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CHAPTEH I 

THE REACTION OF VICTIMS 
u , 

TO CRIMES )' 

',DUring the la:t decade: crime has b~come}he.met~hor 
for fear,,;:;apd in S!e9J.:1Ti ty. In one '"way or an;ther 1/ <, every /' day 

each;:,of "';:'~s if' laware" of the threat. of bein~ a0~rime v. ictim. ( I, ~\ 

Whether it is Id\cking th,e door or crossing the s~reet to" avoid 

0':' '" " 1 I.. t" "t" " a threatening s~pene, our sense of potent~a l~c ~m~z~ ~on" ~s 

al~ays there.~ The ultimate fear is t'hat we ';$-11 become IJ.ke 

G . ,vo; ctim screaming" in the night on whom Kci tty enove se , a ... I 
strangers turn their backs. As muq,h exper~femce has shmln, the 

'" ;/ 
,7 

';~oncern for who would help ,especialH' in major cities, is a 

" 
real one. But help is more than just on the spot assistance: 

It includes, as well, providing ai~withthe problems that 
n 

r~sultfrom tbe crime. 1/ 

Q~ ;: 

9· 1.1 
This research ~~s c~rried out to find out who helps 

,iF' 
{/ 

and who doesn't, what nelp is and isn't there after a 
p ~~;;~; 

person becomes the victim of a crime. We wante'd.'f,0to know" what 

the pains 
1/ . 

,<, . f . r'li" 
qf victimizatiO,n were for the victim 0 .~")m~re ~(ommon 

I: l!;i:' 

crimes and wnere th,e help camefrQm ,not hypothetic~Jly bqt in 

- 1 ~ctuali ty. We wanted. to know whet/K~r strangers helped /mdif 

they,·, did., how, it assisted "'the, victimt,s,adijustment.vle w~nted' 
/1 

q 

\ 

\ 

c.:.-,r 

Ie 

o 

0' 

o 

o 

,,\ o 

o 

, 
r~ 
(' 

/1 
; 

f I 

~'. 

c 

-
o 
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to kno~\Who else helped 
\: '\. 

, " 
friends~ , rf~i~~bors, \ relatives, 

({]official "agencies -- and \' ~ 
what combinations of char.cteristics 

~ 

of victim, crime, helpers 

adjustment after the crime. 

\ 
and neighborhood ~~de f~r b~tter 

1 
1 , 
\, 

·t.':'1 

\\ 
I', 

',i 

The fo'rmal intent of this research was! to • \1 • 
~nve,st~gate 

Ii 1\ 

(a) the problems Victims face as a resu,sl t of a crime, cl?) the 
1\ 

sources of aid available. to crims Victims,' (c) v~ctims' , \ 

knowledge of formal assistance programs. db) rhe exte~t to 

which victtms choose to activate their avJilabl~ in~ormal 
,I 

social 
~ 

networks rather than formal assistance programs, (e~) the 
~'I • \" 

for their choices, and (f) the consequemces of r~tasons 

ch~oices assistance. for botg victims and those giving 

\ 
'" Although man~ stUdies have fodused on crime 

(K:hudten 1976', 
" 
11 

1977; Burgess 

Garofalo, ' 1977; Garofalo and " Hihdelang, 
~. ,/ 

and Holmstrom, 1974, 1978), few have interviewed 

victims within weeks of thecrimePfew have fOll~wed the victim 

10l'1gi tudinally through rhe help-seeking pro;~ess and no~e,' to 
'~fi" II 

our knowledge, have j/~nterviewed the people who as'sisted tl1~_~_" ,_~ __ :,~ _ ~ 

victim in dealing with problems resulting \ fro,m thecri~.e .". 
. ,,~ "Jl ,~ , , 01 

Add"i tionally, most stud ie.s of viotims ha~e f~cusea~ orr the m'6re.J~;:~-",,~ 

violent ~'rime~ .. r$pe and 1pouse a!luse. In order." to' 'examine 1, \ 

., the effec'ts 'of less ''Violent, crimes on victimsT~th"fs""""'S~tua-mY~""is ,. 
\ 

lilllited to burgl$r:Les, ropberies and assaults.' Althougq thi' 
~ & 

stUdy was condu,cteq in Ne~\ York Gi ty, the p;ighborho,ods, crimJ,g . ~ 
?-- -;: .-.~.~--~,---=-~-

.. 
(I 

, , 
........ - •• ' ....... -~....--.-.... !$< Q ~ ""'~~""- ..... -". 
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\ and victims chosen for study were selgcted to help i'nsure that 

\ the results could be generalized to other urban areas. 
~ \\;~~) 

:.\ 
\\ 
I, 
,\ 
1,\ 

1\ 

The 'study of burglary, 

~\' ssault selected from thr~,e communitl"es l"n N 

rqbbery, and 

ew,' York City 

J1"_ one withea hl"gh cr" 't" 1 ] lme ra e ln a ow income are~; one with a 

~~oderate crime " rate in,:' d a mo erate income ~rea; and one with a 

high crime rate in a mix~d~ncome area. The first interView, 

which 
o (~ 

placeD within a: fe,w weeks or the crl"me, co' d th Y,ere "e took 

crime, the victim's problems,~ the sUpporters, the.. victim's 

relation~hip to his neighborhood, and t~e victim's network of 

friends and re1at,1"ves. I d t n or er 0 understand the needi of 

victims in 
(i):;., 

the, rtl~8nths following, the 

support-seeking behavi,ar o~f" victims, and 

victimization, ,)1the 

victims' perceptions 
~ ~ '. ~I 

of the fFesponses of formal organizatIons and members' of their 
\\ 

'\1 support" networks to reques~s for help, the same victims were, 

~ interviewed again four months 1 t B D" 
, 0 a ere etween the first and 

'\I,sec,9, nd int'l!'views supporters for ~hom ~ict:io!s ha: 'pr~;ided 
~dontact information (on theirirstinterview were also 
I. 
lnterviewed. These interviews covered the type of help the 

~1\PPort<;,r gave, the support~Ji!,s .. reaction to the victim, the 
\\ " (I () 

srpporte~'s assessment of the psychological state of th~ 
-~ ~ \ •. '-'= , 

v~ctim, problems the supporter had "as a resul~ of helping, and 

the supporter's fear of crime. The" interviews "'included ' both' 

open-ended and closedsegm~fnts and were oriented toward 

deve10}fing a compre~ensive profiie 
i, 

effects I, of of the 

[' 

I , 
ii 
I 
I: 

~ 1 
J 
f· 
II 
1'/ 

\~) 

o 

o 

() 

o 

'0 
I) 'h 

" 

o 

(1 

" Ii 
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victimization on the victim and the individuals supporting the 
I 'i 

victim. Of the 274 victims inte~viewed about two weeks after 

the ",crime, 181 were interviewed four montfi1s later and 152 

members of ~heir suppor~ networks were interviewed. 

The aim of 'the", research (,oWas to providecrimina~~ 
(,:( ,,c' 

just~pe and social service policy makers with informatipn 
,[ 

tbat could be used in determining the focus of future vict:lim 

assistance programs and optimal methods for reaching their 

client populations. Of particular interest was how programs 
'~ ;::) 0 

could' be designed so as not to be redundant with existing 

networks of suppbrt fot vic~ims, how programs could strengthen, 
< II 

rather than supplant, victims 'Ii support from' neighbors, fr'iends 

and kin. 

This chapter reviews literature relevant to the 

psychological and practical the problems victims, 
" 

" increased, fear" of crime tha~ victims often experience, the 
\\ 

process of adjustment, 'victims' \~se of formal agepci.es and 
\ 

networks of support and the effeots of the crime on those who 
. \ 

apsist the victim in the adjustment ~rocess. The chapter also 0 

\) 

examines the relations~ip between e~ch of these bodies of 
'\ 

literature and the approach used i.nfth~ research at hand. 

I, 
ii 

" 
i 
i 
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'i 

PROBLEMS FOLLOWING VICTIMIZATION 

c, 
" (, 

As a result of victimization, people sUffer,~ variety 

of practical and psycholo~ical problems. Problems range 

from financial difficulties to feeling violateduby a stranger 
.!j 

who wen£ through one's personal possessions to paralyzing fear. 

The literature discusses these problems among others. 

common problem victims experience~ 

especially following a violent crime, is emotional upset 
d" .:~~:: 

(Zeigenhagenr~T~o74; Knudten, 19'76; Vera Instit,Jlt~ of Justice, 
[I 

1979). Davis ,et a1. (1~80) present data con pr~blems of 
-<; ", 

complainants in 6riminal cases, citing' emotional difficulties 

as a result of victimization in 32 percent of the cases. 

Knudten et ale (1977) document the pro~lems of victims a~d note 

that emotional suffering was the most frequently noted problem. 

If these emotional reacti,pns are 'extreme, they may const~"tute a 

crisis,. Crisis ,', react;ions often includ~ feelings of 
II ". 

helplessness, confusion ,Ii or anxiety ""'It' maint~{,p"ing social 
,I: II 

relationships and :exhaus:tiGnc, 6~ physiqal, illness (Halpern, 
'I Ii 

These extre,me relactions 
II 1/ 
it " 

(~apRoport, ",1976) ,:1
1 

8f though 
'\ I ,I 

'\ Ii,:, 
(1979) suggests thatfom,e ~egree 

well past the cr1Si:' stag\' 

1\ 

1973). typically la~ up to six weeks 

the Vera Institute study 

of emotional,Upset may persist 

.". 
Cl 

, "",", 
.~j j 

II ~ 
I 

o 

o 

o 

o 
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Severe reac lons ave t · h been stud"ied most among women 
r:y' 

Who hav'e been rape'Ci. Rape victims may require extensive 
o 

counseling th n resume Qa normal life (Burgess and before ey ca 

Holstrom, 1974). Robbe~V~ictims ma; also experience a crisis 

(Syvrud, 1967; 
~ 

proportion of 

American 

victims 

Institutes for Research, ~978)~ The 

who undergo a ,)brisis reaction is 

o co diPficu1t to estimateObecause it depends on the manner in which 

fj 

Qcrisis is defined. 

Severe' emotional trauma 
(,' 

is not limited to victims of 

violent crimes. 
() 

Victims of property crimes may also 

experience crises. .The American Institutes for Research (1978) 

,found that some victims of nonV~olent crimes experience more 
,'" 

long-term adver'se effects than victims of violent crimes. This 

study indicates that although r~bbery victims generally 

experience a more serious imm~diate crisis, b~rg1ary has a 

lasting impact on the victim's life. The burglary viatims who 

were ~~surveyed reI t that the crime was an invasion of their 
, 0 

t'erritorYt and in a sense, a violation of their person. The 
" 

study concludes that ~sllfrom the victims' point of view, burl5lar-y 

. agal'nst the person".,l1 is often a crl.m,e 

j';.' 

Re~~earch~~s anq clinicians suggest that 
, % " 
regardless of type of crime, Unde~go sim~)lar 

many Victims, 

psyqhologicai 

stress .. Ii Ochberg 
(f~ 

(1979) st'ates victims feel less, powerfu;I. and 
5' '0 

"knocked down in the dohfinance hierarchy." 

