTOR RESPONSE =~ -

The information requested in this section will be used to measure various aspects of the prosecutor response.

28. What is the present status of your case? [n=43]
a. 37% No one was ever arrested. (skip to question 42)
b. 30% I did not pursue any further action. (skip to question 42)
c. 0% Still pending
d. 0% Settled out of court
e. 5% Settled through mediation.
f. 5% Settled it with the offender(s) pleading guilty to a lesser offense.
g. 5% The case went to trial, and the offender was convicted.
h

19% Other

29. If your case went to criminal court, who was your primary contact with the district attorney’s office?

[n=14}
a. 64% An assistant district attorney
b. 0% Paralegal
c.29% Victim/witness advocate
d. 7% Other
30. How many months did the court process take? [n=11]
a) One month [0%)]
b) 2 months [0%]
¢) 3 months [36%]
d) 4 months [0%] Mean = 5.91 months
e) 5+ months [64%]
31. How many times did you go to court? [n=16]
a) Never [18%]
b) Once [6%)]
c) Twice [31%)]
. d) Three times [31%)] | Mean = 2.13 times
w  e) 4+ times [13%]
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‘2. Did you testify in court at all? [n=23]
[70%] No [30%] Yes. If so, how did you feel when you testified? [n=8)

[13%] Afraid
[13%] Angry
[38%] Felt good to tell my story
[ 0%] Not worth it
[25%] Frustrated
[13%] Other

33. Were you concerned about retaliation against you or your family or friends by the offender(s)? [n=22]
[55%] No [46%] Yes. If so, how concerned were you? [n=11]

Not concerned Somewhat Very concerned

[, NV, SRV GO U U, JU SR JU |
[9%] [0%] [0%] [0%] [27%] [9%] [9%] [0%] [9%] [36%]

34. If the defendant was found guilty, did you make a victim/impact statement? [n=14]

[14%] Yes [86%] No
If so: 0% In writing If not: 63% Did not know that I could
100% Spoke to the court 38% Did not want to

QS. Was the outcome of the case satisfactory? (Please circle your response) [n=15]

Not at all Slightly Somewhat Very
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

[33%] [13%][7%] [7%] [0%] [0%] [7%] [7%] [0%)] [0%] [26%]

36. If the offender(s) was found guilty/responsible, what was the sentence?

37. If you have been the victim of other crimes that were prosecuted in court, how does your experience with
the district attorney’s office compare to this case? [n=8)

Less helpful Similar More helpful
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

[13%] [13%)] [25%) [0%] [13%] [0%] [0%] [25%] [0%] [0%] [13%]

38. Looking back, is there anything that you would have preferred happen to the offender? If so, what? [n=13]
a) Stricter penalty/longer sentence [31%]
b) Arrested/caught [0%]
¢) Prosecuted [23%]
.' . @ Nothing [15%]
e) Counseling (mental or drug) treatment [31%]
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9. Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the following statement, “Requiring the offender(s) to
perform community service in my neighborhood as a means of apologizing to me for their behavior would
be a preferable to putting them in jail.” [n=45]

Strongly agree Agree Disagree Strongly disagree Don't know
[(4%] [16%] [13%] [11%] [16%]

40. Overall, how would you rate the quality of the services in your case by the following personnel?
a. The prosecutor [n=11]
Poor Fair Good Excellent
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
[0%] [36%] [18%] [0%] [0%] [9%)] [0%)] [0%] [0%] [9%] [27%]
b. The judge [n=11} o
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
[0%] [27%] [18%] [18%] [0%] [9%] [0%] [0%] [0%] [0%] [27%]
¢. The victim services provider [n=10]
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
[0%] [40%] [10%] [10%] [0%] [0%] [0%] [0%] ([10%] [0%] [30%]

41. What services were most helpful to you after the incident? [n=8-16]
. 25% Victim support group
29% Health/counseling agency
_0% Attomey General's office
43% District Attorney’s office
44% The Police
75% None

13% Other

SECTION FOUR: PERSONAL IMPACTOF CRIME -~~~ ..

The information requested in this section will be used to measure the impact of the incident on your well-being.

42. If you could say anything to the offender(s) about what they did to you, what would it be? [n=31]
a) Why? [29%)]

b) Reflect on their actions/senselessness [35%)]

c) Disgusted by youw/wish the same to you [19%)]

d) Person shouldn’t exist/not worth speaking to [7%)]

e) Get help [7%)]

f) Forgive them [0%)]

g) You hurt me badly [0%]

L 8
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43. How safe do you feel since this incident occurred to you? [n=45]
. [22%] Much less safe  [24%] Somewhat less safe [47%] As safe as before  [7%] Safer than before
44. What kind of medical treatment did you require as a result of the incident? [n=28]

[43%] Physically injured, but I did not need any professional medical treatment.
[43%)] Emergency room visit

[11%] Overnight hospitalization

[ 4%] Hospitalization more than one night

45. On a scale from 1-10, how frightened were you at the time of the incident? [n=45]

Not at all Slightly Somewhat Very Do not remember
0 1 2 -3 4 5 6 7 8 9----10 99
[0%] [11%] [0%] [9%] [4%] [7%] [4%] [11%)] [13%] [4%] [33%] [2%]
46. Since the incident, how concerned are you of being the victim of the same type of crime in the future?
[n=44] |
Not at all Slightly Somewhat Very Concerned

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
[0%] [16%] [2%] [7%] [11%] [9%] [5%] [14%] [5%] [11%] [21%]
47. How would you rate your chances of being the actual victim of a similar type of crime within the next 12
. months? [n=35]
. Very unlikely Very likely
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
[0%] [26%] [14%] [9%] [6%)] [11%] [3%] [9%] [14%] [0%] [9%]

48. Since the incident, how safe do you feel going out alone in your neighborhood at night? [n=44]

[21%] Very safe [47%] Somewhat safe  [27%] Somewhat unsafe ~ [5%] Very unsafe

49. Since the incident, do you feel safe going back to the area of the incident? [n=43]
[23%] Very safe  [33%] Somewhat safe ~ [30%] Somewhat unsafe ~ [14%] Very unsafe
50. In comparison to other significant events in your life, how stressful was this victimization on you? [n=42]

Minimal "~ Moderate Major Most stressful
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
[0%] [12%] [12%)] [0%] [17%] [5%] [12%] [17%)] [7%] [2%] [17%]
51. Since the incident, how many of the following things have happened to you? (Check all that apply)

[n=41]
[27%)] Death of an immediate relative [15%] Divorce/separation
[34%] Loss of employment [10%] Arrested/incarcerated

[32%] Significant health problems/serious illness
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2. Did you experience any of the following reactions after your victimization? If so, for how long did it
last? (Check all that apply) [n=45]

REACTIONS Notat A Few A Few Years
all Weeks Months
a.  Felt more nervous than usual. [33%]  [24%] [16%] [18%] [ 9%]
b. Felt depressed or sad. [40%]  [31%] [ 9%] [18%] [ 2%)]
c. Fglt'more t"earful than before of being a crime [41%] [11%] [14%] [21%] [14%)]
victim again.
d. Worried more about the safety of my family. [47%] [12%] [19%] [ 5%]  [19%]
e. Had physical problems like headaches, [61%] [16%] [ 9%] [ 5%] [ 9%]
stomachaches, shortness of breath. .
f.  Lost friends. [88%] [ 2%] [ 5%] [ 0%] [ 5%]
g. Felt very angry at...(specify who) [30%]  [15%] . [18%)] [18%]  [20%]
h. I thought about it when I didn’t mean to. [34%] [27%] [17%] [17%] [ 5%]
i.  Felt helpless. [47%] [28%] [12%)] [ 0%]  [14%]
J.  Felt ashamed and lost confidence in myself. [73%]  [11%] [ 7%] [ 5%] [ 5%]
k. Felt afraid to be alone. [61%]  [19%] [ 9%] [ 0%] [12%)]
. 1. Became withdrawn. [74%] [ 9%] [ 9%] [ 0%] [ 7%]
m. FeltasifIdidn’t want to live any longer. [91%] [ 5%] [ 2%)] [ 0%] [ 2%]
n. Had trouble falling or staying asleep. [59%] [21%)] [ 7%] [ 5%] [ 9%]
0. Had bad dreams about it. [66%] [14%] [ 5%] [11%)] [ 5%]
p. Imagined what revenge would feel like. ' [48%] [25%] [16%] [ 7%] [ 5%]
q. Had trouble concentrating on work. [72%] [16%] [ 5%] [ 2%] [ 5%]
r. Needed time off for psychological counseling/ [84%)] [ 5%] [ 5%] [ 0%] [ 7%]
rehabilitation.
s. Needed time off for physical rehabilitation. [80%] [11%] [ 2%] [ 2%!] [ 4%)]
t.  Other [88%] [ 0%] [ 0%] [0%] [13%]
53. [OVCI?]H, how difficult was it for you to overcome the effects of this incident? (Please circle your response)
n=4
Not at all Slightly Somewhat Very difficult

0 1 2 3 QRN S SO SO DU - SO Y|
[0%] [20%] [9%] [7%] [16%] [7%] [11%] [18%] [2%)] [2%] [9%]

Iv-iﬁ
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s4.  After the incident, did you change your behavior in any of the following ways? (Check all that

. apply).

Helped me get over it

BEHAVIORS

No Yes No Yes Not Appl.
a. Paid more attention to where I walk/avoid certain  [22%] [78%] | [16%%] [16%] [69%]
areas or situations [n=45]
b. Stayed home at night more often [n=44] [50%] [50%] | [20%] [ 7%] [73%]
c. "[l‘ried Iio be less visible/to not let people notice me  [61%] [39%] | [29%] [ 0%] [71% ]
n=44
d. ?id s(?]mething to make my home more secure [61%] [39%] | [22%] [ 4%] [73%]
n=4 ,
e. Used more alcohol, prescriptions, or other drugs  [88%] [12%] | [31%] [ 0%] [69%]
[n=42]
f. Moved to another neighborhood [n=44] (86%] [14%] | [18%] [ 4%] [78%]
g. Attempted suicide [n=45] [93%] [ 7%] | [16%] [ 0%] [84%]
[Starte5c; carrying something to protect myself [78%] [22%] | [16%] [ 2%] [82%])
n=4
i. Took self-defense training [n=43] [93%] [ 7%] | [16%] [ 2%] [82%]
. j. Became more religious [n=4J] [87%] [13%] [16%] [ 2%] [82%]
k. Became more active in the community to prevent  [78%] [22%] | [16%] [ 2%] [82%]
future crimes [n=45]
1. Became less religious [n=43] [88%] [11%] | [22%] [ 0%] [78%)]
m. Other [n=12] [83%] [17%] | [ 7%] [ 0%] [93%]

55. Did you seek any professional counseling or other similar help from any of the groups below to recover
from the incident? (Check all that apply) [n=6]

[33%] Government service agencies
[40%] Health/human service agencies
[83%)] Counseling/psychiatric services
[71%] Medical services/hospital/clinic
[40%] Support/advocacy group
[63%] Other
56. Ifnot, why didn’t you seek any professional counseling? [n=35]

[77%)] 1didn’t need help.
[ 6%)] Didn’t know where to go.
‘ [ 6%] Nobody offered me any help.
“* [ 3%] Irefused help.
[ 9%] Other
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58.

59.

60.

