Impact of Crime on
Victims Presentation

Final Results




Data Source

m 50-item questionnaire administered to program
participants and comparison subjects at ten
correctional facilities in four states.

B Pretest — Posttest Model

® Instrument administered twice.
® Responses analyzed for change following completi

of curriculum.




Data Yield

— Initial Yield: 842 total questionnaires returned.
— 459 Pretest (233 Participant, 226 Comparison)
— 383 Posttest (220 Participant, 165 Compatison)

— Final Yield: 360 useable case” .olowing data

compilation and cleaning.
— 203 Participant Subjects

~ 157 Comparison Subjects




Subjects By State

Participant| Comparison Pct

34 8 11.67%
43 37 23.61%
93 80 49.72%
28 20 15.00%
100.00%




Causes For Case Exclusion

m Subject attrition — no completed posttest.

m Subject missed 8+ responses in either pretest or
posttest.




Other Data Issues

Use of draft questionnaire — cases ¢
comparable.

JZven-numbered scale led to multiple response on sirgle
items.

 Subject circled 3’ and ‘4’

~ In such cases, mean value was sub.tituted (i.e., 3.5).

‘Ethnicity’ variable thrown out.

— Not enough variability in response to be useful.




Handling Missing Responses

m Fach response item was searched for ‘missing’
rESPONSEs.

‘Missing’ responses were replaced with the mean
response for the group on the particular item.

~ E.g., a comparison subject fails to answer Item #4 on the

—

Sosttest. T he mean DosSHEsSE 1650 nse 5y comipaiison cubiects
I: I: I: ) J: )

for Item #4 replaces the missing response.

Such replacements account for fewer than 1% of total

IEEPDONEES.




Item Categories

m Questionnaire items were later classified into five
categories.
Knowledge of Rights (KR)
Knowledge of Facts (KI)
Sensitivity to Victim Plight (SP)
Victim Blaming Attitudes (B)
Self-Accountability (AC)

® Individual items in each category were if
+85% of both groups responded ‘correctly” on pretest.
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Reverse Coding

m Reverse coding was necessary on several items
to make summation scores possible.

® On some items, low scores were desirable.

m Before creating summation scores, these iteme -, ere
reverse-coded.

B ["ollowing reverse-coding, higoer numbers
represented increasingly desirable response on all

IS,




Category Scores — KR and KF

m Recoded into binary ‘correct” & ‘incorrect’
response.

® Response 1, 2, 3 = Incorrect (0)
m Response 4, 5, 6 = Cotrect (1)

m Summary scores represent number of ‘correct’
responses in each category.




Category Scores — SP, B, AC

m For these three categories, simple summatiosn
scores were created.

m Higher summation scores indicate:
— More sensitivity to victim plight.
— Less tendency to blame victim tor victimization.

~ Greater recognition of personal accountabslity:.




Age Comparison

Group I\ Mean [ SD

Participant 201

Comparison 155

356

® In 4 cases age information was missing.

m There was no statistically significant difference between
groups.




Race Comparison

Part | Comp | Total

102 |77 179

70 148

/ 17

44

m In 16 cases race classification information was missing.

m There was no statistically significant difference between groups.




Knowledge of Rights - Participants

N |[Mean Ranl-

Neg. Ranks

Pos. Ranks

Ties

Total




Knowledge of Rights

Participant Compatison

S1g.

Participant subjects demonstrated statistically significant
improvement on Knowledge of Rights, while cor+ _,on

subjects showed no change.




Knowledge of Facts - Participants

Mean Ranl-

Neg. Ranks

Pos. Ranks

Ties

Total




Knowledge of Facts

Participant Comparison

Sig.

Participant subjects demonstrated statistically significant
improvement on Knowledge of Facts items, while

comparison subjects showed no change.




Sensitivity to Plight - Participants

N

Neg. Ranks

Pos. Ranks

Ties

Total




Sensitivity to Plight

Participant

Comparison

S1g.

Participant subjects demonstrated statistically significar+
improvement on Sensitivity to Plight items, wh*’

comparison subjects showed no change




Blaming* - Participants

N

Neg. Ranks

Pos. Ranks

Ties

Total




Blaming*

Participant

Comparison

S1g.

Neither group demonstrated change on Blaming items.

However, this measure 1s based upon only two re~  _..se

1tems.

-




Accountability - Participants

N Mean Ranl-

Neg. Ranks

Pos. Ranks

Ties

Total




Accountability

Participant Comparison

Sig.

Participant subjects demonstrated no statistically significant
change on Accountability items, while comparison subjects
demonstrated a statistically significant change in the = _.uve

direction. Put simply, the comparison sub*~ _ scored /ower
upon retest!




SUMMARY

_%_ccouﬁ_tabiin:y

Part.

Comp.

+ : Statistically Significant Positive Change
0 : No Statistically Significant Change
- : Statistically Significant Negative Change




VOICES Control
(n=339) (n=92)

Knowledge
Victim Facts  2.17* -0.17
Victim Rights 1.10* 0.49

Sensitivity
\ictimes Plight 2.55% 1.33

()

Avoid Blame 1.88

*Reported in Journal of Offender Relialsilier
Vol 39 (J) 2004, B 21-33




Victim/Speaker Reactions

m Scale 6= Strongly Agree; 1 = Strongly Disagree

m 1) 5.667 — Overall Positive Experience

m 2.) 5417 — Adequate Advance Information

m 3.) 5.818 (plus one n/a) — Safety and Security Provided

m 4) 5.667 — Participation Well Organized and € __crured

m 5.) 5.75 — Participation was Bene“.c1al to Participants

m 0.) 5.333 (plus three n/a) — ... Beneficial to Victim Speaker
m 7.) 5.5 (plus four n/a) - ... Beneficial to Advocate Speaker

N=12 (9 Victims/Survivors; 3 Professionals/Advocates)




e extremely hospitable, organized
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Speaker Comments. Items 5-7
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quest1ons Th mteractlon between inmate
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Additional Speaker Comments

“Having been

Afl A0VOCAle Was 4 gica p vilege for me. F O |J
students /offenders as 7cd, f of the

suffer continuously also.

“I think this is a great program.”
“ORC has the best prograrn across the state.”

fimes 1 am "eeded o {1y (6 m
urvivors.’
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