[y:, 'i 

~~f..¢-;.\ 

(1980 ) 

t 
i 

1 ::. 
\ , , 

t{;l 



I 

\ 
II 

II 
I' 

,I 

Ii 

o 

'.i 

\ 

~{ 
~\I, 
r 

----------------- --y- ~ 

_~ ______ .....,.,_-c:---..,..---~--------..----:-------""'!"'"jli 

,-
".".- ~""_n", ... "_r .. ~""~~,~,I,~~.,,.,,,':;n:;l':i~·,,,··,,·\·«,'I:I""'~'~""'·'·"'·' ~ . ..,. ..• 

-7-

refers to lithe second wQ;und" of' victimization -- the isolat,ion, 

humil~ation 
and degradation' that "accompanies one's lowering on 

the §cale~of dominance. Bard and Sangrey (19791 theorize that 

. f 1 of' victims- are particularlYn susceptible to fee11ngs 0 . g~s 

control: They suggest that'even if the victim is not harmed or 

" abused, the incident can produce serious psych?logicaltcraUma 
11 () ~';. "0,.::? .:;:: 

because the ~victim' s belief in, an,"i orderly",:, and . ccontroll~ble ;~' 

world has been threatened. Many of these researchers suggest 
t..:' ~ ,0 < i~ 

pysch'ologically 
o 

, 'l(1 ;:;::;:.9 

~hat the victim progresses 

s~ries of identifiable stages. 

Often victims suffeP finandial 

through a 

:.::::.:;: 

.~~~ 

,~ 

crimes. 

Losses may pe, a direct 

i~direct resQlt, . such 

result of ~. property oc~im~~ or an 
o ~*y 

, . t;:J, 0 .' 

as medical exp,enses, or days;' ,lost frOID' 

work be"cause of an injury or time spent in court (Zeigenhagen, ~ 
. , ", ' ." , ' 'ct,· ,("J~ ,iJI 

1974), 
'" 

;~i1udten (191'6') fpulJd tJat loss. o.f inco~e an,9" property 

loss were ~ rated <:as s~rlous to v'~,r'Y,,,serio}lS by more victims than 
i; 

victims of 
any otber type of problem~ i(<putde~ " il1tervieweQ 

lj .' 

viole':nt and property crimes one ~eat;afteh t~#" incidents and 

found that ~'t~ese latter pr!bblems [income' and ~~ropert/: los~] 
. -. ,:;'~~ 

;? 

were .morte, lik~,.1l:t11'an~tev~n phY$ioal 
,. r -';;;5~ 1!:~ '".. if f! 

se.rious" (Knudten, ;~976 :.24). 
. .,f).,,' .' 

injury to be "'p~erceived as 

o 

~. "'~Pbysical injury ,Of '"'d'ourse ~. isa serious problem for" 
,0 

;:;:,.- '" 

victims 
,f/ 
of violent crimes •. 'Twenty"-seven percent "Of " 

Q, 

Knuiden'Sel (197-6) sample was physically injpred and 78$ of 'these 

o 

o 

, , 't 

o 

-8-

rated., the inJ·Jury··. as as~riou'S=P ·or . ;7 ,very ser 10US "problem. 
,.-: ':J ;'\:;. 

In 

Knudten's sample wom~fi suffered mqie~~hy~ical. injury than men 
r1( II 

and non-Whi'tes Y10fe than Whites. 
",' 

In .addit,:i.on, acr ime can produce a crisis that 
, 0 

Q 

.invol ves'" man,¥,'" other aspects of the victim's life. Some 

have difficulties dooumenti~g their losses for insurance 
~~: :.~ d) i' 

&)hclafms. Others l1~eact, .. S'O strongly to a b,urglary, robbery, or 

, . .:'. 

... 1
1 
1 " 
o 

o . 

(,r\., 0 

~ 0 

. a~sault in the~r neighborhood that they feel they must move 

,immediately. 

This documents and records" the f ,., re,quency 0'f 
() 

each ty~e of problem that crime victims suffer and '. 

ex.~min.es the' . t· 1 t·· . ~ 1n erre a 10nships among problems. We wanted to 

know if f~nancial loss <and
q 

physical injury we're related to 

emotional reactfon. We also . wanted to know whether certain 

groups .of victims' -- 'the po'o"r, the elderl' ' 'd' .• .y, women, reS1 ents of 
. . D 

. different nei'ghbbrhoods, differ.ent eth~ic groups suffered.· 

from sp'ecif"ic kinds of problems. AJ. though the bas,ic questions 

are similar to" those of other. studies, this r.esearch.adds . ')' ,~: 
to 

existing·knowledge., First, c,.we., interviewed vi6tims" .within three 

w'eeks" ~'·ofthe9rimewhen their experience of problems was still 
t". C\ ,",,-: ,(!:. \!. '., t~' 

fresh~\I. $ecpnd, to'me~:{sure'~mC~tionai. 'reactio"nvie' 'relie. d l . J/"'. . . ., ,;' .. ' '" ' on a 
standaifaizeg~~e~lt o'faffect:in~,te'ad ofclin!'ci:l'l assessm,ents or 

9, ' o () 'f'_' , '\\ 

self-reports ofemotlonal problems. We consider standardizeo 

",tests.toprcovide amQre reliable measure of emotional reaction. 
::::: tJ U C 

0,'. 
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(Although the s.t<udy did ;use~s"elf-reports,ttwas nd't ,the "onlr 
'" 

, '.' ~;J /r 
Th' d ,I we suriveyed 1. r ,., '0'" method of recording emotional problems.) 

o 

"the sample a" second time, four months aft~er" the crime, to 
, (? 

., 

'fr 
examine change in 0 pr6plems ove'r '4:ime. 

o 

a 

o 

FEAR OF CRIME 
!) 

Another aspect of psychological reaction to"c, crime is 
o i'\j" 

(Davis 1980;' K~udten, 
Il'~),:" ;;; 

et' 81., "'increased fear' of crime 
0' 

st,udies, (Biderman:, et of 
Q {I 

197>3)., report no relationship between fear of ''LeiJ'une and Alex, 
, i, <:7 '<iJ "'t· B t Skogan and Klec<;!ka:",( 1977) "crimeancl actua,~ '~v~ctiI?iza 1.on. u ' 0' 

\ 1,~ c1;. f bb . esassault~ and thefts were ') 
repo~'tea that¥ictims 0 ro, er1., , 

v ~Jl, .,) 

more fearful th~nnon'"'t,victims. °He did notf~nd, however, that 
u 

o show an,y higherievelS of fe~r than victims of personatcr-imes ". 

victims of p~operty crimes. 

" 
. 't::')0 

The ",National 

I, ?Q 
dat.a from Crime SLl.rV~Ys(, 

c:- (~}' 

based 

" victims II '" and p non ... victims, 
" 'll 

~emonstrate, ~ flb~ording 
. 0 

to 
q g~~, ,j 

'(19.79) " .that fear of crime'" does not relate d~rectlT",to Garq,falo 
.1 " " 

, \~\!,) a -:; 

rates Jof 0yii6timization. ",Although women and senioro citi.zens 
(J 

d'm,',O. re," t"he',y" are 'at ,a'l'bw'er risl:C of, victimization 
,. 1il ,:. " fear D 

, , . 
the '·'''.elderly 

Risk and 

, '\l.,' • 

vict,i~ization. Garofalo be:lteves that wornli'nand 

• are 

·fear 
inQome' 

" 
, taugh~ , Cl to" be more afrDaid o~f ctd/tie tha~ othersli 

l'@' \' ,G· 

of c~i'ine" do correlate, howe've~ '0 for" race ~n;d 
<:l () 

v ' 

"groups. L()wer, income ' people have gr~ater feara"nd gre}3t;:p' $, 

r,' q "\>~ o;"v" 
-f) 

, ,v" , 

<:1) 

~. : 
;::/'1 • 

== ~l 
0' 

o 

,0 

1t 
,I, 

o 

;-~ -,," 

II 

Q o 

o ! 
10 

! 
I 0 

rates of victimization. 
~> 0 

Whites have. n~ss fear thaQ Blacks and 

of 

~ 
k 
Il 
H 

being" victimized. Balkin (19,~\9), how~ver, ~ 

pOints o~tthat ""b;;=;O;';;t""'h;;?Q=t=h""e===. =-U;';;n==i'=f;;;;o~r=mE, ===~c~ri;;~~:~CR) and , . ~ 
= ~ ~~ ~ctimizationdat~'<I~7rom ,theNational Crime S~Orveys (NCS) d~~,---~~,t-'~-· 

11 (,' [f 
@ ~ 

adeqJately ~ta~eD into accoupt.exp~sure to cfime, or risk. He M 

argues that f'earamong womeq and the elderly is a rational 

response to the risk·of vcictimizatiQn. 
'it; 

The elderly and women 
r') 

have higher' levels of fear and ~ake more precautions to 
.~::;-

crime. Thus lower 
{J~':; e'~ 

only bec{iuse' .~he tQe actual 
(I 

rates are 

Balkin l;>elieves tbat if exposur"e to ".' 
c 

ri.sk could be controlled for, fe,ar ,I would be consistent with 
,0 

rates of vi~ltam:ization': 

a 

Garofalo 
, \!." 

I ~ 0 

re,fl e(~ fjiion 
q~~~ 

'and 

of 

II, ~life. 

li\rt al. 

Consistent 

r. 

L'aub (1978) '0 argu.e that fear of crime is 

many factors that ~~.elate to .. quality of 

in lj some way with this is the work of Cohen, 

demonstrates those 'who work to 
a 

reduce crime by participating i.n social program~ within their 
" .' ~' \ 

communi ties, ar: less "fearful' of '" crtme than those Who . take 
o 

avoidan.ce ap'tions, 
;," 

lik:eimpr,oving the locks on' their doors or 

not going ,out at night. To 'the' firstC
" gro~p, qaalit'yof life 

might 
. f<J 

be viewed a~ Within'theircontrol~ , But to the other, ,a, 

'defensive ~eaction' ,maybe indicative of a lack of control 
'I 

,.ove'r 

the environment • Baumer and Hunter (l979) suggest that peopleD 
I;:!. " lJ 

familiar with their neighbors and theJrn~ighbor's' pap~tern~ ,9f 

As the .Natiopal Crime Commission 

Q 

. 1/ 

;.1 

~ 
\l 

ij 
P, 

~ 
1 ~ 

" I ! , 
! 
" 

,) 
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.: '\':.,. . 

summarized; "fear of crime is fear of sth~nger6." ~~hB eld~~ly, 
.-::.:t , 0 

.acti ve .more isolate'a, 'face .mOl~e and usually less who are 

strangers. Riger, Gordon and Lebailly (1~78t, howaver, find 
& ' ~' '''-.11 

that among women the high rate of fear of crime i)s .re,lated to 

their limited abilities to defend 'themsel ves and to 'their 

concern wi thrape. 
. ~ i 

" l: 
Ii, 

'J 

Although our study i:~ onliy:; indirec,tly 

issu, of fea~ of crime and risk, it present~ 

-,-. '-" 
related to ,the (1 ~, '. 