~ How well do you believe you have recovered physically from this incident? [n=44]

Not at all Partially Mostly Completely
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
[0%] [0%] [0%] {0%] [7%] [0%] [2%] [14%] [0%] [9%] [68%]

How well do you believe you have recovered emotionally from this incident? [n=44]
Not at all Partially Mostly Completely

[ JS W, DUV DUNND’ SUNY JUNIY, SN, SRS SO - 10
[0%] [0%)] [0%] [2%] [7%] [0%] [5%] [30%] [11%] [14%] [32%]

Was your family comforting and supportive after your victimization? [n=45]
[73%] Yes [11%] No [4%] Other [11%] Not applicable

How would you complete the following statement, “The best way to reduce or prevent this type of crime is
to...” [n=35]

a) Educate people [6%)]

b) Accept/avoid it [29%]

¢) Become more aware of your environment [23%)]

d) Arrest & conviction/swift punishment [14%]

e) Become more active in community and prevention efforts (17%)]
f) Don’t know/not sure [11%]

SECTIO;V'FfVE‘.’ BACKGROU"\'DCHARACTER[ST[CS T

The information requested in this section will be used to organize your responses according to the demographic
characteristics of all the victims in the study.

61.

What is the last grade of school you completed? [n=45]
[ 9%] Elementary [22%] College graduate
[ 2%] Middle school [13%] Graduate work
[ 7%] 9-11*, some high school
[27%] 12" high school graduate or G.E.D.
[20%] Completed business/trade school or some coliege

62. What is your current marital status? [n=45]

. [

[29%] Married [ 7%] Widowed

[ 4%] Divorced [ 2%] Separated

[53%] Never married [ 4%] Significant other/partner
13
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‘3. In which part of Boston did you live at the time of the incident? [n=44]

[ 0%] Beacon Hill [ 2%] Back Bay [ 2%] Mission Hill
[ 0%] Charlestown [ 9%] South End [ 0%] Downtown
[ 0%] Allston [21%] Dorchester [ 2%] Chinatown
[ 0%] Bnghton [ 2%] Hyde Park [ 2%] East Boston
[ 0%] Jamaica Plain [ 9%] South Boston [ 0%] North End
[21%] Roxbury [ 0%] Roslindale [27%] Other

[ 2%] Mattapan [ 0%] West Roxbury

64. Do you own or rent your home? [n=44]
[27%] Own [68%] Rent [5%] Other

65. How many people live in your household? [n=43]

a) One [23%]
b) Two [16%]
¢) Three [21%)]
d) Four [14%)]
e) Five [19%)] Avg #=3.12
f) Six [5%]

‘ g) Seven [2%)]

66. How many are children under the age of 187 [n=43]
a) None [51%)]
b) One [14%)]
c) Two [19%)]
d) Three [12%)] ,
e) Four[5%] =~ Avg #=1.05

67. What is your current employment status? [n=43]

[40%] Employed full-time [ 4%] Employed part-time
[ 9%] Unemployed [16%)] Student

[ 2%) Athome [ 2%) Retired

[ 4%] Self-employed [ 0%] Disabled

[16%] Disabled due to the victimization [ 2%] Other

‘ LN
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8. In what year were you born? [n=42]
‘ a) 1929-1950 [24%]
b) 1951-1960 [26%]
c) 1961-1970 [26%]
d) 1971-1980 [14%)]
e) 1981-1988 [ 8%]

69. What is your race? [n=42]

[52%] White
[33%] Black
[ 5%)] Hispanic/Latino
[ 7%] Asian
[ 2%] Other

70. What is your ethnicity (for example, Puerto Rican, Nigerian, Irish, Italian, Polish, etc.)? [n=30]
a) Latino [10%)]
b) African-American [7%]
c) Irish [17%]
d) European mix [33%]
‘ e) Jewish [0%)]
f) Chinese [7%]
g) South Asian [3%]
h) Native American [0%]
1) Polish [7%]
J) Italian [13%]
k) German [3%]

71. At the time of the incident, into which of the following categories did your annual household income fall
before taxes? [n=36]

[39%)] less than $20,000 [11%] $60,000 to just under $80,000
[22%] $20,000 to just under $40,000. [ 8%] $80,000 to just under $100,000
[14%] $40,000 to just under $60,000 [ 6%] $100,000 or more
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2. To what religious group do you belong (Catholic, Baptist, Jewish, Muslim, etc.)? [n=39]
‘ a) Catholic [54%]

b) Baptist [31%)]

c) Jewish [2%)]

d) Methodist [2%]

e) None [9%)]

73. What is your gender? [n=45]
[60%] Male [40%] Female

74. 'What is your sexual orientation? [n=36)

Heterosexual ~ Bi-sexual  Lesbian Gay male  Transgender
[94%] [0%)] [3%] [3%] [0%]
16
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APPENDIX C
SPANISH AND VIETNAMESE LANGUAGE VERSIONS OF THE SURVEY INSTRUMENT
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Abril 30,1998

Querido Senor/Senora,

Como podrarecordar, la Universidad de Northeastern y la Ciudad de Boston enviaron una carta a principios
de Enero informandole acerca de la investigacion patrocinada por el'ﬁé‘;ﬂd'rtamento de Justicia de los Estados
Unidos que estamos conduciendo acerca del impacto que produce ser victima de un crimen. La encuesta
adjunta es una parte principal de este. Mas de 1,000 cuidadanos que han sido victima de un crimen se le ha

pedido que participen.

El proposito primordial de la investigacion es comprender mejor. Los efectos causados a una victima de
un crimen.. La informacion proveida por todos los participantes sera usada para este proposito y permanecera
confidencial. Es su experiencia, no su identidad que es relevanten este caso. Los resultados seran usados por la
policia. jueces y legisladores para mejorar las respuestas proveidorpor la justicia criminal y el sistema de
servicio social, y tambien puede conducir a la reconsideracion de lostipos de penalidades impuesta los

ofensores. Su participacion en este esfuerzo es muy importante v su ayuda es grandemente aprecxada

‘ Adjunto hay una copia del reporte del incidente de la policia, acerca de su expenencxa que usted podra
mantener y usar para completar el cuestionario Cuando termine, devuelva el cuestionario en el sobre adjunto.
Puede saltar cualquiaer pregunta que no quiera contestar. Sin embargo, le urgimos que tome su tiempo para
completar tanto como pueda la encuesta. Si tiene alguna pregunta o necesita ayuda para completar la encuesta,
contacte a Luis Garcia o Kayda Valone al (343-4530) o Jack McDevitt (373-3482) o Jen Balboni (373 4420)
Universidad de Northeastern. Tambien puede llamarnos para solicitar una copia del reporte final. Gracias por

su valioso tiempo y asistencia.
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‘ SEECION 1 INFORMACION DEL INCIDENTE:L4 INFORMACION SOLICITADA EN ESTA

La informacion solicitada en esta seccion sera usada para clasificar las caracteristicas del incidente.

. Por favor indique si algunos de los datos principales en el reporte adjunto estan incorrectos.

2. Cuantas personas lo golpearon o trataron de golpearlo?

[] Una [1 Dos [] Tres [1 Cuatro o mas [] Nose

(S ]

Antes del incidente, cuantas veces visito el lugar donde ocurrio el incidente?

[ ] Nunca [] Algunas veces  [] Muy amunudo  [] Casi todos los dia

4. Cual fue el proposito o la razon de estar en el lugar del incidente? (por ejemplo, vive ahi,
iba a trabajar, a la escuela, de compras, etc)

. 5.  Desde que ocurrio el incidente, cuantas veces ha visitado el lugar?

[] Nunca [] Algunas veces [ ] Muy amenudo [] casi todos los dias

6. Como describiria la naturaleza del incidente? (chequee todas las que apliquen)
a. Un ataque sin provocar contra mi persona
b. Una disputa
. Un pequeno desacuerdo fuera de control

c
d. Me confundieron con otra persona

[¢]

. El ofensor respondio pobremente a la situacion

-

Otro (especifique)

‘ s,
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7. Que piensa que el ofensor(es) intentaba hacer (chequee las que apliquen)?

‘ [] Avisarme/amenazarme
[ ] Herirme
[ ] Destruir mi propiedad
[ ] Matarme
[] Robar
[ ] Venganza
[ ] Drogas

[ 1 Quena dejarme saber que yo no era bienvenido a ese lugar

{] Intimidarme
[ ] Evitar que yo regresara al lugar
[ ] Otra (especifique)

8.  Que clase de relacion tenia usted con el ofensor?
[ ] Ninguna
[] Esposo
[ ] Amigo de la familia
[] Novio
[ ] Otro (especifique)

‘9. Que tiempo hacia que conocia a esta persona cuando ocurrio el incidente?

[ ] No conocia a la persona

[ ] Menos de un mes

[ ] Menos de seis meses

{1 Menos de un ano

{] 1-2 anos

[ ] Mas de dos anos
[} Otro (especifique)

10. Habia experimentado problemas con el ofensor(es) antes del incidenete?

[1 No _
[1 Si (por favor especifique)
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11. Enlaeascala de 0 al 10, a quien usted resposabilisa por este incidente?

. El ofensor(es)

(No responsabilidad) (50% responsabilidad) (responsabilidad completa)

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Yo mismo v

{No responsabilidad) (50% responsabilidad) (responsabilidad completa)
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Otros (especifique quien)

(No responsabilidad) (50% responsabilidad) (responsabilidad completa)

S B B by ey QUGG QR |

12. Ha tenido algun problema con el ofensor(ers) amigos del ofensor o familiar desde el incidente?
[] No

[ 1 Si(chequeelos que apliquen) [ ] Llamadas telefonicas [ ] Dano a mi hogar o propiedad
[ ] Amenaza a mi vida [] Graffiti
[ ] Mas asaltos [ ] Hostigamiento

[1 Me persiguio
[ ] Otro (especifique)

1 2

3. Cuando ocurrio el incidente, que cree usted que contribuyo al acciondel ofensor?
(chequee todas las categorias que apliquen a su caso)

a. ___ Prejuicio contra mi raza 1. __ Ofensor borracho
b. __ Prejuicio contra mi religion J- ___ Rivalidad/rina

c. ___ Prejuicio contra mi etnicidad/nacionalidad k. ___ Problema territorial
d. __ Prejuico contra mi orientacion sexual . Otro

e. ___ Prejuicio conta mi genero)masculino/fem)

f. ___ Prejuicio contra mi incapacidad

g. ___ Envidia personal

h. No se

‘ [0
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14.  Si cree que fue atacado debido a su genero, raza, etnicidad, religion, incapacidad, orientacion
. sexual, que influencia cree que las siguientes fuentes tuvieron en como el ofensor adquirio
el prejuicio/odio hacia usted o personas como usted?

Mayor Moderado Poco  Ninguno No se

a. Padres/ambiente familiar [1] [1 [1] [] [1

b. Amigos [ [] [] [) (]

¢. Imagen negativa en nuestra sociedad [ ] (] ] ] []

d. Acerca de personas como yo (1] (1 [1 [1 (1

e. Grupos organizados de odio [] (] 1] [] []

f.  Otros [] [] [] [] []

15. Como esto ha afectado su impresion sobre la raza, etnicidad, religion, orientacion secual de su
atacante? '

a. ___ En general. no ha cambiado mi impresion. Trato de no juzgar a las personas por cosas
como esas.

b. __ En general, no ha cambiado mi impresion, siempre he tenido aversion o desconfianza
de la raza. etnicidad, religion, orientacion sexual de mi atacante(es).

c. ___ Miopinion ha cambiado algo. Ahora tiendo a tener aversion y desconfianza sobre
algunas personas de esa raza, etnicidad, religion, orientacion sexual.

d. __ Mi opinion ha cambiado significativamente. Ahora tengo aversion y desconfianza
de todas las personas de esa raza, etnicidad, religion, orientacion sexual.

. e. ___ Otra(especifique)

16. Ha sido la victima de cualquier crime antes de este incidente?

[] No [1 Si. Sies asi, que clase y cuantas veces?
Cuantas veces ' ” Cuantas veces
a. Asalto f.  Robo de vehiculo
b. Robo g. Menazas
Asalto sexual/violar h. Hostigamiento/Intimidacion

o o
.