". ,I 'Ii "J., f""""." '", 
·a perspective 

on the reaction ~f difterent types ot victims to crime iIT terms 

of fear and the 'precauti""'ons people take to reduce Ili-isk. In 
o 

tbis study we examine the relationship betweeh fear ef
n 

crime 

wi thin a m~nth of the incident t fear ofocrime fo~r months cafter . 

the incident," demographic characteristics of the victim, , ~nd 
. 0.' f.,u: 

";.' 

types of precautions taken by the victim.;f women and Gthe 

" I 

M i 
I 

o .' elderly, take precautions e~ alter their ~lifestyles more I) 

o d) ",' 
readily. in ~re'spo-n"s-e 't-ocrime than do other groups ,i t might be 

an i.n'dication of lowered risk that would explain lower 
. . £i~ 

victimization rate~~ We also examine the nelationship between 
. 0 

the victim's attitude toward his or her neighQ"orhood, 

.n€dg;'h~prhQood organi~ing efforts; and ,fear of crime. 
.\') 

o 

0, 

<I) 

Q 

." 

o 

f!) d 

() '& 

,&8 
~{;lb;-

\ 

o 

o· 

Q 

. a 
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1J.J" 

~ 

STAGES OF :r;,HE COPING PROCESS 

" 
Based (;.1~ l:J. upon anecdotal and clinical accounts, 

Which is 
'%> gr;,ounded, in studies ot hostages (c~f. 

1979;; Symonds, )975), distinct pha&es of the 

much of 

Ochberg, 

victim's 

experience incop~ng wi th,f the effJ~cts of crime have 0 been 
;~~.;.~ . Ii ',' , 

suggested. The first phase, generally called tht'impact sta'ge 
.' n '7/ 0 

1',~ ff 
(Bard and Sah~~ey, 1 Q,79) , occurs immed iately ffter the crime, 

when .victims cci~nibply experience a feeling of 1hoCk disbeI'ief 

or nUmb!1ess.~(J'Man~: vict:ms rep~rt a senle Of' I'I coulCln' t " . i 
b~lieve this ~as happenin~to me." Symohds/ (1975)de~cribes 

thic,~~action as frozen fright beCalt~,e Vict~I~S sometimes become 
~ Ir «, j 

immobile. To others it~$ often interpreied as submission to 

',> or c0!'lpliance fWith the ~;t~ckerO, and 0 victims may ~lame 
Ii 

@ 

I 

themsel ve's 
.; 

fo0 allowing~thecrime to happen. The impact"Phase 
.0 

may °.last for hours or days •. During thfs p"eriod victims"'m~y 

find it ~ifficuJtto eat OJ' sleep. Disorientatio,.n and feelings 

of h~lplessnes~ and vulnerability are cQmmon. 
, D 

The "i'second phase, generally ",re,ferred to,as",r~coil, is 

,viewed as a period in '" a9 cept the which. ,victims to 
o Q 

crime, c· and feelings of'~,ear" anger~and d f c' ''rosa, ness aremani" \t~d 

(~ardand sangreY'/;)~,'.,~979) 0" " Many, v'ictims wh,,~ appear e'O'\be 

adjp;sting well<,,'at this poin;t are" in realitY' °denying t.~~e 
~ ~. '1 
~ ,1(1 '~ 

so~:t;"iousn~ess of'the ev:nt and p~rhaps suppres~'ing fears ,and eve1r 
\ . .j. 

phobicreacti~ns. The de.nialprocess ais regarded .by ,soIl}j~ 
'I') 

'!" 
o '0" 

[ '" , 

I 
I 

! 
~ I 

r 

Q 

"0 

." 

7" (\ 



(I 

, {I 

(I 

(, 

(:' 

(, 

tlJ' 

'(.' j 

~~-~------ --- ---------------..---

o 

II 
" 

-13-

If 

If 

'X~ 

pos 4 t 4,ve mec'haniS~. through which victims can , clinicians as a ~ ~ , .. 
~l u 

gradually begin to cope with victimi~ation. As denial wears 

off, victims maY' attempt to de~l with their feelings by . 
reliving the crime and talking abo:ut it ,freguentlf: Feelings 

of guilt are often' present during trris stage. 13urge'ss and 

Holmstrom (1974) note rape victims may expe~ience an excessive 
II ' 
'h 

and have re:purring nigh~mares during this fear of being alone 

time ." 

The third stage is described as reorganization. -~ a-
o 

" 
time when 'fear ' and anger decrease and victim~ become less 

". -

preocOupied wi£~ the incident. 
i;; 
;, 

about thOe drime decline, and victfms beg:in to 0 focus . again on 

thej.r lives. 

According 

the durat:i..dn 

victims' opass 

to those who 

and intensity 

depend on 

accept the notion of stages, 

Of'~he stages throug, which 

the individual, the type of 

victimizat,ion, and the. help recei vedJi ,from others. Clinicians 

and a. c.ademicians~' ag~,?_e ,that victims, as they str,uggle owi th 
I,{) 

,-i}~these feelings ,often slip in and outdt%'stages, though usually 

the general progres~ionis as outlined (Bard and ~ang~ey~1979i 

1974). ,be . , 

Symonds,k 1975 ; Burgess an~ Holm~trom, 
,':;'" -!;.\ • 

should It 
, 

emph;~sized that "al though researchers agree on the stages of 
'~,-

based, on a 
, 

reco,iery in crime ' vic~ims, 
\1 

theories their are 

rela'tively small number of clinical ,cases. 
'" 

o 

() 

"""-'~-'f 

'\ 
~~r 

I ' 

a ~':li 
'1'1 
,,",' 

-~-r--~~-~ 

1/,)' 

= 0 " 

o 

o. ~ 

""<-'_~ ___ '''''''''''''''' __ '~_.od~~'' _.,_< ~'---__ , _~ ___ ~~"';"IW.-f_~ 

,;;:i$';("",lf ( 

o -14-
d 

studies. 
o.:j) q:; 

~'!, , 

" Kilpatrick, Vet-onen 
,;·C"· 

( 1979)' rigorously stud ied c;! and 
c' 

Resnick 

thereadjustm~nt process, c6mparing rape victims to no~-vict:im 
~ ..~ 

{I ~. 

D controls on psychological measupe& o£ fear and anxi~tY,for ~ six 
.0 'S;'" 71 ~_) ,:''t:.;!' .:;t1 .;. 

, if 
Ii 
,.)1 

, 1.\ 

11\ 

" 

months. They found that while rape yictims experienced extreme 

trauma 
0' 

immediately gradually after the rape~ their fears 

de6reased over the six months. Measure§ taken after~he -third 

month show ,both a deQ;,rease in fear scores on rape;-related.! cu~s 

(such as, knives, intercoursF"Qdarkness and being albqe)aand an 
, 

increlse in .scoreson feelings of vulnerability to attack~ 

(.) 

$eneral anxiety and phobias than the.controls. 

The reactions of crime vtgtims\ descriJ)ed above are 

similar ,to reactions of victims of ., otner catastrophies, 

$uch as fires, natUral disasters, accidents~and canoer (See 
" 

Tyhurst, 1951;.~eopold and Dil~?n, 1~~O; Bloom, 1979; Hamburg " 

and Adams , 1967). Feelings of fear, anxiety,help~essness, 

loss of est.eem ,and guilt are apparent in 
(i 
)', 

u most types' of 

victimizations. A d Ong to' researc'h these v~cti~s.,· also ccor ~ .. . ~ ~ 

react to Unness , ff the ,initial realization the or of 

victimization with shock and dis'belief'; followed by a period of 

denial that,gractual1y allows .victims to reassertcont~oL 

-::1 

I 

l'~ 
I' 

I 
I 

1/ 0 

o~,=",,- ",=~,- =A11'6ther tl1ezpe' discusse"ct __ ~Qyresearchers of all types of victims 

'\ 
\\ 

\' 

is the need for regaining oontrol~ Vic,ims who develop control 

_I\~_..-~_-



strategies are the most , 0 sUccessful in recovering from their G 

,0 

,~. 

emotional trauma. 

Recently 
.~' 

a few reseachet:;,s have 
it 

called into question 
" the concept of stages of reaction to crisis. Silver and 

" Wprtman( 1980), after an eXot'ensive review, of the literature, 
.~:'O \1 0'0 

conclude that,cc ~,a,n research t~hat is 0: methodglogically 
, " D 

sophisticated, there is no eV~dence !ot stages of adjustment 
in 

response to life " !J " 

cri~es and that only in studies that db not 
' ~ .; 

use ca'refully construct;ed instrum,ents and quanti tati ve methods, &, ' o 

do stages appear. Moreover J there is little regularity that 

"can be discovered in the ~e'lCisting resea,rch on crisis reaction 
o 

(, and, most importantly, thefe appear 
(''i!v (,)..~ 0 0.' ~ a" 0' \ 0 ":,:&'~ "'" , 

,~ ,:Y • ;?c,:J :'b G. c <;J" '3:\ 

o 

to be many~cases gin whiq~ 

(1 

(\ 

resoJ:,!:lt:Lo~,""::, th~ ~gO~,inal ""out'COl,\1e o "'I ":q~~ -:; «:.; q 

in all st~ge~mOdels~ ~oes n6t 
occllr. FoJr to six years after the rape 

victims 26% of the 
,~; 

studied by Burgess and Holmstrom (1978) still did not feel that 

recoYere'd. ' Glick, e,tal~' had 
(1974) report tfiat almost. 

,one quarter o( their sample ofpw'idows ,and Widowers stCl,ted, a 

yearafeer the death of their partner, that tn~y thought 'the 
Dr " 

death was not real and they ,would wake . up one morning:' to " find 
their spouse alive and well.,' "Not 

," only is recovery not 
inevitable, but what appears r as adjustment shortly after a 
crisi~ can break down at some later time. Burgess Clnd 
Holmstrom (974)0 report that distress can Clppear y,ears later: in 

what they refer to as a silent rap~ reaction~ 
Figley and 

Q 

0
0 

"oJ" !
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1 / 1/ 
f 

u combat veterans in Which an extended period of denial is 

followed by a p~asemarked by anger and emotional problems. 

C~rtainly, there is little doubt that many crime. 
cVictims, ',) despi t'e the " of crime, suffer emotional 

o 11 ~l) 

trauma. But the significant issue for the practitioner is what 
s· 

cond i ti~ns promote~"C ~djustment and what conditions do not. 

"Rath"er G l' 

than ~xamine the, extent to which an ideal progession of () 

stages"is reflected in reality, this reseaich attempts to 

elucidate the factors,. that affect adjustment and the 

inteFactlon of r4ctors that iqfluence coping techniques. Our 

e intent is to di"scover whether certain types of victims need 

"" '," ," Ii ttle assistance and which types need help in \J"!Jj: (~Q order to cope 
successfully".' 