Forzar entrar Otro (especifique)

e. Dano a la propiedad

."“.ﬂ»
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17. Hasido la victima de otro crimen desde este incidente?

. {1 No [ ] Si. Sies cierto, que tipos y cuantas veces?
# de veces # de veces
a. Asalto - f. Robo de vehiculo -
b. Robo L g. Amenaza _
c. Asalto sexual/ violado h. Hostigamiento/intimidacion

—

d. Forzary entrar Otro (especifique)

¢. Dano a la propiedad

SECCION DOS: COMO RESPONDIO LA POLICIA

La informacion solicitada en esta seccion sera usada para medir varios aspectos de la respuesta de la pohcna

18. Quien reporto este incidente a la policia?

[] La policia respondio a la escena del incidente, no se necesito reportarlo.
[]1 Lo reporte inmediatamente despues de ocurrir.
[] Loreporte ____dias despues que ocurrio (indique aproximadamente el numero de dias).
[] Un testigo, inmediatamente despues de ocurrir.
. [1 Un testigo, algun tiempo despues de ocurrir.
[] Un miembro de mi famllla enterado del crimen.
[] Un amigo.
[1 Un circundante.
[1 No se quien lo reporto.

[1 Un grupo comunitario de soporte.
[]Otro

19.  Hablo con alguien antes de reportar este crimen?
[] No
[] Si (especifique su relacion con usted)

20. Reporto este incidente a alguna otra agencia? (por ejemplo, autoridad de hogares, iglesia, centro
comunitario de salud, grupo de soporte, medios de comunicacion, etc.)
[] No

[ 1 Si (por favor, especitique)

e
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21.  Siusted no fue la persona que originalmente reporto el incidente a lapolicia, por que no?
. (chequee todos los que apliquen)

a. ___ Lo reporte a otra persona J. ___ Searreglo privadamente

b. Pense que reportarlo no ayudaria k. _ Contronte a los perpetradores
c. ___ No muy claro que intenban agredirme . Seguro medico no cubriria

€. Miedo a la policia ____ No podia encontrar ofensor

f. Muy humillado/vergonzoso Miedo a la venganza

El ofensor era un policia No sabia que era un crimen

Otro (especifique)

T e B8 3

La policia no lo creeria importante

BRARS

L. La policia no entenderia mi lenguaje/cultura

22.  Despues de haber sido reportado el incidente, cuando vino la policia a hablar con usted?
[] Inmediatamente '
[] En 15 minutos o menos
] En una hora o menos
] En algunas horas

(

[

[ ] El proximo dia

[ ] La policia no vino
(

] Otro (especifique)

.23. Hasta que punto se envolvio en la investigacion? (chequee todos los que apliquen)

a. ___ Provel informacion a la policia

b. __ Viaje con la policia para localizar al ofensor (ers)

€. __ Revise laalineacion de hombres

d. __ Mire fotos de potenciales sospechosos

e. ___ Dialapolica nombres de ofensores/ayude a identificar testigos
. No participe en la investigacion (especifique por que)

g. __ Firme un atfidavit de la oficina del Procurador General

h. __ Otro (especifique)

24. Fueron arrestados algunos de los ofensores?
a. Nadie fue arresstado
Nadie fue identificado
No se reporto ningun crimen
Si, un ofensor y el/ella fue arrestado
Si, algunos
Si, todos
No se

me oo o

a3
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25.  Como clasificaria la calidad del servicio praveido por los detectives de la policia que condujeron la

. investigacion de seguimiento? (Circule su respuesta)
Pobre Regular Buena Excelente ~ No recuerdo No es aplicable
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 99 98

26. Como clasificaria la calidad del servicio provetido por los detectives de la Unidad de Desordenes de la
Comunidad (CDU) que condujeron la investigacion de seguimiento? (Circule su respuesta)

Pobre Regular Buena Excelente  No recuerdo No es aplicable
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 99 - 98

27. Hay algo que hubieera preferido ver que la policia hiciera?

: SECCION TRES: COMO RESPONDIO EL FISCAL

La informacion solicitada en esta seccionsera usada para medir varios aspectos de la respuesta del fiscal.

28. Cual es el presente estado de su caso?
a. Nadie fue arrestado. (salte a la pregunta 42)
No busque ninguna accion. (salter a la pregunta 42)
Todavia esta pendiente. '
Se arreglo fuera de la corte
Se arreglo por mediacion
Arregle con el ofensor(s) declarandose culpable a una ofensa menor.
El caso fue a la corte y el ofensor fue convicto.
Otro (especifique)

- o o0 o

o 0

29.  Si su caso se vio en la corte criminal, uien fue su contacto primordial con la oficina del fiscal?
a. ___ Un fiscal asistente
b. ___ Paralegal

___ Victima/defensor de testigo

___ Otro (especifique)

(¢}

e

30. Cuantos meses tomo el proceso de la corte?

“> 1. Cuantas veces fue a la corte?
W,
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32.

)
(98

34.

(W3]
(v

39.

.,‘y_p,

Testifico en la corte?
[1 o [ ] Si. Sies cierto, como se sintio cuando testifico? [ ] Asustado
[ ] Enojado
[] Bien
[ 1 No valio la pena
[] Frustrad
[] Otro

Estaba preocupado por al venganza del ofensor contra usted, su familia o amigos?

[] No [] Si. Si es cierto, que preocupado estaba usted?
No preocupado Muy preocupado No es aplicable
[---2--3--4--5-+-6--7--8--9--10 99
Si el acusado fue encontrado culpable, hizo alguna declaracion? [(1Si [] No
Siescierto: ___ Por escrito Sinoescierto: _ No sabia que podia
___ Habloalacorte ____ No quise

Fue satisfactorio el resultado del caso? (Por favor circule su respuesta)

Nada Un poco Algo Muy No es aplicable
) B . Tt SRR Iy S IR IS [ 99

Si el ofensor(ers) fue encontrado culpable/responsible, cual fue la sentencia?

St a sido usted victima de otros crimenes que an sido llevados a corte, como se compara su experiencia
con la oficina del districto de abogados con este caso?

Mas Ayudable Similar Menos Ayudable No es aplicable
Q-1 3cdoee 5o o= 7 w--- 8 --- 9 —--10 99

Mirando hacia atrashay algo que usted hubiera preferido que le pasara al ofensor? Si es cierto, Que?

Por favor indique si esta de acuerdo o en dasacuerdo con la siguiente declaracion, “Exigir que el
ofensor(ers) den servicio a mi vecindad como medio de disculpa por su comportamiento en vez
de enviarlo a la carcel.”

Muy de acuerdo De acuerdo Desacuerdo Muy en desacuerdo No se
(] (] [] [] (]
8
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‘40. Como clasificaria la calidad de servicio en su caso por los siguientes?

41.

Pobre Excelente
1 23 45 67 8 910
a. El fiscal (royerrrayereyerera
b. El juez (royoryerererrr iyl
¢. Servicio (Y01t crayerelal

Que servicios fueron mas provechosos para usted despues del incidente?

____ Grupos de soporte
Agencia de consejeria /salud

___ Oficina del Procurador General

____ Oficina del Fiscal

____ LaPolicia

___ Ninguno

__ Oftro (especifique)

SECCION CUATRO: IMPACTO PERSONAL DEL CRIMEN

La informacion solicitada en esta seccion sera usada para medir el impacto del incidente sobre su persona.

Q.

S
(98]

44,

®.
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Si pudiera decir algo al ofensor (ers) acerca de lo que le hicieron, que seria?

Que seguro se siente desde que le ocurrio el incidente?

[]1 Menos seguro ] Algo seguro [] Tan seguro como antes

[ ] Ma seguro que antes

Que clase de tratamiento medico usted necesito como resultado de este incidente?

[ ] Lesion fisica, tratamiento medico profesional
[1 Visita al salon de emergencia

[ 1 Paso la noche en el hospital

[ ] Hospitalizacion por mas de una noche

[ ] Otro (especifique)




N

En la escala del 1-10, tenia miedod cuando le ocurrio el incidente? (Circule un numero)

Nada Unpoco . Algo Mucho No recuerdo
l---2 34507 -89 10 99

46. Desde que ocurrio el incidente, se siente preocupado de que pudiera ser victima del mismo crimen en el

futuro?
Nada Un poco Algo Muy preocupado No se

(R, U WD USIE. JUY UG, SR S B ) 99

47. Como clasificaria la oportunidad fde ser la victima de un tipo similar de crimen en los
proximos 12 meses?

Muy improbable Dmuy probable No se
| --2--3--4--5-tv6---T7--8---9---10 99

48. Desde que ocurrio el incidente, que seguro se stente de salir solo en la noche en su
vecindad?

[ ] Muy seguro [] Algo seguro [] Algo inseguro [ ] Muy inseguro

49. Desde jel incidente, se siente seguro de regresar al area del incidente?
[ ] Muy seguro [] Algo seguro [] Algo inseguro [ ] Muy inseguro

50. En comparacion a otros eventos significativos en su vida, que tenso fue esta victimizacion
para usted?

Minima Moderada Mayor Muy tensa No recuerdo
[, RN, Y U J— U Jo— g 1) 99

51.  Desde el incidente, cuantas de las siguientes cosas le han sucedido a usted? (chequee todas
las que apliquen)

[ ] Muerte de un familiar cercano [ ] Divorcio /separacion

[1 Perdida de empleo [ 1 Arrestaddo/encarcelado
[ ] Problemas significativos de salud/seria enfermedad

. W,

10
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. 52. Experimento algunas de las siguientes reacciones despues de ser la victima? Si es cierto, que tiempo

duro?
Pora Un par Un por Un por Lanos
de dias dece  de meces
monas
a. Me senti mas nervioso que nunca. [] (] (1 (1 []
b. Me senti deprimido o triste. [] [] Ml [1 []
€. Me senti con mas miedo que antes de ser una [] [] [] 1] []

victima de crimen otra.

d. Mas preocupado acerca de la seguridad de mi (] [] [1] | [1 (1
familia. '
e.  Tuve problemas fisicos comodolor de cabeza, de (] (1 [] [] []

estomago, acorto de respiracion.

f.  Perdidda de amigos. [] [1] [] [] []
g.  Senti coraje con...(especifique) [] [] [] [] []
h. Pense acerca del crimern sin querer hacerlo. [] | [] (] [] []

. i.  Me senti inutil. L] L1 [] [] []
j. Me senti avergonzado y perdi la confianza en mi [] 1 (] (] []

mismo.
k. Me senti temeroso de estar solo. (] [] [] (1] []
L. Me senti retirado de la vida. ] 0] Il [] []
m. Me senti como que no queria vivir mas. 1 (] [] 0] [}
n. No podia dormir, ' [] (1 {1 (] []
o. Tenia pesadillas. [] [] [] [] (]
p. Imagine como seria la venganza. [] [] [] [1 (1
q. Tenia problema .concentradome en el trabajo. [] [] [] [] []
r.  Necesite tiempo para consejeria sicologica [] [] [] [1] [1
rehabilitacion.
s.  Necesite tiempo para rehabilitacion fisica. [] [] [] [] []
t.  Otra (especifique) [] [ [] [] []
53.  En general, cuan dificil fue para usted superar los efectos de este incidente? (Marque su respuesta)

Nada Un poco Algo Muy dificil No recuerdo

. o 1o 3 d e 5 6 T 8 9 10 99
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.54. El incidente.cambio su comportamiento en alguna de las siguientes formas?
(chequee todas las que apliquen)
COMPORTAMIENTOS Me avudo a olvidon

Not Appl.

a. | Preste mas atencion por donde caminaba/evite 0 ] [] [] : [1
ciertas areas o situaciones.
b. | Me quede en la casa por las noches mas amenudo. [] [] [] [] (1
¢. | Trate de ser menos visible/trate de que las pe no me (] 1] 0] (] ]
notaran.
d. | Hice mi hogar mas segur. [] (1 [1 [] (1
e. | Use mas alcohol.tprescripciones/otras drogas.
f. | Me mude a otra vecindad. 0] [] (] (1] L]
g. | Intente suicidio. (] [] [] [] []
h. | Empece a cargar algo conmigo para protegerme. [] [] [1 [] []
i. | Tome entrenamiento de defensa propia. [] [ [] [] []
j. | Me converti mas religioso religioso. [] [] [] [] (]
k. | Me envolvi mas en la comunidad para prevenir [] [] [] [] (]
futuros crimenes.
. I. | Fui menos relioso. [] [] (] [] []
m. | Otro (especifique) [] (] [] [] (]

55. Busco consejeria profesional u otra ayuda similar de uno de los grupos siguientes para recobrar del
incidente? (chequee todos los que apliquen)

[1 Agencias del gobiemno (especifique)

[ ] Agencias de salud/humanitarias (especifique)

[ ] Servicios de consejeria/siquiatricos (especifique)

[1 Servicios medicos/hospital/clinica (especifique)

[ ] Grupos de soporte/consejeria (especifique)

[ 1 Otro (especifique)

- 56.  Si no busco ayuda, por que no lo hizo?
[] No necesite ayuda.
[ ] No sabia donde ir.
. [ 1 Nadie me ofrecio ayuda.
w. [ ] Rehuse la ayuda.
[ ] Otro (especifique)
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57. Cuanto cree usted que ha recuperado fisicamente de este incidente?
. Nada Parcialmentre Mayormente Completamente No se

I, B (D RUNIE. U U JUY SURYc DU 1) 97

58. Cuanto cree usted que ha recuperado emocionalmente de este incidente?
Nada  Parcialmentre Mayormente Completamente No se

[ S SN U S SN, QY SN S 1) 97

59.  Fue su familia confortadora y le brindo soporte desdpues de ser victima de este crimen?

(1Si [] No (] Otro { ] Not aplicable

60. Como usted completaria la siguiente declaracion, “La mejor forma de reducir o prevenir esta clase
- De crimenes...”

SECCION QUINTA: CARACTERISTICAS DE ANTECEDENTES =~ =~

La informacion solicitada en esta seccion sera usada para orginizar sus respuestas de acuerdo a las carac-
teristicas demograaficas de todas las victimas en el estudio.

61. Cual fue el ultimo grado de escuela que completo?

[] Elemental [1 Graduado Colegio
[] Secundaria [] Estudios de trabajo
[] 9-11" escuela superior [1 Nose .

[1 12" escuela supeior graduado

62. Cual es su presente estado matrimonial?

[] Casado [1 Viu
[ ] Divorciado [] Separado
[] Nunca casado [] Otro

63. len que parte de Boston residia cuando ocurrio el incidente?

[ ] Beacon Hill [ ] Back Bay [ ] Mission Hill
[] Charlestown [] South End [] Downtown

[ ] Allston [ ] Dorchester [ 1 Chinatown

[ ] Brighton [ ] Hyde Park [1 East Boston

[ ] Jamaica Plain (] South Boston - {1 North End

[ ] Roxbury [1 Roslindale [1 Other (specify)
[ ] Mattapan [ 1 West Roxbury

®.

-
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.64. Es dueno o renta su hogar?
[ ] Dueno [ ] Renta [] Otro (especifique)

65. Cuantas personas viven en su casa?
66. Cuantos son ninos menores de 18 anos?

67. Cual es su presente estado de empleo?

[1 Empleado tiempo completo [] Empleado tiempo medio
[] Desempleado [] EstudianteStudent

[] Encasa [] Jubilado

[] Por su proipia cuenta [] Incxapacitado

[ ] Incapacitado debido al crimen [1 Otro (especifique)

68. Irn que ano nacio? 19

69. Cual es suraza?
{] Blanco
{1 Negro
[ ] Hispano/Laatino
[] Asiatico

' [] Otro (especifique)

70. Cual es su etnicidad (por ejemplo, Puertorriqueno, Nigeriano, Irlandes, Italiano, Polaco, etc)?

71. Cuando ocurrio el incidente, en que cateegoria estaba su ingreso annual antes de impuestos?

[ ] Menos de $20,000 [] $60,000 a $80,000
[1 $20,000 a $40,000 [] $80,000 a $100,000
[] $40,000 a $60,000 [1 $100,000 o mas

72. A que grupo nreligioso usted pertenece (Catolicoi, Bautista, Judio, Musulman, etc)?

73. Cual es su genero?

[ ] Masculino [ ] Femenino

74. Cual es su orientacion sexual?

Heterosexual  Bi-sexual Lesbiana Homosexual Transgender
[ [ (1 (] (]
FIN

Gracias por su tiempo y esfuerzo. Por favor devuelva el custionario ya completado
.M -en el sobre provisto. Si usted desea una copia de un resumen de lo que se encontro
end este reporte despues de ser completado en el otono, marque esta casilla | ].
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. LN

! N Y h ~ N ~ . 4. v
Chi tiec tr3 Idi trong ph?m nay dung de phs'fn loai v& cac aifc diem lien quan tdi sd va.c xay ra.

~ WS . ’ o~ o~ . .
{. Trong bin bdo cdo ciia canh sat dinh kém sau, xin cho biet nh?ng sq kl'ctn nao khai khong dung.

~ /
2. Bao nhieu ngubi ddnh anh/chj hay tinh Tanh and/chj? - , N
(1Mt []Hai {]Ba {JNhiCuhdn bBn  [] Khdng bict

3. Tnfcrt: khi xay ra su' viec ao and/chl &% thddng xuyen td| khu wifc 3o k.hong'7 -
[] khdng bao gid ] Mot vai ian []Thébng xuyen  [] Té hau het moi ngay

\
4. Myc aich hay nguyen do nao anh/chi co mKt d khu vifc xay ra sy vncc" (thl du, and/chi s a3, and/chj Bi lai, 3i hoc, Hx mua do, -
van van. )

5. Td khi xay ra sdvnec 39, anh/ch| =) thddng t0i ad. mfa khong" ra -
{ 1 Khéng bao glo’ 11 Mot vai 1 {1 Thtfdng xuyen ~ [] Tcbhau het moi ngay

6. Theo anh/chi nhan xet( nguyen do xay ra su'vicc a6 IP" (chon hfa ﬁt ci 1y do)
T& khong lam giva choc ngheo ai nhl!ng bi tdn cOng.
__ Cailonyve va xlcp n\wh u{do tdl gnd .
Tu’chuycn batuﬁn&y jen uho nhe tdi xung Hot
To: bi r}han dlcn lam vof ngdéi khat.
Phan an cau tha't cua am _phdohg.
Ly do khac (dxen taro rang)

7. Theo anh/ch1 nhan xet thi" 301 phédng muon iam g| 1
[1 Canh cao/ Ue do@ 16i. N
[1 Gay thuong txch cho lOI
01 Lan; l}.d hong 1ai s3n cua (i,
[} Glct toi. ,
§] Danh cdob toi.
[1] Trg thu tou N .
{]Ban ma tuy cho toi.
{] Cho i pit ia ho khong thich 6 t6i khu vife o,
{ ]'Bc oa (0i.
[]Cgmkh n chogntdx khth(cHo
(]Ly do khac (dién taro rang)

A

8. Quan he anh/chl vcﬁ aoi ph).&{nv nhy th hao?
[ ] Khong quen bch K [] Nhan vién lam chung sd
{1 Quan he mal thxel ofchong. {JHo hang,
{]Ban, ngt{o”x quep vdi gia Tinh. {} Hang xom.
{] Ban trai/ban gai,_ {1 G’{p m'ﬁt lai vang khu vuc a0
[ 1LY do khéc (dichtato rang)

9. Anh/chidat Mg quen blct ym ﬁ'&l phudng bao 18, tnfdc khi xay ra Slf viec nay 2
[] Khong quen bnf} 361 phddng.
[] Khoang,mot thang
[} Kholng s& sau thang.
[} Kho g mot n'aJm
[] Mot tcﬁ haA nam.
{] oang tn:n hai nam.
[ ] Ly do khdc (di€n 310 rang)
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10. Truoc khi xay ra s vie vucc nay, anh/chi co k.ho khan hay XICh mich gi vo‘l 301 phddng khong"
. T [JKibng
i []1Co (dien taro rang)

/
1. So s'anh trong vong 0 t6| 10, anh/chi nhan xet ai chiy trich nhlcm trong sd vice nay”

Di phtfoh
{(Khong co trach nh:?m) (50 % trdch nhié_‘m) (Hoan toan cd trdch nhz:m).

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8- 9 - 10.
Anh/Chi. , , C o L,
(Khong co trach nhi_é‘m) (50 % trach nhié‘m) (Hoan toan cd trach nhiem).

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8- 9 10.
Ngddi khac(ten ho) . . ,
(Khong co § trdch nln?m) (50 % trdch nh:?m) (Hoan toon 4 trach nhi?m).

0 1 2 3 4 S 6 7 8 9 10.

12. Td khi xay ra smf viec ao, anh/chi co bi 301 phddng, ban be cua 30| phdo’ng hay ng?d'l nha clia aon phdohg pha phath khéng?
[1Khng

[1Co (chon Iva nhﬂ‘lg giem nhy sau) ( 1 Goi Bien thgai quay pha (1 Pha he'nha cma ho%e T8 o bi.
1 Him doa tifth mang t'61 { ] Dun so’n bdi ve tréx nfohg
[1 'I"lep mc);lanh hung toi @] Quay pha ng?d’ nha vi ban t0i
[ 1 Pi theo toi (] Cath khac

13. Theo nhan ct cua anh/chi, trong J(.hl xay ra st/ vné‘c 30, ly do nao lam cho 301 phdohg hanh Uong va phd |’5| anh/chi?
€hon hia 1ar ca Iy do anh/clu thay hdp vdi s nhan xet & and/ch:)

N
Co thanh klen chS g dm chuns tdc/mau da tox i. Bo: phr{dhg xay nddc.
Co thanh k:cn} chdng 0, ton giao '(oi. N Jo__ Luﬁn lu6n cai on va7_ghong EOII nhau
Co t.hanh kien ch doj dan chgng@ucc tlt:)\ ton k___ chh mif ranh gldl giva hang x0om.
7 S NN ’
C9 thank knc chor}g a0} (61 aong tinh lu)@n ai. . Ly dd khic .

a.
b.
c.
d.
e. C? t.hanh kler} cho9g a“; touhuoc phal nam () nu ().
f. __ Co thank kién chdng 'dm i bi tan phe
g ____ Ganh ti va hen gﬁt ve chuycn cd nhn.
h. Khong bie{ 1y do nao ca,
A
14 Nc anh//chl nhan thaz ly dq 331 phﬁéng agah/ ha anh /Chj, bcﬁ vi phax nam/m( mau da,\chung 6c ton
giao vatinh nguong tan phc oac uan H‘em ve d8ng tmh lgyen aL Nhung nguy@n do nao difbi ﬁy lam

cho '3'01 phudhg cb thank kien va ) thy @et Vi and/chi va nhuhg nguéi nhy' anh/chl 2

Anh hachg "Anh hdohg Anh hitghg Khong anh Kh’c;l}g.

Nhiéu Vifa It Huofig BittL
Cha mp/mox tnfoﬁg {1 {1 {1 v ] . (}
gia Jinh.