FACTORS AFFECTING THE COPING PROCESS 

Numerous factors affect the victim's 
o ability to ~ope 

with crisis. imong these are the extent to wh:tch the 
victim 

\ 
b~mes himself 

blame~t",tbe Victim, 
,,~~, ~" ::" confronting 

for the inCident, the extent to w~ich A/gl~) 
" (,{'Chers 

dE,':: 
, r-i';; ~" 

\~~isfortune, 
.ir:< 

':/ 

the vic'tim' s history of 

and the resources available to the victim. 

l 
,,/ 
I o 
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Self-Blame and Blame~by Others "", ' 

,\, 
interest in blame and 

The social "",-" . 1 psychO'i.!,~g~ca 

"~'. • 0 o self-blame has its origin~.;j,n attrJ.but~on theory or ,the 
(~~,,' of benavior. 

examination of people~t:§ percePt'i.,s of the causes 

Attribution theory (Jones, e):- a1.~:6)' .. 

" ••• is an analysis of the\,ssumPt:ons and 
expectations the attributor bP~n~,\ to h:s task of 
causal understanding. These as\umpt~ons and 
expectations shape the attribut~'\r proce~s by 
filling gaps in information, relatln~ behav~o~al 
data to comparative cstandards, and effectlng 
shifts in attention ,( or emI?haSis ~\. Be~ause 
attribution goes beyond the lnformat~~on gl ven; 
the attributor's causal interpretation~ may be 
accurate or in error, functlonal or 
dysfunctional." ~ 

Thus blame oroself-I)lame can be taken as a baSic\\erception of 

incident that has psychologicalOconsequences, regardless of. an 

the accuracy of the assignment of responsibility. \ 

~, 
\ 

Blame of victims and self-biame b~ victims \ have been 

the object of numerous studies (Caplan and Ner-son, 1974; . \ 
o 

Tyan, 1971; Coates, wortman and Abb y 1~79). Att~mpts have 

,e of victims o~\ the "basiS 
been madato differentiate the response I . 

~ 

,others blamed them and whether , th1Y blamed of whether 

Ryan (19'71) argues that victims, too of\\ten, are ,,,themselves., 1\\ 

bl~med for their own plight in o,rder to relieve soc\iety from 

· i 1 social conditions. Lerner its responsibility ,or genera, ' 
. Q 

(Letner and Miller, 1978), in the justworld model, argues that 

)l..""'M'V~'_'_'''~ I ;, 

Ij> 

I 

\ 

\ 
I . ! 
I 
,I 

.. ~"-==-~~~~""'!""';--_,",",,,,' _=""""""""'';''' __ =\~'''~' __ L_-''_~.-;---'-.> """_"".' ... _"' • ___ , .. _~_ ............ ~_, __ "::¥~,~ ""_i~~"'¥' 

,; 

" 

- .~~ - -
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~;" 

o o,~ people ~re taught to s~e the world as a fair, ordered place in 

\ 

\ 
J\ I' 

wh~ch peo~le- are ~ictimized onl~ if they deserve to be 

;;, punished. Those. who suffer;SJ.)me tragedy deserve it". People 
~) 0 

blame the victim and if Yictimized, blame themselves (Walster, 

1966) in order:' to preserve their sense of order in the . world. 
, II 

Shaver (197Sj statis, howeve~, €hat when people see themselves 

as potential objects of ~he same tragedy as the victim, they 

are more lenient and less jud~mental of the victim. 
'I 

o ~ 
wortman ~ (1976), a review article, demonstrated 

that~"self~blame is common in many crises de,ath of a 

cb\~~d, Ij~S of a relative in conc~~itration camps, and rape. 

Bulman and"Wortman (1977) argu~ ~hat self-blame might even~ be 

ben.eficial. ''''They foGnd that1iin victims with severe spin aID 
'c; 

injUries, those 

Janoff-Bulman 

\ 
blamed themselves adapted better. who 

(1979) dist\\ngUiShes il characterological 
1 ,r 

self-blame, blame based on one's general tr.its, and behavioral 
I II 

self-blame, blame based on one's sipecific adltions. Behavi6ral 
'I il ", I ;J 

self-blame, according to JclnOfjr-BUlman, .ls common among rape 

victims and adapti ve beoaus~ it Pl\ovides vi~~~ims with a sense" 

of control over the si tua~ibn .1\ contro;iL is the appropriate 

conte){t within which to view the:, attr,ibu'itionof blame and 
I, 
" 

self-blame as an explanation for e:ents., jKelly (1971) states, 

• • II. , 
••• attrlbut~on processes ~re t9 be understood, 
not only as a means of prov1dingthe individual 
with a view of his wo~ld, but as a means of D 

II 

encouraging and maintaining his effective 
exeroise of oontrol in that world. The purpose 

o 

CJ 

I' , 

t 

! 
L 
V 

r 
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JI of 9ausa1 i,analysis-- the funct:LC?n \~ t serves for 
(( the t) specij~s and :the )~ndiVidul~}:I'",-,,,,\ is effective 
% ',{I cont,rQJ. ;/

1

" ,~,z.'-. ' ~ J' 0. 0 ~ ~ ,>~ Ii ',,', "~ I " ' 
c~l'{{ II , ~ ,~ f "\> _ 1;\ 

KelleY'",might have added, t "or the "imaae of control" 
11" (, "~"!9 

since 

attribution causality, we know" has, no necessary 

relationship t~ scientific causality. 

o 

Because it has no. necessary relat~onshiQ to reality, 
:1 

self-b:tame is a te;bo~,!fs control mechahism. 
/Ii 

behavioral self-blame ~ight be adapti~e with ,"til 
victimization, the eVi/f~'ence 'from Burges1and H~ilm$t.rom (1978) 

I' indicates that a seCOnd) victimizati6n bteaks the bub~le of 

control. Rape" victim~ who suffered ,an assault in another 
't?' " I Ii, 

incident before the rape recovered at a ~j1ower r~te than otner 
o ,l Ii 111 d" . 

rape victims. In jehie res"earch, we! attemp,~e,,; to ,examlne(; 

behayiora1 self-bla~e with the question! "Is the~e ~nything you 
, .! ~ 

could have done to prev~nt thle cri~e?" Because 

characterological self~bla .. e 1s a ,koT'e difrfocUlt concept" to 
o ,?,-"-\ . y" ,f 

examine with a'A\questionnaire data ,.on "this ;fdrm of self-blame 

"A1 though such 

the first 

W,las not collected. We e1im)tnated the i'erm }'blame"" from the ~ 

victim interview, and rather the conce~:,t,' i" , t-'\~r~.v 
,of 

"" in some 
I'"~ 

way ii'" H 

self-'responsibi'11 ty, the victd;;m's feeling 

responsible ,for theinciden,t. N~vertheless, we compare our 

findings se1f~responsibiJ.Aty 'ii, to 
"'=' '\, 

other research on ~lame. on 
1,1 

supporters were aSke~~ 'tDo you!~ think the victim blamed 
"i 

, ,(, il 
whath:'rP~peTred?" Itand .. "Do 

a little m6re'-'ca~;ef'pl that 
\1 I.' 

him/herself for 

victim bad been 

1 

,() 

you feel that if the 

heLshe wouldn't have 
" 

o 

" 
-! 

D 

.:' 

___ ,!;"~.'~_,...:""!"=_" __ <¥A"Io_:;b._L"';;IIIO/~..t.j~ ______ ---"il·_----"~-~-~~~2_---

o 

o 

o 

[\ 'Q' . " 

o 

.j:t, 

" 

beeg , . (a:,ssaul ~~ed, 
'}~ I! 

0' 

-20-
<--t< 

'f~j:i" 

robbed, burglarized)1" These questions 

f
"rovide,~ 9not~ler 

I,:";",, " 
\ " -",'I; 'I 

measure"of 
f.iIr' 

self-responsibility and blame by 
. I, :-;' ~i._, 

'Slupporte;s'. ' 

~h V:tctim' s Hist~rl q~f s~ressfU1 Events 
II 1", "':0-

o 

11 1(',"-
,;1 ;'c.'lAnQ:ther ;ifactor- that appears to affect response . to 

il II' 
,'cr;!!isi'sis >th

fl

/ e V.icti~~} s ,; ;hi,~tory of dealing with stressful 
:1 

even't~.:o But'data aret contradictory. 'i 0, ' i \\ According ;ltO Bard ( 

In:~titute ofl JUsti~eo' 198
C

O), inc his ongoing study of families 

of I: homicide VI'~ctims" yic,tims ".fho are poor, Black or Puerto 
(~ fo) I " R~u' C, an, who. h:i,Bve aealt, wI! th advers'l't-le's' a'll th'· l' ' ",~~ " } ... ,... elrlve~~:"anCl who 

~ ~ 

ar~ /.\more' lik~:~X to" have d~a1 t wi t'h death, cope, better' than 
! I , " 'I -?,~,' ,. 

ot9'!ers. co, Siri'ilarly, s~ateos Bard, Korean War cPOW' s who survived 
!.II ,,"J ,J " 

bes'!t,~, were tl;lose who ~ere abandoned as children and were raised" 
I? 

1/ 

But i};i appears, that in other 
~< 

j~ in:~nstitutiJ'ons or foste¥ homes. 
I' ':'? 

, • \11 I) 
crJ.lJl~s, pr ior, ,s:tress, d"oes not 'lead to better coping. As 

" dis(~ussed, :Burge,§s~(land Holmstrom (1978) disc~vered that women 
oj 

I tf -

who' had b~)Em the object of ~noth~r assatllt befor~' the rape took 
~) . 

longer to recover. 
j ";1 Ii) 

Yet women who had lost someone close to 
, 

the~ i~ death or throuBh~ivorC~ or separat~6n 
,i' 

Tecovereq more 

; rap~,dlY than other' rape Victims. 

o 

" ~,i 

sU'ggest that both reaction~ ,(,m1.ght be explained" by 
, 

self-blame,. 

Crinl~ victims appear to 'blame themselves, for the be~havior that o - - .. 

led "to the qrime 1"1 should have been" more carefu~") and to 

thereb¥gi vethems.el yes q:ontro1 qover the ~si tuation C"I won' t'do 

(7 

,j 

, ... '<~' ..... -.~~~-".~' 

, t:; 

,j\ 

c 

" 

, ~ 
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that again!"). A· second victimization, however, attacks fhe 

sense of 'control. But a death or, loss, ,as Burgess and 
c 

Ho}.msttom (1978: 173) !' state, " strength.en$ a 'person 
~ 

psychol8'gicalL-y"c anp promotes the deveclopment of "the skill 
.-' . :;:C- \~1\~~" .I~~ IJ 

needed for' coping wi t~:'stress generally •.. This s,tudy collected ,. 
"' ~.!. /' 0 

o II . 
data only onrprevigus victimization~-~o we examine the effects 
, . II II ""0 • 

of previous 1(~~rimes but not other stressful events~ 
\\!11 

One factor that should aff,ect the adj'ustm~nt pro~e,~s 

is the resources available to the victim. We would expect 

"'°1 
" .~...:'. 1 C 

I 
I , 
, ' 

1 , 

" ell, !:~ 
that victims wi tho hi"g)je'l;; ,incomes w~o:!uld suffer less "fromtl1e ,; ,)" z, t 
financial loss and could afford prof::essionalcounselors", ,tJ;o OJ 

",,;. 
ad~~men~. In addit10n to having II assist\lwi ~h psychological' 

;""i o 

the financial resources available to purchase profE!ssional 

1/ " 

services, 
O' • 

grou~ to·ha~e at least some expect this we would 

level of professional services availabi~ to it throqgh ~ts 

/,\ 
network f f · /, ~J 

orJ.E:~s and. relatives. The elderly, "many of, wnom 

live on . fixed incomes, may be particularly ill-prepared to 'bear 

the financial costs ·of victimiza.,tion,o (Cook, 1978). 