AV
Ban b chung twoi  [) N 9| N (1
annall\cm va,hmh J] ] 9] [] [1
anh khgng to ng xa
ho: doi vah nhlfng ngudi nhyd 10i.
Hoatﬁgrg/phai doan [} 0 1] 1] 9]
ganh ghet. .
: Lydokhic____ (] (] (] () (]

.qﬂ‘\_
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N !
v /
15. Tl( Sl.{ vncc "3}' an|ychl co nhan xet gi vc phddng dncn chung toclmau da, d5n chung, quan mem dong tinh luyeu a hoac tnn giao

. tirl nguong Qaa i phn' g
Tt(&ng thﬂ'd'ng,ﬁon vl tot khong co gi thay f&l Toi khong ﬂanh gia mo: ngl(o‘l chung  quanh 0i vé nhuhg quan"dlcm
trcn

Thc'>\1 thtfoyg, 301 vo” ton khong co gi thav 331 Tm fudn lubn khong duch ho&’c khong tinh n.(d’ng ve nhuﬁ1g quan mcm ke
tren cug 30: phdong. v

Nhan xet i b tgaz 301 phan nao, n{ khi xay ra 51{ v:cc nay, tou cd xu hdo’ng khong thlch hofc khong tin tddng nhuﬁg ngl{o‘l
cb quan niém k& wen, ;N

NhQn xet lhay T rat nhicu. Tu’ khi xay ra Stf vice nay, 01 khong thnch hoac khong tin t\(cyhg tat ca moi ngdél b nhuﬁg
quan niem lren

Ly dd khdc (dlcn 1’1o rang)

16. Trddc khi xax\ra suf viee nay, anh/)u co tu'hg By an nhan cua nhuﬁg i a.cqao khong"
{1Khong [1Co. NEUd, 3i a ndo va bao nhifu I4n?

A Al AN
Nﬁy lan R May lan
a. Blhagh hung f. Bi mat xe
- b. Bj cddp K g.-Pe doa
c. Bj cﬂcmg hlcp h. Ham doa N

lll

d. Bi troywao nha
¢. Bj pha hoai i san

i. Loai khaé (vnet ra)

17. TL{khl xay ras su’vnec %@ tcfl glo’ anh/ch| c6 Mg 12 nan nhn cua nhita (5: € nao khong"

[} Khong (1Co! N& CO/tOl a&nabd va bao nhifu lan"
Al
\ Wy |a.n ! May lan
a .Bi hagh hung f. Bi miat xe
b.Bicddp ) g-be doa

h. H¥fn ¢ doa ]
i Loax khac (vnet ra)

I_l

c. Bi cﬁo‘hg hlcp
d. Bi t.royxvao '{ha.,
e. B! pha hoai tai san

A' N A v oo~
Chi tiec doi hXi trong phan n;y & d'uo’c dl?ng 1c % Idong moi khi; canh ph:n u:‘\g cua canh s,at.

18. Ai btfo cao choqganh sét @su’ viec nay.:
[] Canh sat phan {ng va tgl khu Vlfc xay ra s’ vnqc khong cﬁn phal bao cho gl ca
(] Tﬁl bdb cao cho canh sat la_p e ngay sau khi sif vné\i xay ra.
[] Khoang ng;y sau khi s’ v:@'c xay ra (xm 6'161 ngay khoang chuhg)
[} Mbt ngl,{on nhﬁl chu‘hg b;:g cdo cho carh sat ngay lQp tifc sau khi su’ wcc xay ra.
13 Mbt ngydi nha nhan biet hanhﬁong pham phap.
[ ] MGt ngudi ban.
{] M3 ddl Htffl qu Ishu vfe xay ra su’vnec fo.
[]T i kitong big! tal bao cho ca‘;\h sat.
[] Mﬁt con ao: d'gan ﬂc?sélup (4
[ 1 Khéng cd ghi

19. Tn{o’c khi baj cd0 \/é hanh d6ng pham phap ehn, ant/chi & ban tinh véi ai khong?
[1 K.hong co. 1
0] Co (xm cho biet quan he ngufﬁ o vtfi anh/chi)

20. Anh/chi bao &ao sy v/lec xay ra cho yd uan nao khac khong" th du cLunh qu)lén nha cda, Boan thc thn glao
cd quan congddng y t&, cong dbng giup Jof thong tin tuyen truydn, vah van.)
0 Khong .~
[] Co (xm‘du:n taro rang)

‘w.&

This document is a research report submitted to the u.s. Depértmént 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.



‘a\iﬁ.

/
21 Neu anh/chi khong phal lan £g|(6l m{c uep bdo cao cho cinh sat ve su’ v:’éc xay ra, xin cho biet ly do tal sao?
(Chon tﬁ ca nh?ﬂflg 1y do thi h ng yd’: anh/chi)

a.___Babcad chon Wi khde bi’éL k. D\ xep gufa ca) 2 nhan.

b. Nh’in thay bao cab kl{‘ng gnup‘duﬁ; Pea I, -Do: dién vdl Lhu pham. ,

c.__Nhin thay sw{vxec xay ra kiong 8y’ m.___ Bao hiem y & k.h&\g tr& N

d ___ Sd xét c¥nh st ; " n.__KHbngch bing ¢d, khng biét hung thu,
¢ Khong n',lﬁn ',io: phtfo’ng bi.kho kidn o.___ SdbiuX thp .

f___ Cam thly mé\ mt va xu h6 p. KhSng biet suf viec xay rala anm ton

g ____-Don phtfo’nya nhén vifn ¢&r 9anh sat. q. ___ L)/ do khdc (xin k& r3)

h. ___ Kifong muon lam cho 30} phuldng gidh tm)\ o

i. Canh sat s¢ e cho 13 kh’@g uan trong va khong can thec a" d’lcu tra.

Jo " Canhsatse khong hicu ngon ngt{ va phong tuc cua toi.

22. Sau khi bao cao cho canh sa/t. khoang bao 1hu thl canh sat tdi no/ chuycn vdl anh/chi \Q stf viee xay ra?
[] Ngay lap\m'c
[] Trong vong 15 pl@t ho c |t}\6n
[] Trong vong mgfgld;poac it hoh.
[} Trong,von gio®
L) Tdi di gap mat ngay h9m sau.
{ }Canh sat kiidng CO.Ed.l
{] Ly do khac (xm Kra)

23. Trong phqm vi aleu, tra anh/chx tham gl/a nhd the nao"
a Ton cung cﬁ) tai hc cho canl sat.
b. o Ol xe chung v&i canh sdt téi k‘hu vuc xay ra stfvxcc a‘é‘ nlﬁn dlen 3'31 phddng.
c. To: nhan dien qua nhém ngddl x& hang d cd quan Ganh sat.
d. 1}1 nhén d(én ua h,r?h chup nhithg ngddi rat kha nghi.
e oi cho canh sat biet tcn ngudi ‘pham toi, va gillp nhan dlén ngutfi nhan chuﬁg
f. oj khong tham gia vao cudcdidu Lra‘/(l{ do tai sao0) v
g ___ T’l kf tén vao baruuyen the cua van phong Toa Arf Tham PHam .
h. Ly do khéc (xin fe ra)

hufig ke &ham phap co bi b‘dt giam khong?
Khohg ai bi R giam.

Khong ai b| nh‘ﬁn dien.

l\lfbng ai bao cad su'viec pham p ap

Co, co mot ng\lidn ph,am phap bi bt giam.

Co, va; !:;lf((l bi, bt ;mm

__Co, t31 I dbu bi bt giam.

g __ 16 khong biét/

Al AlS
25. Anh/chi nlﬁn Qlay the ao ve St{ phuc yu cua canh sat v:enﬁau tién w’l glup anh chi?
( Xin khoan tron s6 ‘wia theo sd nhﬁn xet cud anh/chi)

] i 1] 7 J N
RQt kem Tam Tot RAt 1t KHong nhé ro Kh{)\ng a'p dung cu hoi nay

l-——-Z—-3—-—-4-—-—5-——6—7—8-—-—9——10 99 98

al
26. Anh/chi nHan thay e nao ve su‘ glup ad cua tham tu’thuoc ddn vi Bieu Tra Ron Loan ch ng-ﬂ\ong
(Community D\lsorders Unit - CDU) tiep tay ve viec dieu tra?
( Xin khoan tron % ma theo stf nhﬁx xet cua anh/chi)

RR kcm Tam Tot Rht ét thng nhd'rd” KhGng ap dung cgu hoi n;y
] =2 3§ me T e B e G e 10 99 98

Lot [N
27. Anl/chico y kien v; sd mong mbun gi hoh trong sd phuc vy ct?x; cakh s{t?
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A o~ ! al
‘ Chi tiéc Hsi hot trong ph';n n;y & Guoc dt}ng wdo Idéng moi khid canh pha‘;l ufig A tﬁng 0 vien.

28. Su'thda kitn cua anh/Zu hlcn xd d Lrong t tink trang nao?
a l\hﬁng ai bi by lam (bo nhing cau u hol ucp, trd ldi ca 1oi 42 10T
b Ton khbng con uep tuc thua kx'&i (bo nhl.fng v héi nep, trX'13i chu hot 42 tr%'dl)
c. Con 'aanﬁ chp tuc.
d. __ Giaj quye ngdai toa.
c.___Gial quyet aua ngdél tung giang.
f __ Gfai quySt do i phiéng nhan i vdi sd aong y coa toa an ¢ Eddc phat nhe.
g___ " Cuathifa kxen dua ra toa ah v 18 qus qua ol phudng bi tuyen bd'ch tal
h L§ do khéc (xin Y ra)

29. Neu st da qun cua anh/chﬂua ra t?a an, ai la ngudi licn lac vt ant/chi trong v¥n phong lugt sy th?x}\/ pha’m khuvut?
a. N dlphu 1 16he su thBmy pham. ) ) ’ :
b. a’p nﬁm y
c. -E)oan th?"bnen ho cho Nan nhan/nhan chifng.
d. Ly do’ khac xin ke ra)

J
30. Toa an xct su’ ca thay bao nhlcu thang?

~
31. Anh/chi ra t?)a bao nhieu l@n?

32 Anhlchx &% El(ng ra toa lam c c? khong”

[] Khong ] C4. Néu cb, anh/chi cam thay thc nao khi Ht!ng ra lam chdng

{1 Lo sd
{] Tu‘c gl I
(1 Cam thay tot kbcl trinh bay s v:‘éc xay ra cho oi.
{1 Khong’d g g} ta
{1 Cam lha;';i(a‘}}vong
[ ] Cam nghi khac .

. 33. Anh/chi co lo lang sd tra t@thu guaj?)n phdbng tdl anh/chi, hoac gia H'mh anh/chi, hoac ban cua anh/chi k}ﬁnv"

(1 Kl( { ]Co N?u co, anh/chi lo lgn/g bao nhitu? A S
l\hong lo lang Lo lang Kat lo Ii’ng Khong ap dupg cho cau hoi nay
l---2—-3-——-4—--5-—-6——7—--8--——9--—10 99

!
34. I\(‘u 30/ phédhg bi ket an. anh/chi co Iphat blcu cam nft{gg cua ngu'oi bi nan/anh hdohg tn{c tféy khqu’ [ ] Co [} Kh?)ng
cu co: VI;Y trong Blay | Neu Khﬁng Khong bilt 101 co the phat bicu"
____Noi trong phien toa —__ Khong mdun phét bi2Y.

35. Anh/chi cam thay ket qua cua stf thda kxen nh the nao"

. . { !
Kl‘(éng hai Iong Hal long chut Tuohg i hm long Rat hai long Kh':)ng ap dung cho &u hoi rray
0] —=3 b § e e T e B o= 9 = [0 99

N ’ : ! &S
N L .3 .
36.Neu dbi phJéng bi xet co toi/chiu tr:{ch nhl?:m. ho bi ket a./n nhd th“e nao?