. surpr;(sing ;~rthatthey have been found to be more likely to 

J • .8 ,suffer financ.ial, phYSi~al, and, emotionalprob'l~a~. other 

age gpoups (Midwe.st Research Insti tllte, 1977; Goldsmith and 

II 
!i 

\1 

Goldsmith~ 1975). o 

Q 'Il, ' 

" " 

f) o 

n 

n ' 

() 

o 

() 

o 

() 

l~ 

o ,0 

o 

••... '.L 

In addition 
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to financial 
'Co? " 

resource's, personal 

resources or socialization of different· groups v in coping 

responses might affect reaction ~o crime. For exampl~, women 

more physi'cal injury ~ problem~ wi ththeir families, a.nd < 

.~j 

o more. mental or ,~niotional suffering tha,n "men (Knudten, 1976). 

ASSISTANCE fROM FORMAL AGENCIES 
. \\ 

One of the crucial responses to crime is to seek help 

from' formal organizations or from
Q 

one's network: of 

friends, relativ~s, neighbors and acquaintah~es. 

11 Ina survey of 1, 106 adults in Chic"ago, researchers 
e, 

to ",sort of those who do out oth~ 0 c.haracteristics 

not seek help, those who seek help froma the1r networks and· 
":1 - ,(", 

thos.e wh.o 
<) 'J ''0 

to "formal agencies (Brown, 1978). 
~~ 

A ,number of go 

distinctive groups were di~ting'Gished: Self-reliant non-seekers 
,u. >..:.,..h.: fI 

~ ~ . 

who had strdng informal n~twc.'il';·ks and 'appeared to, be comforted 
()-II 

by the mere availability of, people to ass"i,st tl!:em, reluctant 
o 

non-seekers who had tn,e" lowest self-esteem. 'and the least 

effec~,i -¢e coping 
. 

responses, and were :bhe" most vulnerable, 
{j 

h~lp-seekers whous-ed only 'informal supports, and help-seekers 

who used~. "only agertc ies. 
/ . 0 

Those Who ~ought only agency support 

were distinguished from those 
., .... ' ::. 

who us.ed supports, by 

higherll.evels of role strain and. more stress, but .also by less 

,adequate informal, supports and reticence about problems. Those.'. 

o 
S' 

" " . 

. , 

! . 
t 

I 
! 

1 
I 

.Q 
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o 
Co" 

whous,ed both informal' and organized supports differed frOID 

those who used only informal assistance 'in the numbe/ stressful 
, \\ {ili " 

events they had to deal with. Brown (1978:438)" concludes, 

"While others h~ve suggested the 
, ill 

professio~als . are~~ontacted 

onuyafter" informal as}30cfates fail to provide assistancel'~ it 
o 

seems more likely that these respondents were simply reluctant o 

to keep asking inforimal ~ssociates for assistance." 
o 

II 

B~t, the mOst consistent pattern is that mo~t peo~le 
'1! 

do not K(), to agenciJas for ·help. al. 
ff . 

sur.veyedl~ i~he '~ilwfukee area and found nUm€H'OUS ag~ncie~s 
(J·t .' 

n ~ " 

" 

providipg ser::,Xices ~or crime victims. Yet Kn~l~ten, oet al.\~, 
. .." # " ,. 

(1 rt76) found tha~ except for ph~sical.i~jurie~, most victims 
0:; V' 11 P " ..' ~"'::l 

did "not kno~c that"""~t~lP ,:was av·ailcable friom for!f1a l'! org~anization.s'. 

Even manyof:;'th~se{Who did know help was availaq,le "did not go 

. fo'r (; helP,." "\~'(~Since the time ofKnug~~ .~. s' S'tudJy ~here has be~n'~ a 
burst, of 

oriented 

",D servic.es . . '.). 
are available. Sociologists 

poor are be suspicious 
, '"',-

'ii 
la;pk of 

;r 

have il fpund 
I 

use 'of" 

that the 
i a 

. i~yol vement o"f 'with 
J 

i{.bureaucrat'ic .' organizations.~ 
~';(. '. 

and Cl.re re'luct~nt t,oseek their 
r) 

. as·sf. .... $~"all'ce(Briar ' .. 1966; Carlin', How~rd an'~" fJlessinger, 1967; . ' I ' 
", Q~ ,',' '0 • • Jr. 

Paulsen, 1966).c . The' fact that a dispropor~rionate number o~f 

" vict,ims tend t,Q 

"1,1 

o 

~ , 
be . from . ecoll~mfcally 

o 

" , II 
d isa.~~vantaged. 

,Ii" 
II 

·i . J 

fl 

/i 

II "' ' 

groups' 

Q 

,) 

) 
I 
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c:' \)'" 0'1 

(Cr;,iminal Victimi~a;tion 
" 

Surveys 
I;) ~o 

in 13 Americap Cities~ 1975) 

~jy partiaily @x~laiQ the low use Of services among 
, . ~1 ., 'i,1 

;,ictimS. "Instea~, t'rustedpers~ns from their iQ,formal " ( 1 
networks may Be ccflled upon to pro~v~de" as1r' i sta~ce. . 

co "V. 
'6 
Informal a~sistancE;! may be· . preferable to the 

crime 

social 

o 

victim 

in' particular For' example, informal 
~~ 

supports 
,I i) 

may tfebest-sui ted to provide practical aid, such as the (;; 
II' 

t · se of an automobile for victim~ of auto theft. emporary u, 

Treatment of serious injuries, on the other band. usually 

'J requir"es the compeJ~ence. of professionals and formal 

organizations~ Formal organizations may be essen'~tial for 

certain types pf victims wh~ do" n.ot havewell-devel'oped social 

networRs. Gurin, Veroff and Feld (1960) found that tqe elderly 

do not seekassist.ance from informal ,)contactrs\ 'as Often as 
1 

younger 0 people. Formal aSsi~tance progra~s~~d informal means 

of ~upport may play complementary, roles in assisting the 

victim. Nevertheless, most" ::;upport for. ma~t peoPle comes from 
. • ~I • 

\I 

('®he;i.r informal ties •. One Of the aims. "of othisstudy is to 

examine if there is any connection between formal agency 

assistance and informal·networks of support. Additionally, th~ 

"-study examines the ways in which fO.r.mal agencies might "promote 

asslstan.ce to crime victirrls through victims 1 inform'al networks'. 

o 

t 
! 
I 

I' 
j 

I 
I , 
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Network of Support 

Dar ing the past ten yearl~ the notion of social 

networks has common il1\ social work, criSis 
" intervelftlon, medical :30ciolpgy, and numerous other fields. 

The concept' of the lJe(§'tr: rk was developed as a "research ~aol 
~,-,'; " ,(~~~ .~ 

'''~ with which to examine the,~nurn~,rous social ties' in which 
.({ 

individuals I) participate in contemporary life. Instead of 

~xa!'llining cpe'ople 0 in diffe;ent group"s, c, on the job and ~t home, 

for instance, the qindividba'l' s s'6cial life is tr'aced "tl1roUgih 
'0, 

the ties the person has to all tl1e peo'ple he knows and the tie,S 

those people have to each other. Sketching these ties out, 

wi th cl=ines connecting all the people who know each other jthe 

lines form a net-like pattern, hence the term network. 
,~~~ 

The concept Of the network. has been crucial to the 
c, 

reinterpretattori ·of urban life. Almost as a backlash 

society '" as 

researchers 

;D 

image of life ing contemporary, industrial, urban 
til 

alienating, isolating and unfulfi lcling, many 

(Fischer, 1979.; Wellman, 1976, 1979; Bott; 1957; 
. . ~. u~, . 

B~rnes, 1954, Granovetter, 1973) have .demonstrat.ed that 

friendsJlip,j sJ)pportand intimacy ar.e available by means of 
0' 

networks. 
, ',C: 

Fischer (1979), 1,n astu'dy condu"bted in n"orthern 

California, found. that the~ average adl.ll t had17p~ople he could 
.:, '. Ii 'J. ' 

calIon in his immediate .network for everything from 
" 

discussions of personal pr9blems to watering the plants while 
>y 

{;t' 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

,. 
j 

o 
f.) 

o 

," 
o 
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he was' away. Wellman (1979) asked 're.sidents of the East Y;prk 
'II 

d 

section of Toronto to name six people they felt closest ~o, and 

. found 98% b·f his samp]:e had at least one intimate tie and ",6;'1 % 

had five or more intimate ties. Networks, however, do not 

function as extended families because the members of a p~~son's 

network do not form a tight group of people who are members of 

eachoother's networks. In Wellman's sample, the average 

network density (measured as the percent of potential ties 

between memq:ers of a network that 'actually l!\ exist) was only 33%~ 

In an extended family the density would be 100% since everyone 

knows everyone, else. C~; ~~OUSlY, when a saI!lPj_~,of those named 

a,s network members by one person was 'inter,viewed about their 
o . 

networks, 

member .1) 

only ~6% 
Ii':' 

mentioned the initial source as a network 

'.1 ' 

Networks a'lso differ, 'at leas.t in SJ)me cal3~s, from 

extended farq.,il ies in that network" members do not Ii ve near,· 
,) ., 

each other. InWellrnan 's sample, only 13% of"" network .members 
. "I 0"-

lived 

" 
MetroPoli~an Toronto. In'Fischer'ss~p1ple, 71% livedw,ithinan 

Qour drive of the respqndent. But a concentrated "network is 

common among some ethnic groups in the United States. ~ In a 
{J 

study of "support sY$tems of low income, Spanish and' Itali.an 

families, ",Nuttaland N'Uttal (1979) founo a strong "r./ylianceon 
'0 

rela:t.i ves living nearby among oothethnic groups and a.lmost °no 

reliance on. neighbors or friend.s.·· Thenetwor,kl(0fkin livi.ng in 
\il .. 