37. N"LLanhlﬁhl tdng Ia nan nhan cua ch t'c\u an Khac va'adbc @ifa ra toa Xt S, kink nghlem cua anh/chlﬁm VJI vih phong lu'\t su
thim pham trong vu thifa klen nay véi vu tnfot nhy the'nad?

\
KJQng giup dUdc gl Tudhg aong Giup'dd nhneu hdn Khsng a;p dung cho Hu s nay
0—1—2 —3-—-4—-5-—6——-7——8-——-9——10 99

~

~ !
38. Xuy ngh’i"la’i, anh/chi col muanSi phidng chiu sh gi hoh kh%ng, ricu co, cz/li gi?

39. Xin ctht;t anh/chi ﬂong (ho‘fc lc%fng‘d‘ n y ve la’| phat bléu nhif sau, “pt dlen ta Sl{ xm 15 tgl ve nhl{ng hanh via0i vdl tot
Thay vi bt giam ho trong tu, néh buoc doi phiibng lam nhdng vnec nhd phuc vu cho cong “d8ng ndi khu wlc Bi o ngu “

Hoan tozh 33ng y ‘bong y Khong d@ng y Hoan toan khong a'gng y Khong biet

‘ (] {] (] [] [}
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40. Tong quz{t anh/chi nhah xet thE s nao Ve chat iudng phyc vu cifa nhung ng|56| libn quan tdl sd thifa ki€n cua anh/chi?

Kem R&ttd  Khdng ap dung cho
8 h&i nay
. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
a. Cong (3 vitn 0D0ooo 00N o 0
b. Quan t0a ooagngagoniann o (]
CCJquanPhuCVunannhm[] (o iugiain n [
41. Anh/chi nhan t.hay phuc cua da cb quan nao hifu hnc nh" at, sau khi xay ra sd v:@c”
Vin phong Euzl ad, d nap nh nhan

Ccd quany telco van khuyen a0

Vin phong bo g\!on Tu’Ph

Vih phont‘ tham pham luasd khu vde
___ Cd quan canh at

_Kidng cd ¢ quan ndd

" Khde (gidi thi€h)

! { \ ) R 4 - ~ ~
42. Neu anh/chi ddsc ndi cho 34i ‘phéidng nghe ve nhlfhg h;nh‘aang cla ho 3oi vdi anh/chj, anh/chi dien ta nhiing gi?

43, T4 kh xax ra St{ V|ec nay, anh/chi carn thay sJ an toan nhd t.hc ao" / - 7
] RAt khong an t3an [ ] I an toan hdn 0 VR an toan nhd tnddc {1 An toan hdn trdde.

44. AnlJ/chi co { chn sda.eu triy te gl \/3 t.hlfo’ng uéh her\quan den su'vife xay xay ra klf)ng"
(] Bi theohg trén 'than th% nh t8i khong cin sy @iéu tri chuy®n viéh y khoa
[]Bn t6i phon cQ cx!u'dbcnh vncn

{1 Nh’m quadem o’benh v1€n
[] Nah'\ ybenh wcn hoh mot ngay.
. . []Khat (didh %5 rang)
45. Trong ti le ltdu 10, an )) chi cam thay sg¢ x nhy the nao trong khl;(ay rasd VIcc" N /o
Khbng sdgicd  Chitdinh Vih via Rt sd Khong nhd ro
j o2 3 e e § e T e § e § e [0 99
~ LS / .
46. Tu khi xay ra s vice nay tdi gid, anh/chi co lo ngai bao ahitu ang anh/chi $¢ la nan nhn clz loai tS_i ac tddng nf trong tddng
lai? ) )
. 1 \ { ~ 4
Khdng lo ngai  Losgai chut dinh Lo ngai ph'in nio RBtlo ngai Kh::\ng fuhg ngl'l\i' tdi
]—-2-—-3-—4—5—6-~--7—8§—9—-10 99
47. Anh/chl cQ thﬁﬁo chu’ng anh/chi s¢ Py nan nhin cia loai i ac t\féng tdt.rong vong 12 thang td'l’
Khong the" xay ra Rt t}{é xay ra Khong biet
l-—-—2—-—--3—-4--—5——6—-7—-—8-—-9--«-10 97

48. Tu khi xay ra st{wcc nay tdl gld anh/chi cam thay an toan bao nhx@u khi @i ra ngoal mot minh ndi khu vung anh/chj d vao ban
?']:r;;;t an to;n []An toan phan nao [} Khong may an toan [] Khong an toan

49. TU khi xay ra si vi'ett.: nay Lgi gid, aﬁh/chj cam th'a\;' s an toana nhy/ th‘e\ln;o khi anh/chi.tr‘a lai khu vt xay ra suviec?

[} Rgt,an to\an []An to:n phg:i nao [l Kh3ng ml;; an to;n {] K.hSng an to;n

50. Anh/chi A thay su | M thang bao nhleu khi so sinh cac bxen b quan trong Lhac trong 8'01 anh/chi vcf su’trd thanh nan nh2n
trong s viee nay"

RAtit Vi phai  Tuohg d(‘)i nhlcu hdn Rat cdn thang Khong nhd 1o

]—2—4 ST —8§ —9 —- 10 99
/
51, th khi xay ra sJ viee tdl gld o bao nhicu tru)/én débl 34y x8y ra cho anh/chi? (chon Ifa tat ca hdp vdl anh/chj)?
{1 Ngd;n than trong gla'dmh qua o {l1Ly dllphEn ly gn!a vo' chong
[]Tl)ﬁn lcp / ()Bi bt gul/bl?tu

[ 1Sut kheo xuy dam ldn/benh nang
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52. Sau’kh,i anh/chi trd thanh nan nhgn. %hl co Kinh nghl/c\m nao cho nhung phan uﬁg ddéi'dﬁy kh';ng?
. NEu co, khddng bao 1u? (chon Ifa tat ¢ hop vdi anh/chi)

EYIN4 A AN 5\ PRI
PHAN UNG Hointoan MotYai Motvai Motvai Keo dai
th;ng co  Ngay Tuan Thdng quan¥im

L L —
Cam thiy lo I¥fn, c¥n thing hon thedng i ] [ [
Cam m?}lm&?qng vychan nan_ _ ! 0 { [
Cam thi lo s¢ hghn trifdc, vi trd thanh nap nhn n - o ( [
ctfa i ac miot 14h nda. v -
Lo ngai chg s an toan cua ngdbi nha [
(

—

]
]
]

o

Co’vﬁ_'i‘: 38 sut khoe nhu nhitc Thu, Tau da da\y

kh thol. |

b e 008wt o i) [
am gitn 3oi véi (cho bict ai o’

Toi hay nan!?tpi s viec x'ﬁsy ra, méc du (§i khdng nghi 16i [}

Ca:m thy thig vong, 'k/

Cam thdy xfu ho'va mat w'fin

Cam thiy 5 x?t khi mot minh

thmg thich giao thﬁp nr A

Cam thy khong thiéh song nua

MQ ngu. AN, A, A N

Nim nfe va giat minh vesd yiec xay ra

Hay § nh@:g'y nghi ve nhuhg \s[{ tr‘é L TIPIN

Khﬂgngvd{é Jap trung of tfdng lam vice d chd lam

Phaj bo thi gig ve.tdm ly i li€u

Phaj bp thi glid Ve vat Ly, tri lig

Phan ung khac (xin difn ta rS;.l

p——
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r——
[ery—
r——
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rUwnaveRy T FTITREM
At et b e S bt At Sk ot bt St bt S bk s
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S3. TSng quat lai, anh/chi /ca?xl\ th'%y bao"nhﬁu k;:o khidn t'r\opg igc kha’c phuc nhung hgu,qﬁ‘aj va ph:n ung o/ sx_( vi'éc.)?;y ra r;:y?
(hBng khb khin Kho kh¥n cht@inh Kho kidn RAtkhbkh¥n  ° Khhg nhdrd”

{23 —boe § —— T =m § —9—- 10 99
LA A .4 R o ) . AN ~ A7
54. Sau khi yay ra sl( viee, anh/chi co thay T6i ve cat thai 40 va hanh vi cua anh/chj trong nhuhg Jieu dudi a4y khong (chon lua tat
cihdp vdianh/chi) , A o )
THAI-DQ TE}\AY-BOX , AG]UP TOI1 }(HAC PH/I\J,C "
o~ L . Khong Co Khong Co Khong lien quan

a.  Dey cho toi di/tranh vai khu vung hoac [] §] §] B 1]

ho;n\c;nh. ~ o v/
b. Théégg Y tron nha vao buoi toi (] (] 11 (1 (1

(1 (1 {] (] {1

c.  Cd'lam cho,minh it hien nhicn/va khong
Ian cho 301 phiohg 3y 16i 16i.
Lzupchochs idantpanhdl;l J [}
Ubng nldc, ubng thufc toa bac si, (]
ho‘éc thudc ubhg khac nhjgu hdn.
Deon nha @i khu vahg khac
Tin tl.{n._{ \ Voo A
Bem theo B (vu khi) e phong than
-Di huln luyen vf ve R ;
Trglthanh tin tidhg ve thy gido hdn
Trg thanh ti¢h cdc trong cac hoat dong cong
ﬁngfnn a cag toi ac., ’
Trd thanh it tin tféng vé 5 gizo hdn (] (]
m.  Théi®h khic (xin i @'r0) 0 0]

3]
(1

a
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—
—_——

]
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il lenleten)
e e o et s s
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55. Anh/chj co tdi cac t3 phuk dudj a3y ve sd co véh/khuy®n b3 hole su gibp 3d wohg neat hoi phuc lai tf khi xaa suf viec
khéng? (chon lva tht c%’ hép véi gni/ehi) o, , , T /A

Cé quan giup J0 chirh phil (xin 1 di€p ta ro)

Céquany fe ¥a hoi (lxin dien 13 9)

Cd quan c8 Ayﬁnl

P p—

tam 1Y (xin difn ta 7o)
Phuc vy {e/Bénh |ep\/B@nj'|/v£n n’e‘ng_ (xin dién ta’ro)
Cong dong 950 chua va I.l‘ﬁ trd (xin dién ta ro)
Cd quan khac (xin dien ta ro)
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56. Ncu kiong co tas sa0 anh(chl kh?ng tim kx&n cdc of van/khufen bao?
[l Toi k.hon;\ an sd d giup H
(] Khong bic\ tdj 'ﬂau?c co sy glupﬁd
(] Khoqgmtpymu ns{ptﬁnca
{1 161 t\!chm sy’ giup d k!
[] Lydo khac (xin dffn ta ro)

57. Tu.( k.hl xay ras sﬁ viec nay chn thdng dlen £d the anb/chl tin tu'dng fﬁng Qa phuc {101 addc bao nhleu ?
Khong phuc h3i Phuc hoi phin nio Gan phuc hdi het’ - Hodn toan phuc hoi Khong biet”
1—2--3—-4-——-5——-6-——7—8-——9—-—10 97

58. Twkhi xay ra}d viee nay, ten thdng dlcn tinh than‘(xuc a"‘ng)anh/chl tin nibn, r‘éngia phuc h01 Addc bao nhieu?
Kheng phuc hgi Phuc 1di phin nao Gan phuc hoi het Hoan toan phuc hg Kh g biet/ )
[P DN DIy DU SISy SIS DAY - SR,

59. Sau khi anh/chx bi nan, gla Hinh anh/chi o an, Tiva khuyen bao/ung ho anh/chj khong”
{1 cd [ ] Khong 0] Ly do khat [1 Khong ap dung t.rong cau hon nay.

60. Anh/chi tra Idl chu hoi sau Bay nhd thc nao, Cach ot nhatH“ gxa.m hoac Ec phong loai ton ac nay la..

Ch‘{ tiec tra Idi tronE\phan nay dung de xap xep nh ng cau tra I6i cua anh/chi tho sd xac dinh bdi dg?iem nhan khau cua tat ca nan

nhan trong couc Hleu tra nay.