.0 

o 
=~"--=-,,.:;;..;~-.:..---== c::-

o 
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the. Boston area for the Spanish families averaged around 40 
, l! .,: 

people. Modern technology expands the geogr,aphic area wi thin 

which one 
p 

relatives. 

be considered to be surrounded by fri'ends and 

Q 

Research indicates" that networks provide that main 

sources q of assistance in times of crisis. Acoording~ to 

Wellman (1979), 81% of the sample said help was available in 
:, ' " \1 > ~~. [, J-. 

e,mergency" situations frb'm in,embers of their network ,and 60% 
(Z.\' 

reported that help was available on routine everydayomatters 

fromat"least one member of their network. Warren (1979;2), in 
. '. . . 

a sample of 4000 adults in '11 cities throughout the Unite& 
D.~ , 

States, coticludesthat belping networks,are:"the' largest 'human 

service delivery .system' in the country." E~trapolating fro~ 
<;--j:f' 

the number of helping behaviors ,recorded . for the sample 
,;- ~r' 

studied, Wa~ren concludes that on anannu~l basis, throughout 

ths United States, networks account for 2.1 billion acts of 
::.), 

help. 

people 

Of the 4,000 people interviewed , 82% -'of the married 

hamed . their spouses as helpers, 41 %n'a~~d friends, 037% 
'~1(t. '-:. ~ 

named other relatives, 27% named neighbors and ~'28,% named 

co-work.ers. ' Fischer. found- that almost 40% of helpers Were 
" 

relativesCincll,lding.14% cJ'these wbo were in the houseljold) 

. .and '11% were neighbors ~ In ~j:studyoflife or,ise's ,anqwhere 

. ,~ 

v, ') ,<;:1 

people 'turn for'';; h~lp, VerOff, Douvan 'and Kulka (1980) conclude ,; 
,-:y .. 

c, 

. Q 

o 

,:;1' 

Q • 

o 

(i 

o 
(,-

,\ 

" 

o 

that "informal support systems cft'e probably the . t· 1 cr l." l. ca way 
. that people ip the ~ew generations h ~ .... ave adapted 

f~ ~ 
deal with 

their life problems.P ·W,,,, 
~Jl 

Clinical researchers on 

,. (J 
""E) 

crime V,,ictims agree that a 
l&e:Y:~~ingred ient in the 'passage to' . (~ ,'- 'J ", a new 0 integr'ation and 

stabil~t~ ~fte; thf~c~ime is other people. Ochberg (1979) says 

that treatment for the first phase of cri~is, whi6~ p~p be 
either rage or resignati,on, or alternating rage and 
r1.,signation, is, ventilation 

': ,] '.:] 
and 

victim. The need for supp~~t is so 

others rallying around the 

great that Ba~d and Sangrey 

(1979:39) note, "If a vict1.=m does n' o·t get 0 
prope~ support during' 

theO impact phase, his or l?,'er dJ,efenses may come b" ack'.' 0 
v tog'ether in 

a dysfunctional wa~ othat ; will ,,"~%a~,se considerable difficulty 

,later. If
' Symonds ( 1.' 975) t,·'hl.· n' ks t "" 

f . ,hat a lot of anger expressed at 
officialsi especl.· 11' tl. 1 , . . ",. a y 'l,te po ice , ~ sanger over .lack ofo'>support 

generally from ," ,~he people the Victim knows. He quotes 
(1975:25) ,one victim:. "What hurt me most was the complete 
indifference and lack bf consideration £or my fee.lin.gs in mYfij, 

hour of deed by people I know and work wlth." The Kansas City 
'i; 

Police Respon.se p'r J' t (B") '''I 0 ec . , l.e.ok. reportedth. at. thO e ) fl.' r's' t. (J . " . th~ng" 1 " ;[: 
man~ crim~ victims ao is call a friend, or~ relative 
. ,« . " ',' t, " 

abQuto~lling .' the poli~~,. ;;'''tBurgess. and . Holmstrom ( 1978 ),in' 

to talk~ 

(i\ ~heir stud,Y of rape victims~ n6te °that4~,,%of the victims with 

.. , 
,I 

. n 
o 

,. 
1 
1 

! 

, 
I 

j 
i ; 
I 

"I ; 

I 
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adequate support recovered (ceased to react with fear to rape 

related stimuli). Four to six years later, over half of those 

<without adequate'support still had not recovered. 
6 ' 

o 

Lack of a support network app'ears to" be 
-.p..1: 

strongly 
p'li c. 

iN ass;ciated pisychological 
I 

with physiological and pathology. 

One indication of a collapsed social n'etwork can be divorce or 
~~ 

(.l) ~~" 
separation. According to Pilisk Cilnd Fr',oland {{,978: 275) f 

,\ 

divorced and separated people al~o have- higher 
rates of suicides, homici:des, automobil~ 

aGcidents, alcOholism,' PSYChOSiles, c<ancer .. and 
diseases of the heart. All \ describe sympt8m 
syndromes fo~ which the neede1d, agent of the 
disease is already, by vi~tue of g~netic 
potenti.a.l and/or prior experienC\e andexposul1e, 
with'e us and susceptihility appel~~s more a matt.er 
O,f t,he sta. t. e of~the host., The e'~',ld,ence suggest .. s 
that breakdown occurs in response to a rise in 

1/ - \, \ 

the presence of enviro~mental. str'\rssors "but that 
the presence of cohesl ve soc~al Isupport :networks .' ' , " . \ 

can preclude the effect pf tnese stressors. 
Hence! so~ialma~ginalitf has fbeen linked to 

.

t., ub:rcu. 10S~S .. ' SChlZO P. hretlla an ~\' proness ,'to accldents. . ' ., 

I.) " . . 

Patti,son (1975: discovered that PSychot,cs have networks that 

'average from fo.U~ ,~o fi.Ve.,' Normal.s haved1etwofk.s Signif~c~ntlY 
larger .than psychotics~· Hammer" Maki.eSky-~arrow and Gu'trwirth 

(197ff:526) find that nSchizophfenic subjects tend to have 

pers,onal networks' that aresma).ler t~han ,those non-psychqtic 

~control~.P, Because Of the man~' different techniques for 
f , ' I . 

elucidat.ioh of ne~work data~' cOPlP,arl.sons cannot be made across 

, studies. Thus, despite the fact th~t many of our subjects hEd 

o 

(} 

o 

o 

'" 

>3 

; ft 
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networks with,5 members or less, this does not mean they were 

psychotics. Within each study, however, the general assumption 

is that people with larger networks are likely to receive more 
w 

support and be mentally healthier than people with smaller. 
'\) 

networks .; 

The effects of network density, however, seem 

ambiguous. Kadushin found ,.that when personal network 

members;: were known t\ each other, ~tupport improved and 

continued over time, and tha~ this facilitated the" adjustment 

of the patient. Pattison ()975:1249), noted just the opposite 
" 

for the networks of ~sychottcs: "The psychotic is caught in an 

exclusive small social matrix that binds him and fails to 

provide a healthy interpersonal matrix." density 
, 
, ,j 

networks might ~imit victims in the diversity of help available 

to ,them. According to a theory by Granovetter (1973), close 

acquaintances frequently share common knowledge and therefore 

are unab,le to provide each other with new information; however, 

distant a cq u a,i n t an ces may posSess information previously 

unknown to those weakly tied to the victim. Acquaintances or 

neighbors, for instance, might ~lay a significant role in 'third 

~~rty contacts',. 
v ~ 

,( 

,,,, 
The healthiest network, we CBn speculate, might be 

one with a siz~ "< of, about 10 ,i) individuals 1 a portion of 

is· charEbterized . 'e J:>y high den~i t~\ so that support is 

/, 
u 

\) 
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coordinated among a few individuals. Yet, because there is 
I) 

also a 10w-densJtysegment, the high density segment does not 
, ",' ,) ~ 

r~ield the individual from the rest of the wop,ld. ' 

,~ 

Although Wellman (1976) not~s that immedia£e kin are 

usually called on for emergency assistance,\'peoPle tend to 

specialize their networks in either relaJ~~. ve~u:r ofriends. 
. ~~' 

Wellman does not discuss the differences be~ween Cthese two 

groups, but this I C"its the data on low in~\omei" Hispanic and 

Italian families (Nuttal
Z

, and 'Nuttal, 1979) ci21)eadY d'iscussed. 

specia~;Zatio~ of one's network in . rela"UY~~ ~irht ~e. common to 

certain ethn~c groups and tho~,e w~ th 'Tow soc~0Iicon2m~c status. 

Specialization in friends might be relat~d to u,r! \i,ard' mobility. 

o ; r ~ " 

Warren (1979), in a survey of ,@robllms ranging from 

feeling blue to a. des'ire to m~~~ major (hange in one's 

life, examined the kinds of ~:;; that werJ offered and the 
\,ji'F 

effectiveness of the help based of th~ 

" D 

psychological state of the respondentoafter the crisis. More 
~,\ 

than three-quarters (7.8%) of the respondents had helpers who 

"just listened," more'than srhalf (57%) had helpers who "a.sked 

questions," for about a third 0(32%) one helper "sh~wed meaa new 

way to look at things., " 'for (15%), a belper "told me who to 
'.'1 

see" and for. less than one tenth (7%), a helper "took me to 

someone who took action." . Comp~\ringthe.type of help to the 

psychological state of the respondent,' Warren (1979:18) 

'. ''<l 

-;:;" 

,yo' 

, 1 
I 
I 

o 

o 

\\ 

o 

o 

o 

o 
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concludes about the=effectiveness of different types of help, 

"~rlP which is only listening and is not linked simultaneously 

t~ more active behavior, such as, askingqttestions, refe.rring, 

intervening by taking the ~ndl'v'du l't f ~ 1 a 0 someone . or help o~ 

providing a 'new way to look at the problem' is not muc~ beti~r 

than the individual coping alone." Fourteen percent of 
Warren's sample used no helpers. 

~ The relationship between help and improvement in 

one's state, however, is difficult to establish. It could 

be that people in continuously distressed state~ effectivelyo 

~inhibit extensive social contact and s . 1 t 
oc~a suppor o~ -that 

poorly adjusted people lack the inter-personal abilities to 

seek out support. If the latter were true, poor adaptation and 

lack of social support would be products of the same condition 

and not causually associated~ In one longitudinal study of 
.'l'J 

adults in crisis or transition by Lieberman and Mullan (1978), 

those who went to professionals, those who went only to network 

members and th h ht ose W 0 soug no help show~d no statistically 

significant differences on nine measures of adaption. The 

researchers conclude (1978:5'7), "Does help help? For our 
<) 

sample, for the range of human predicaments studied, and with 

~ the variety 6f ?utcome measur~s we have applied, the only 0 

., ~tt! . 
answer that- makes sense at t~is stage is that we are not sure." 

~ 

o 

j 



... 

J; , 

( 

" 
( fQ 

( 

(I 
I' 

o 

-33.-

. (\ 

Ci 

o 

'0 

We examined many aspects of the structure of crime 

vfbtims' networks of support in order to answer .the 
{) 

", 

questions, "'Who ~~ts help?" 
II 

and "What kinds ,of help do they' 

get?" We studied the effects of the'size of the networks of 

support on the extent of crime related problems, the types o~ 

help the vi~tim received, the type of psychological 
, . and 

adjustment the victim made over time. Additionally, we looked 
0 1,1 

r 
at the relations~ip between the structure of the victim's 

network of support and his or her adjustment. By structure we 

mean the extent to which the network is made up of friends or 

relatives and neighbors or more distant people, and network 

density. We did not ~iamine network density because the methdd 

used ~for sampling each victim's network did not permit an 

accurate measure of density. 

We defined the network of support as ,those who 

assisted with crime reJ.at,ed matters. In addition to the 
" 

network Qf suppor~, we colleoted information on the victim's 
, " 

network of exchan~e or general set of friends, r~latives, and 

others wi t.h whom the victim exchanges material ~nd" personal \ 

assistance, (such 'Was, borrowing )'money from or talking to about \ 

problems). We compared the network, of exchange to the 

of support , that develops around the crilllinal . .victimization in ri e two r k \'\\"'1"" 

order to be.tter understand whether those victims who were \ 

" isolated had tfoub~e getting as~istance in an emergency. 

\ 

\' 
~ , 

"1 
I 
i 
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EFFECT ON SUPPORTERS 
Ii b 

As has discussed, support is a crucial aspect of 
" 

the adjustment p~ocess that victims is, through, go but it 
,\ 

not aid gi v'en frT~e and clear"t;y the supporter. Supporters, in 

th0e prc:;ocess of li~s., ten(ing., to the victims, suffer a facsimile 
'N ., 

victim's, "'tr\8Uma. the This has 
~\ 

.(, 

been called 
" 

indirect 

of 

or 
secondary victimization (Ochberg;' 

'~) 1979; Symonds, 1980). 

Supporters ~may be b'prdened with helping the victim in prac"~ical 
"1" ' 

ways, as well. ~~us~ as listening is a Psychological sharing of 

the burden,~so are\iimc spent help~n~ and money loaned sharing 
\\ 

the loss • Another a~pect of the support{]!]r' s reaction to the 
I, 

victim is the suprorte' ff t t ' 
:-<1, " ' r s e or <0 "explain" the cr'ime to 

himself. 
o (This aspect was discussed ~bove in th~ section on 

blame andself-respon~ibility.) 

,J' 

Knowing . victim crime a appears ,t to be a QJ~90mmon 
\''ly) :::: 

phenomenon. Onll 7% of those interviewed by the National 
I.:J 

Crime Survey'" ('1975) had been victimized in the previous year, 

but 42% knew someone who ha~ been victimized. 

psychological ripple effect 'of knowing a Crime victim is 

"'wldespreadi , ,Those who knew a victim of crime had higher 
ratings on fear of crime th.an, thos'e who were i th' 0 " , nel er victimized 

nor knew a victim. (Reacti0ns ,To Crime Project,. 1978). 

" 

o 

o 
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Knudten et a1. 
if] 

(1976) asked t'o sample~ of crime 

~ictims in Milwaukee (one from court cases and () the second 

frQIil respondents 
u 

in the National Crime Survey) if others had" 

been affected by their victimization. In the first sample 18~ 

said others had been financiJalJ) burdened, 35% said others had 

been emotionally and, 36% said others had been 

inconvenienced. 
<1) 

Figures were' for the second sample 
\10 

significantly lower: Only 3% report financial problems for 

others because they h,ad been victimized,' 8% reported mental or 

em~tional problems for ,others and 6% repdrtedinconvenience for 

others., (The lower ,rates in the second sample can probably be 

attributed 
-.-, to those cases being in general less serious. For 

the m~st part, they were not involved in court cases, and many 

had not been repo.J'ted to the police.) The only significari~ 

r~lationship between vi"ctim' scharacteri,stics and reports of 
Q 

° to 0 'to 0 On Knudten's S"tudy we, re sex ~nd £ype of secondary Vl.C l.ml.za l.On l. 

critme. 1 0k 1 to report th'at other,~ ha,d Women were more ,l. e~y , , 

suffe~ed and victims of personal, to pr,op~rty, 
o 

crimes Were more ll.° kely',;c,to r' eport that others had, 'suff.@red. 

", 
£ven rp,embers • co' t k whO, dl.° d not of victims;'o socl.a1 ne War- s 

lend direct aid to the victim (non-suppor"ters) may feel 

the, impact. by the crime. 0 Studies indicate that knowing';a 

victim' of crime frequently results in indir,ect 

'.0 E.i.e. an enhanced/ fear of' crime, a reduction in 

}' 

',victimiz-ation, 
/ iii'" 

t:rust of others 
I,' . , 

fl' ~' . ,.~ 

Gincluding neighbors), of fait~ 1n the~ability of the • 
, 'i '0 • 

lack 

t 

L 
'I 

, fiJ 

(/ 
f 
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police to control cri'me, feelings helplessnes:;;, the 
0;; .:::::, 

avoidaQce of certain areas,in the neighborHood, and a reluctanc~ 

to venture out at, night alo'ne'(Conklip,' 197{a; R~actj;ons to 
, \\ 

Crime Project, 1978;~Conklin; 1971b). II) (0 

\\ 
)! 

iF' 
o 

When indirect victim{zation b affects 

resi'd e.nt s of the same Clrea, neighborhoods 

II 

" 

a 

a number 

and local. 

qf 

enforc'ement. agencies may feel the impact. Because individuals 
., . ~ 

Ogre", "afraid' to walk in a neighborhood 
, 
or interact with 

neighbors"; a ,deterioration of social solidarity in 
h 

'the 

community":' may result (Conklin, 1971a)'. Conklin's research 

(1971 8;1971b).) showed that people are less willing to " call the 

police "in neighborhoods where the actual or perceived crim,~) 

rate is high." 
. "'IJ 

'0 ,~ r7 

This is the first study of indirect victimiza~Jorf'; to 

pur knowledge, to collect dat~ directly f~om suppor~&rs. 

'il 
We asked supporters abo'bt the effect's of,providin'g assistimce 

,. ~" 0; 

/.~ D 
II ~,to ~ 'the victims cff,-'df~f'erent crimes, the eff'ectsof proViding 

t~ ", 
diffel~ent\5types of assistance and the extent to Which the 

<J o 

emotional reaction. of tqe victims, including fea.ro of crime, was 
o ~; 

reflec,;ced I,. in thesecot:>ndary victimization of th:e supportertj toTe 

also examin~d the!rel~tiohS~lp between ~lamin~the victim and 
k, c 

0,0 

s~lf-responsibility by the Victim, as well as theeff.~,Q,~tS of 
",:, _~""~ II 

helping on the relationship betWeen the ,vic'tftn and' the 
\Ill ,'] 

U supp'orter. 
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After discussing' the methods used i'p tq~ rese ar;,ch" and 

the chap;~ers, that 
I: . 
': 

follow describing the sa,Plples stud ied., 
",,0 

bl b~e victims' pro. ems, ~Ll 
I' 

types' of ~upport victims examine 

received, adjustment four months and the 
o 

o 

'reactions of supporters., The concludin~,chaptel" summarizes the 
j 0 

findings and provides -programm~tic 
, ~ 

suggestions f6r victim 
1,- • 

'!; 

assistance services. 
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METHODOLOGY 

This chapter will first describe the research design 

and instruments, then com~Fre' th.esample tq the population 
'II 

and the sub~samples tQ the sample, and finally describes the 
!) 

communities studied and the sample. 

~ 0 

RESEARCa DESIGN 

o 

Tbis research was, 'designed to be exploratory 
<1 

and 
,;; 

to 

generate hypotheses H about victims' support networks. 
I:· 

a Rather 'than taking abroa,d Survey apprOach the study was n 

designed' as ill~ensive, longitudinal study ofa relatiVely small 

sample of crime victims and members of their support networks. 
o 

Dat~ for the study was 

- interviews with 274 

g'en~rated from extensive. open-ended 
(> 

01 
crime victims and a four-month follow-up 

interv'iewwi th 182 of the same yictims. "One'huridred and 
" 

fifty-two supporOters named by the victims'-'were interviewed as 

of ,', victims ,'I was four 
, " police 

precincts in New .York" b{ty, which ,facilitated the task o~ 
::; . 

'" 
cont~cting tbevictims and, local,ized the sa~ple to permit 

" \~' 

c'ol.lectio,n' of qualitative data area. We 

that description ',of "the local environment is 
" ~mportantto underst~Yid.ing the extent"and 'u~eof :Victims' local 

~ , 

~'" 
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support networks, particularly among poor and elderly victims 
" 

whose acfiVities .are often ~eographicallyrestricted. 

The ~eighborhoods. selected for study included typical 

urban environments one area with a hig~ crime rate in a 

low income area, one with a moderate cri~e rate iri' a moderate 

income ar~a, and one with a high crime rate ina mixed ~"hcome 
<-;. 

area. The high crime, low income neighborhood represents inner 
<> 

city areas; the moderate c~ime~ moderate income neighborhood, 

middle-class urban areas; and the high crime, mixed income 
\1,-:-f' ' -,.-' 

neighborhood,? heterogeneous urbanareas,O!" Low crime areas 
:-; .. ~ " were 

~ 0/ 

excluded" because these areas are presumably least·, in need of 

programs specifically tailored tb"'~augment the support networks 

of crime victims. 

"'if 
Thy interviews were" limited to v,ictims of robberies r, 

assaults and household bur/?laries who" were. 18 yea,rsold or 

older and residents ofthr area or people who w?rked or spent a 

lot of time in the area •. The resear6h focused on thei~ crimes, 

beca.use t.hey are among the most comm.on. and,in the>:' cases of 

burglar ies ,among the least ,studieq. COlD-mercial qufi~glartes 
" . 

were not ",~,n:lu~ed •. .fI):'j.cases ~f~bUrglari~S ofmUl"£lpleperson 0 

households or ~n 'ass'¥Ults and robberiesinvolying",multip'1e 

victims 1 we .interviewed the iirstadul t victim we? reached, 

regardless 
,0 \) 

th~y c~nsi~ered th~msel~es ~he head of of whether 

household or the primary victim. In assaults and robber:ires in 

o 

, ~: 

.0 
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which the victim was hospitalized, we ~id not call the victim 

in the hospital but waited until he .or she got, home. In 

domestic v'iolence cases we interviewed victims only away from 

their h0I!'es, either at our offices or in some neutral place 

where we were sure the offender would not intrude.' Other 

victims were given a choice of being interviewed in their homes 

or at VSA' s .offices., 

(! . .' 

The initial interview covered the crime and the 
(, 

events surroun~d ing the incident, interactions wi t,h the 

po"lice, the problems the. victim had, the people who helped the 
., 

victim, how they helped and what their ~elationship was to the 

victiw," the people who make !-lP the vict:im' s network, attitudes 

toward and participation in the nei'ghborhood and· the v.ictim's 
. 0 

psychologicalstate~ Questions also were included to examine 

blame by' others, self-responsibility and i'fear of crime. In 
0';~ .. 

addition, "basicdemograRhic da'ca on victims were colleoted. 
~ 

", " un d ers t g'n'd 
c 

changes 
, !J 

in~rime~related problems, the 

v.ictim' s ~daptatibn to (\ them, and to ~PQm the Yictim turned 
'", .," " 

forhelpinth'e. months following viC~iini~:~tion'J a follow-up 

interview' was ·oonOucted. This ;int.erview repeated some .. of the 
, . . " ,-,.. , 

questi~n:sasked' in the f_irs.t interv'iew,~specifically aJsking tbe 
,. I)' 

.... v,,~ctimwhen problems declined', ,if' they sought more help, and:, 

from whom t,hey soughtohel~.Thu~,·an extensive profile of the 
~ .• m " .. ", m-' 

vlqtl.m'S "needs cmdthe to the relationship '. of . those 
"" ". ~':.' , .~ " needs. 