61. Tnnh ao hoc y Jn ua,anh/chl Y] cap buq nao? N
[]M iao @i Idp [ ] Tot nghiep Tai hoc
[1 Tl@u hoc lob nzn tdl Idp tam ] Sau @i hoe o
(1 Tmn&hoc 1&p ch)n i mdél mot < [ ] KhOng bidt’
. [ 1 Ldp mudi hai, Bt nghlep Jrung hoc hoac G E.D.
[] Hoc lop théohg max/chuycn nghlep hoﬁc ldp hoc daj hoc.

N
62. Tinh trang hon ahfn cua anh chi Ia si"
[1K2t hén [ ]"U goa
[]Lydl N, []dncng
{1 KhGng he ket hGn { ]-B‘ﬁc‘dlem khac/ban

Rard N ~ al .~ Xa)
63. Anh/chi d khu vuC nao trong thanh pho Boston khi xay ra sn.( viec?

[ } Beacon Hill { ] Back Bay [ ] Mission Hill
{ ] Charlestown {] South End [ ] Downtown
[] Allston [ ] Dorchester [} Chinatown
{ ] Brighton [ ] Hyde Park [} East Boston
[ ] Jamaica Plain [] South Boston [ 1 North End ,
[ ] Roxbury [ ] Roslindale []1Khu vuc khac (xin dxen ta ro)
{ ] Matapan { ] West Roxbury
64. Anhvchi cb nha hay muddn nha? , Yy
(1¢d nbd [ ] Mudn Nha [11% do khic (xin didn & ro)

A ‘y /. .
65. Bao nhieu ngt.(dl chung véi anh/chi?

/ ~
66. Bao nhicu tre dubi 18 nidi?

@.
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67. Tinh trang nghe nghicp hien gid cua anh chi la?
) S~

. []Lam, viee It:ull-time {1 Lam vn'&c part-time
{ ) THat nghicp [ ] Hoc sinh
(1Onha_ (1 HB hu
{ ] T minh lam [] Tan phe ~

v
[ ] Tan phe do s vicc xayra  {]Tinh trang khac (xin dién ta ro)

68. Anh/chi sanh vao n¥m nao? 19___

69. Anh/chi thu'?;c pth ch‘l‘{ng tac nao?
[ Tring
[]Den
[] 1"51 Bang Nha/La tin
[1Ngddi A chflu, w

(] Chung foc khac (xin dién fa r:)’)

. . ~ - . - . . — -~ ’ J ~
70. Anh/chi thuac loai nguéi nao( t.hl’dy, Ngdei Puerto Rican, Ngu6i Nigerian, Ngiéi Ai Nhi Lan, Ngudi Y, Ngt?di Bo.Lan v.v.)

p
71. Trong thof gian X3y ra sd viee, Idi tle tdng cong tr(!ét,- khi tr¥ thd ¢ gia dinh anh/chi ?f/khc‘)‘{ng?

(11{hon$20000 ° [ 160,000 t3i $80,000
[ ] $20.000 £ $40,000 [ 158,000 i $ 100,000
[ ] $40,000 tdfi $60,000 [ 1 Trén $100,000

A \
72. Ani/chi thifdc ton gisb ndo (Cong Giao, Tin Lavh, Do Thai, Hoi Giap, v.v )?

/
73. Anhvchi thudc tih phai?
(]Nam [INZ

’
74. Tinh, duc Tinh hudng cia anfchi thide? NV - o0
Khac gidi tinh a hai tinh phai nam vanu’  Nguoi Jong tinh (nuj  Ngudi ong tinh (nam) Ngudi thay Qoi tinh phai
{1 (1 (] [ (]

N
CHAM DUT
!z

Cam dn a@/gi‘ali"cﬁlg}{ng va bo thdi ian tra lof ban Ti€u jra nay. Xin anh/chj g6 tra lai nsyﬁ&phﬁ bi’k'pi?u tra nay

trong phong bi dadan dng tem. Cduc diep triq?_yy $¢'hoin &Y trong mua Thu, nd\ anb/chi mudn nhan Tide ket qua Gng
pHan ndy [ ].

guit cua cuoc dieu tra nay, xin anh/chi Tanh dau
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APPENDIX D
PERCENTAGES FOR POLICE OFFICER RESPONDENTS
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Police Officer Survey Instrument
Hate Crimes Research Project

Q‘ECTION ONE: PERSONAL/PROFESSIONAL BACKGROUND

1.  How long have you been a police officer?
16 years 18.1%
18 years 13.6%
19 years 13.5%

2. How long have you worked with the Community Disorders Unit?

[] Less than a year 4.8
{] Between 1 and 5 years 61.9
{ ] Between 5 and 10 years 19.0
[ 1 Over 10 years 14.3

3. How many cases have you investigated in the CDU?

4. How many bias motivated assault cases have you investigated?

5.  In what year were you born? 19

6.  What is your race?

. [] White ‘ 60

[ ] Black 15
[ ] Hispanic/Latino 15
[] Asian 10
[ ] Other (specify) 0

7. What is your ethnicity (for example, Puerto Rican, Nigerian, Irish, Italian, Polish, etc.)?

Irish 273

8.  What is your gender?
[] Male 86.4
[] Female 13.6
8. Have you ever been the victim of a bias crime?

[]1 No 77.3
[] Yes 227

' i,
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6SECTION TWo: ASSAULT INFORMATION SR .
Please answer all questions as they pertain to your personal experience wuh bias motivated assault cases in the CDU.

10. On average, how long does the investigation of your bias motivated assault cases last?

[ ] Less then a month 18.2
[ ] Between 1 and 6 months 63.6
[ ] 6 months to a year 13.6
[ 1 More than a year 4.5

11.  Approximately what percentage of bias motivated assault cases actually go to court?
0% --- 10% --- 20% --- 30% ~-- 40% --- 50% --- 60% --- 70% --- 80% --- 90% --- 100%
" 59 (11.8) (59) (59) (5.9 11.8 11.8 59 294 59

12, Of all the assault cases you’ve investigated in the CDU, what percentage were determined to be blas

assaults?
0% --- 10% --- 20% -~ 30% --- 40% --- 50% --- 60% --- 70% --- 80% --- 90% --- 100%
(5.6) (5.6) (16.7) (5.6) (5.6) (5.6)(5.6)(22.2) (lL.1) (5.6) (5.6) (5.6)

13.  Most often, what do you think the offender(s) intend to do in a bias assault (Check all that apply)?

Always Often Sometimes Never

. a. 95.5 Warn/threaten victim 333 238 28.6 14.3
b. 100.0 Let victim know they are not welcome there 31.8 364 27.3 4.5
c. 95.5 Injure victim 50 300 60.0 5.0
d. 100.0 Intimidate victim 50.0 13.6 9.1 273
e. 95.5 Damage victim’s property 48 38.1 47.6 9.5
f. 90.9 Kill victim 0 143 28.6 42.9
g. 86.4 Revenge , 0 19.0 61.9 9.5
h. 95.5 Keep victim from coming back into the area 9.5 38.1 429 9.5
i. 4.5 Other (specify) 0 4.5 0 0

1. Bias as a result of an unrelated incident ie: traffic dispute

14. How often are the victim and the offender strangers?

[ ] Never 0
[ ] Rarely 4.5
[ 1 Sometimes 31.8
[] Often 59.1
[]1 Always . 4.5
[ ] Don’t Know 0

. o,
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15. How often do the victims experience problems with the offender(s) before the first reported incident?

[ ] Never 0
[] Rarely 0
[ ] Sometimes 364
[] Often 455
[] Always 0

[ ] Don’t Know 18.2

16. On a scale from 0-10, whom do you think is responsible for most assault incidents?

The Offender(s)
(No responsibility) (50% responsible) (Full responsibility)
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

, 45) 9.1) (4.5) (31.8) (18.2) (4.5) (27.3)
The Victim(s)
(No responsibility) (50% responsible) (Full responsibility)

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
(18.2) (4.5) (18.2) (31.8) (18.2) (9.1)

Others (specify who) ‘
(No responsibility) (50% responsibie) (Full responsibility)
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
4.5 9.1 4.5 , 4.5

: 17. How often do you think the victim experiences problems with the offender(s), the offender’s friends, or
the offender’s family after the assault incident occurs?

[ ] Never 0

[ ] Rarely 4.5

[ ] Sometimes 68.2

[] Often 22.7

[] Always 0

[ ] Don’t Know 4.5

17a. If applicable, what kind of problems are the most common? (check all that apply)

a.  Harassing phone calls 40.9
b.  Threats on victim’s life 45.5
c.  More assaults 273
d. Harassing victim’s family members/friends  63.6
e. Damage to victim’s property 86.4
f.  Graffiti 72.7
g. Following victim 18.2
h. Other 9.1

@®.
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18.  In your experience with hate crime offenders, how much of an influence do you think the following

sources have on how the offender(s) acquired their bias/hatred toward victims?
Major Moderate

a. Their parents/family environment 50.0
b. Their friends/peers 68.2
c. Negative imagery within our society 19.0
d. Organized hate group(s) 4.8
e. Other (specify) ' 50.0

Peer Pressure
Previous experiences with a group

19.  Who reports most bias motivated assault incidents to the police?
a. [ ] Victim . ' 9s. A
b. [ ] A witness 4.

. [ ] A family member aware of the crime
d. [ ] A friend

. [ 1 A bystander

f.-{ ] A community/support group

g []Other

()

o

5
5
0

SO OO

22.7

4.5
42.9
19.0
50.0

Slight
0

0

38.1
61.9
0

None
273
27.3

0

4.8
0

Don’t Know
0
0
0

9.5
0

20. If the victim is not the person who originally reports an incident to the police, what do you think are the

‘ most common reasons why? (Check all that apply)

a. _ _ Reported it to someone else 38.1
b. __ Thought reporting wouldn’t help 63.6
¢. ___ Not clear that harm was intended 18.2
d. __  Afraid of police 40.9
e. __ Didn’t want offender to get in trouble 18.2
f. ___ Too humiliated or embarrassed 31.8
g. ___ Did not know it was a crime 27.3
h. ___ Do not want to make offender angry 31.8
1. ___ Language/culture barriers 72.7
J- ___ Settled it privately 13.6
k. Confronted perpetrators directly 27.3
l. ___ Medical insurance wouldn’t cover 13.6
m.___ Couldn’t prove/find offender 13.6
n. ___ Afraid of retaliation 63.6
0. ___ Other (specify) 9.1
p- ___ Don’t know 9.1

SECTION THREE: RESOLUTION OF Bl4S CASES

21.  How often are the offenders of reported bias motivated assaults arrested?
‘ wo, 0% == 10% --- 20% -- 30% - 40% --- 50% --- 60% --- 70% --- 80% --- 90% --- 100%
(4.5)

(4.5) (4.5) (9.1) (4.5) (18.2) (9.1) (13.6) (4.5)
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21a. When do you think most arrests are made?

. [] Within a day 25
[ 1 Within a week 30
[ ] Within a month 25
[ ] Over a month 5
22.  What is the most common status of bias assault cases?
a. ___ No one is ever arrested. 18.2
b. ___ Victim does not pursue any further action. 31.8
¢. ___ Still pending. 18.2
d. ___ Settled out of court. 22.7
e. __ Settled through mediation. 45.5
f. ___ Offender pleads guilty. 31.8
g. ___ The case goes to trial, and the offender is convicted. 27.3
h. ___ The case goes to trial, and the offender is acquitted. 9.1
1. ___ Other (specify) 18.2

23. On average, how many months does the court process last for each bias assault case?
24. On average, how many times do you go to court for each bias assault case?

25. For those bias assault cases where someone was prosecuted, do you believe that the outcome of the
‘ average case is satisfactory for most victims? (Based on observation and victim accounts)

Please circle your response
Not at all Slightly Somewhat Very
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
(4.5) (4.5) (31L.8) (36.4)(4.5) (13.6) (4.5)

26. Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the following statement, “Requiring the offender(s) to
perform community service in the victim’s neighborhood as a means of apologizing to them for their
behavior would be preferable to putting them in jail.”

Strongly agree 0
Agree 28.6
Disagree 28.6
Strongly disagree 19.0
Don't know 23.8

27. In terms of pelice policies and procedures, what do you feel has been most effective in deterring bias
crime offenders?

. [X7 %
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28. In terms of court policies and procedures, what do you feel has been the most helpful in assisting the

. victims of bias motivated assaults?

29. If you could say anything to the perpetrators of bias motivated assaults, what would it be?

SECTION FOUR: IMPACT ON VICTIMS . . =~ . ...

30. What kind of medical treatment do most bias assault victims require as a result of the incident?

. 31.8 Emergency room visit

o o p

0 Overnight hospitalization

. 50.0 Physically injured, but do not need any professional medical treatment.

d. 4.5 Hospitalization more than one night

e. 13.6  Other (specify)

'3 1. Please rate the severity of the physical injuries associated with each of the following (on a scale from 1-

10):

a. Bias against sexual orientation
b. Bias against religion

c. Bias against gender

d. Bias against race/ethnicity

e. Other

Nation

Box €000 ,
Rockville, MD 20849-6000

@.

No Injury Serious Injury
0-1--2-3--4--5-6--7--8--9--10
18.2 18.2
0-1-2-3--4--5--6--7--8--9--10
22.7 182

0-1w2-3-24--5--6-7--8--9--10
22.7
0-1--2--32-4--5-6--7--8--9--10
21.3
0-1--2-3-4--5-6--7--8--9--10
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SECTION FIVE: REACTIONS

32. In comparison to non-bias assault victims, how often do bias motivated assault victims experience
the following reactions? (Check all that apply)

REACTIONS More No L.ess Don’t

Often Difference Often Know

a. | Feeling more nervous than usual. 86.4 0 0 13.6

b. | Feeling depressed or sad. 54.5 13.6 31.8 0

c. F.ecl.ing more fearful than before of being a crime 81.8 0 0 18.2
victim again.

d. | Worried more about the family’s safety. 81.8 4.5 0 13.6

e. | Having physical problems like headaches, 31.8 45 0 13.6
stomachaches, and shortness of breath.

f. | Losing friends. 13.6 18.2 9.1 59.1
Feeling helpless. 86.4 4.5 0 9.1
Feeling ashamed and losing confidence in 22.7 13.6 4.5 59.1
themselves.

i. | Feeling afraid to be alone. 59.1 13.6 0 273

. j- | Victim feeling like they didn’t want to live any 4.5 9.1 4.5 81.8
longer.

k. | Having trouble falling or staying asleep. 22.7 4.5 9.1 63.6

1. | Having bad dreams about the incident. 22.7 9.1 9.1 59.1

m. | Imagining what revenge would feel like. 31.8 9.1 4.5 54.5

n. | Needing time off for psychological counseling/ 22.7 9.1 4.5 63.6
rehabilitation. '

0. | Needing time off for physical rehabilitation. 4.5 27.3 13.6 54.5

p. | Paying more attention to where they walk/avoid 81.8 4.5 0 13.6
certain areas or situations.

q. | Staying home at night more often. 50.0 27.3 0 22.7

r. | Moving to another neighborhood. 59.1 9.1 4.5 273

s. | Other (specify)

. 5
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33.

34.

35.

36.

. e

In your experience, how difficult is it for the victim to overcome the effects of a bias assault? (Please

circle your response)
Not at all Slightly Somewhat Very difficult - Don’t Know

[ QG R DU SN DU, JUNNS, QRN SN DS [/ 99
(18.2) (40.9) (18.2) (4.5) (13.6)

In your opinion, do you feel the victim’s family is generally comforting and supportive after the
incident?

[]Yes 63.6

{1No 0

[ 1 Don’t Know 13.6
In general, how strongly do you think victims of bias crime want to pursue legal action?

a. 9.5 They generally do not want to press charges or assist in the investigation

b. 14.3 They are reluctant to press charges but will do so anyway.

c. 38.1 They are generally in favor of pressing charges and pursuing an investigation.

d 0 They are fully in favor of pressing charges and pursuing an investigation.

[4]

. 38.1 Different victims react differently in terms of pressing charges. Explain

How would you complete the following statement, “The best way to reduce or prevent this type of crime

is to...”
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‘ ~ BIAS CRIMES ADVISORY COMMITTEE

o

Leonard Alkins, Chairman, Boston NAACP

Chief Joseph Carter, Oak Bluffs Police Department

Marcy Cass, Suffolk County District Attorney’s Office

Diane Coffey, Director, Victim Services Unit, Suffolk County District Attorney’s Office
Richard Cole, Director, Civil Rights Division, Mé.ssachusetts Attorney General’s Office
Sergeant Detective Carmen Curry, Community Disorders Unit, BPD

Barbara Dugan, Director, Lawyers’ Committee for Civil Rights

Luis Garcia, Ph.D., Chief Criminologist/Boston Police Dept. and Professor/Suffolk University
Kathleen Griffin, U.S. Attomey’s Office

Joann Gu, Ph.D., Senior Research Analyst, Boston Police Department
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e

. Sergeant Detective Norman Hill, Gay/Lesbian Community Liaison, BPD

" e
N

. Zena Jacque, Executive Director, Boston Ten-Point Coalition

—
W

Robb Johnson, Director, Violence Recovery Program, Fenway Community Health Center

—
FSN

. William Johnston, Senior Associate, Facing History and Ourselves
. Rhiana Kohl, Ph.D., Criminal History Systems Board

. Jack Levin, Ph.D., Professor, Northeastern University

—_— —
~ O\ W

. Lauren Levin, Co-Director, Massachusetts Anti-Defamation League

18. Jack McDevitt, Director, Center for Criminal Justice Policy Research, Northeastern University
19. Karen McLaughlin, Educational Development Center

20. Willie Rodriguez, Minority Affairs Office, Northeastern University

1. Gail Suyemoto, J.D.

22. Martin Walsh, Director, Community Relations Service (Boston), U.S. Justice Department
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29 December 1997

Name
Address
City

Dear :

The City of Boston and Northeastern University are conducting research funded by the National

Institute of Justice on the impact of crime on victims. We will soon be sending a questionnaire to a

large sample of individuals who reported being the victim of crime within the past six years. Our

records indicate that you are among that group, and your name has been selected to provide critical

information about crime and its impact. We will therefore be sending you a questionnaire within the .
. next few weeks, and hope that you will participate in this important study.

All responses are completely CONFIDENTIAL, and no respondent will be identified in any report.
The results will be used by the Boston Police Department as well as other criminal justice and social
service agencies to better understand and more effectively address certain issues related to crime
victimization. You may call us at (617) 343-4530 or (617) 373-3482 with any questions or concems,
or to rcquest a copy of the final report when the project is completed.

Sincerely,

Luis Garcia Jack McDevitt

Office of Research & Evaluation Center for Criminal Justice Policy Research
Boston Police Department Northeastern University
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APPENDIX I
FOLLOW-UP LETTERS AND POSTCARD TO VICTIM SAMPLES

March 1998 — This letter served as a reminder and included another copy of the
instrument.

September 1998 - This letter offered the victim sample $15.00 to complete the survey and
. included a postcard through which they could request personal
assistance in completing the survey or indicate that they did not wish to
participate in this project.

@-
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m Northeastern University

‘ College of Criminal Justice
Office of the Dean

16 March 1998

Dear Sir or Madam:
As you may recall, Northeastern University and the City of Boston sent a letter in early January informing
“you about research sponsored by the U.S. Justice Department that we are conducting on the impact of being a
crime victim. The enclosed survey is a major part of this important study. Over 1,000 citizens who have

experienced victimization are being asked to participate.

The main purpose of the research is to better understand the effects of being a victim of crime. The
information provided by all participants will used for this purpose and remain confidential. It is your
experience, not your identity that is relevant to this study. The results will be used by police, judges and

‘ legislators to improve the responses provided by the criminal justice and social service system, and may also
lead to reconsideration of the types of penalties imposed upon offenders. Your participation in this effort is very

importémt and your help is greatly appreciated.

Enclosed is a copy of the police incident report about your victimization experience that you may keep and
use to help you complete the questionnaire. When you are done, please return the questionnaire in the enclosed
stamped ehvelope. You may skip any question that ydu do not wish to answer. However, we urge you to please
take the time to complete as much of the survey as possible. If you have any questions or would like assistance
completing the survey, contact either Luis Garcia or Kayda Valone at the Boston Police Department (343-4530),
or Jack McDevitt (373-3482) or Jen Balboni (373-4420) at Northeastern University. You may also call us to

request a copy of the final report. Thank you for your valuable time and assistance.

400 Churchill Hall

Northeastern University

Boston, Massachusetts 02115
617-373-3327 (office) 617-373-8723 (fax)

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.
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September 24, 1998
Dear Sir or Madam:
A few months ago we sent to you and many other crime victims a survey to complete as part of a
study sponsored by the U.S. Justice Department and the City of Boston on the impact of crime on
citizens. The overall purpose of the study is to collect information that can be used to improve
our understanding of the impact of crime on victims, and to try to improve services for victims in
the future.
We realize, however, that your time is valuable, and therefore offer you $15 to complete the
survey. When we receive your completed survey, you will be sent a $15 postal money order that
' can be exchanged at any U.S. Post Office location. Another copy of the survey is enclosed for
your use.

If you need assistance in completing the survey, we would be happy to talk with you over the
telephone. If you would like to arrange a time that is good for you or have any questions, please
call Luis Garcia at (617) 343-5985.  You may also call to request a free copy of the final report.

We treat all responses as confidential information and your name will never be used. It is only
the experience of you and other victims that is important to this study. Thank you for your time

and effort.

Sincerely,

Jack McDevitt . Luis Garcia, Ph.D.
Northeastern University BPD
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PLEASE FILL OUT THIS POSTCARD AND DROP IT IN THE MAIL.

[]1 Yes, 1 would like to fill out the survey gver the phone.
My phone numberis: () -
The best time to reach me at this number is

{1 Yes, I would like your personal assistance in filling out the survey.
My phone number is: ( ) -
The best time to reach me at this number is

[ 1 No, I do not wish to complete the survey. Please do not contact me again.

PLEASE FILL OUT THIS POSTCARD AND DROP IT IN THE MAIL.

[ ] Yes, I would like to fill out the survey over the phone.
My phone numberis: () -
What is the best time to reach you at this number?

[] Yes, I would like your personal assistance in filling out the survey.
Please call me at the number () -
What is the best time to reach you at this number?

to arrange a time.

{1 No, I do not wish to complete the survey and receive the $15.

PLEASE FILL OUT THIS POSTCARD AND DROP IT IN THE MAIL.

[ ] Yes, I would like to fill out the survey gver the phone.
My phone numberis: () -
What is the best time to reach you at this number?

{1 Yes, I would like your personal assistance in filling out the survey.
Please call me at the number () - to arrange a time.
What is the best time to reach you at this number?

[ 1 No, I do not wish to complete the survey and receive $15.

PLEASE FILL QUT THIS POSTCARD AND DROP IT IN THE MAIL.

[] Yes, I would like to fill out the survey over the phone.
My phone numberis: () -
What is the best time to reach you at this number?

[] Yes, I would like your personal assistance in filling out the survey.
Please call me at the number () -
What is the best time to reach you at this number?

to arrange a time.

[] No, I do not wish to complete the survey and receive the $15.
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