.1/ , I 
.~~ ___ ,_~ ___ ~ ___ ~_~,~e~_,~ ... _~ _ .. ~ .• ~jJ:_._ .. ___ ~. _____ . __ ~ ____ '_'(~ __ ._. __ ~_ ~~... 
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victim's informal network wa~ constructed. In a~dition, 

victims whose cases resulted in prosecution were asked about 
'11 

their use 
u . 

of . support q 

• networks tp as~ist wi t'h any problems 

resul ting"from going to court. c 

In addition to the interviews with victims, 

int~rviews were bonducted with. a sample of the individuals 

whom victim·~. identified aslehding "support to them following 

the-crime. The term "supporter" w;s bro~dly defined to include 

those friends, relatives and neighhors of the victim and ,othej~s 
~- ,; 

who rendered material help ( su;;"has financial assistance, 

temporary housing, ochildcare, trarispoI;itat~on and food) and 

non7:'material help (such as comfort, sympathetic listening, 

advice and referral to other informal or r&rmal sources of 

assistance). O~ both the initial and follow-up interviews 

victims were asked to name their ipf6rmal supporters. 

Notes were· taken on each .neighborhood to gain' an 
if·", " 

ch;~~acteristics of under.standing the research" of" the 

sites. Because the initial o interviews with crime victims 

·'W.ere usually ~onducted itt the victim ,"s h~me, .the ihtervi.ewers 
. ~ 

had oppor1bunfti'es to observe the neighborhoods, the types of 

d 
. ". il 

.. wellings, th.e use. o~ PUblic.lf1reas ,and the ambience.rhis 
/' ... " .' 

provided qualitat~ve data on the ~eighborhoOds u .. nder study ...• 
II .. 
, 
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The criteria for the sel t· f ec lon 0 communities were 

cri'me rates and income. But both crime rate and. ~ncom~ 

criteria present.ed proble'" b th . ms ecause..~ available data, the 

1970 census and police department 
" " /J " 

statistics, were imperfect 
" for research p~rposes. The major 

,;~ ;. 
problem with the 'census data 

was that, it was eight years old and New York City's popul.ation 

had shifted dramatically from 1970 to 1978. The problem with 

'" police statistics was that they 'were not calculated as rates 
" per unit. of population and did not r~llect crime rates bp,t 

rather the absolute number of burglaries, robberies and 

assaults. 
? 

In order to calculate. crime" rates, we attempted to 
~ ,~. 

cOlle.: t populatipn statistics, but theonly'available data was 

the oytdated 1970 census. In a few cases there were popula,tion 
o . _.' 

~uPdates, but these were done in unt ts of community boards, 

i .• which ciidnot match police precinct boundarJes. 
/ 

o 
,. 

To respond to this problem, we examined the available 
. Ii 

_" outdated statistics and assessed 
~[.' .. "'. {t •... ,. 
~n demographlc characterlstics of 

of change the direction 

the by intervieWing .' area 
it .,,*) "t-i' 

informed community" representatives and I>0i1ice offici~.1.s. 

. l{ ,,I 
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In addition to the income and crime ratd:!cri teria, we 
'''IJ'i' (J 

wanted areas that would include Blacks, Whites and 

Hispanics, and senior citizens. To assure diversity, we 

chose areas in. three boroughs, Brooklyn, Queens and the Bronx. 

In the Bronx. we s'elected the Fordham area as the high crime, 

low income area, in Brooklyn we chose ~ark Slope as the high 
.p<,i 

crime, mixed income <;lreaand id Queens we chose Flushing as the 
\' 

moderate crime, moderate income are~. A detailed description 

of these areas followsia~er in this chapter. 

,. 
Questionnaire Design arid Pretest 

The Police Department agreed to cooper,ate wi th the 

study . by providing access to. crime victims througn 

complaint reports but suggested that, we first ",,~~try approaching 
~ " 

victims by having police offic~s hand victims a card 

deScribing the sttidy while the ofticers were filling out the 

complaint ~eports. This left it up to the victims to contact 
" us. if they wanted to participate. Aft.er one month we received 

I~~~. ~ 
. ~ only ~ne c~ll from a Victim and the Police Department agreed to 

a1low us to pick' up the complaint reports directly from the 

preoincts and to send a letter and call victims directly. 

Me?nwhila, We started the pretest using " crime victims 
" 

,~eferred to us by the court notifications unit operated by 

" 
c ,[SA for the Brooklyn Criminal Court .. 

PI 
This limtted~us to cases 

il 

h 
c=~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~:~~~=~~~~~~;~~==~~~~.u 

., 
o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 
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in Brooklyn in which an arrest had been made. '" In total for the 

pretest, we completed 15 interviews with VSA-referred crime 
o 

victims and ten more with referrals from Police ~pepartment 
II 

complaint reports. In addition, we interviewed a set of 

victims with the follow-up.questionnaire two, three, and four 
:~ , 

months after the crime in order to consider the most effective 

timing for the follow-up. 

The fiflst .yersion of the initial interview consisted 

,I 

of eight parts: the crime, the victim's problems, I;' 

. $u'pport'ers, the victim i 'S network, demo,graphic.s of;~ the viet im' 's .f) 

network, the victim's neighborho~a, vi~tim's demographic data 

and court data. The most difficult part to design was the 

network segment because networks have been e~amined wit~ 

,:complex instruments, som.e of which require hours of 

interviewing with each subject. We felt that in order to 
(\ 0 

assess the network of support that arose around the specific 

. ld t f . " 1nC1 en 0 crlme, we needed to know about the basic network of 

exchange of the victim. As discussed in Chapter I, the network 

of exchange is the general network of~relationships a person 

maintains with friends, relatives and others in which social 

interchan~e and assistance play a major part. We chose 

McCallister and Fischer's (1978) method of eliciting the 
,. 

I,'" 

network of exchange becauie it took only 20 minutes and it0 

provided & clear method for collecting' demogra~hic data on 
a 

supportilers as well as network members. McCallister and 
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Fischer's ~ethod only samples: the;;:, closest mernbe,rs of the' 

exchange 
u 

colle~ting the naflles o,f i!people wi th whqiD network by 

specific items are exchanged" .. st~ch as talk 
o 

about pnoblems, 

socializing~ and apartment w~t6hing~ Following McCallister 

and Fischer methods, demograppiq ,d~ta Was collecte~ only on a 
j: 

subset of these people. To faciI:i'tate int:~rviews with Hispanic 

vict:i!ms, the questionnaire was tr'anslated into Spanish. 

The major problems emergipg frOm the pretest ~~re ,1) 

our definition of supporters and eliciting the names of 

supporters, 2) measurement of Fear of cr,:i.me, and self-blame, 

3) measurement of psychological,,' react'{'ons and 4) sampling 

problems. Wi th the .assistance "of the advisory committee, we 
fP,";; 

~'" II :j!' 
considered each of these issues.' ~ 

1) We had a sen'se that we were, ~issing the types of 
" 

interactions 'in which., after ·the cr';me the Vl' ctim t " "~ , . mee s 
'( 'II" ~1 

someone he or she knows, qllickly rlelates:" whato happened, and 

recei yes a br ief expression of ,sYPlpat.'hy, after which the 
(.r) Cl 

conversation ends or moves on to other topics. Q These types 'of 

interactions are so brief an~tural that '.yiJ.ctims may overlook 

them, a1 though they could be'\n lxnportant:part of the ,coping 
c, ~< .. , 

process. T,he general sense of the ao1visod~,commi ttEM~' however, 

was that those interactions were too brtef ~o be explored in 
'iY;\ 

• :1" \,\ , 

'.' ,'f3r :\:,;::~, 

o 

Ilil 

() 

o 

.;.: 

o 

o 

,,) 

0' 

il 

To collect more 

different approaches. 
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supporter 

Instead 

names we used a £:ew 

of "Who did you talk to 

fir~t, who second, etc.?",~e started with "Could you tell me 

what happened after the ~rime?", then "Who did you see on t~lk 

to?" followed by an inquiry into who the victim spoke .to "in 

the weeks after the 'crime ;'" and fin[~y, "Who else knows about 

the incident?" These changes were effective. During the 

pretest the victims provided the names of an average of three 
((;, 

" supporters each. During the actual survey, the number of 

supporters averaged mofe than four. We also decided to include 

police officers as supporters if they were mentioned by the 

victim&7as having helped, but not to interview them because the 

police are in a special category of official helpers and have 

been the object of numerous studies. 
; .. , <" 

(,!o'') 

2)r~n the pretest, to measure 

question "from the National Crime 

fear of crime, we used" 

a the ~",,' 

incident do)"..' you feel less safe ,pbout,'going out at night alone?" 

We' felt, respondents were not clearly 

differentiating between ~'beforeand after the crime and although 

~they were saying "no" to this question,' in response to other 

qyestions they reported that their fear of crime had increased. 

The co,~ensus of the advisory committee was that th,e questi!?n 

was too vague and should be made more specific. Thus we 

substituted, "Since the crime do you go out at night more often 

than befo~~, less often th~n before or about the same?" and a 

.' () 
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,0 

similar question about going out during the day. 
We also asked' 

and in the, at home 
whether the victim felt less 

D 
safe 

neighborhood. 

o 

In addressing feelings of responsibility a,pd. gu il t, 

of 
on behavior as a fefiection 

;;;) we decided to fo,cuS 
, 'it.', 

feelings. We asked "Do rou thi!lk yoU' could have done something 

to prevent the crime?" . and about each supporter we asked "Did 
, . ~ 0 

they s~ggest that you could have been more careful?" 
As 

already. discussed, we consider these qu~stions as probes into 

the degree of self-responsibility the victim .carries and not 
0' 

cguilt or self-blame. 

o 3) At the suggestion of the advisory committee that 
psychological 

include more measures of 
the °interview 
reactions to crime, the Affect Balan,ce Scale (A]3S) was used. 

The Affect Balanc~ Scale (Derogatis and Meyer, 1979) is a 
scale is 

40-item 'checklist of adjectives. The 
o 

mul ti-dimensi'ona:+, containing four positive (Joy, cO~1?entm~nt, 
a ~ 

Vigor, and Affection) and four negati,ve (Anxiety,/Depression, 
",,::If '" ' 

The'~' ABS has been 
:-~/ Guilt, and Hostility) dimensions of mood. 

_7 9 

used in studies 
of coping mechanisms.attlong qancer patients 

/,;; >~ ·!d/ , I,) 

1979), !~d sexual dysf~ndtion (Derogatis, 
(Derogatis, et al. 

These studies found that 
et al. 1979)~ others. among 

r; II 

reactiOns to ~risis were more lik~ly to entail a reduction in (? 

pos~i tive affect than an incre,asein negative affect. It seemed.o 

o 
11-''. 

" 

" 
'i 
" 

\ 
II 

-:.: .. , 

Q 
\l 
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possible that criminal victimizati~n 

reaction, which would contribute to the 

r~ 

u 

might produce the same 

literature describing 

the psychological effect of crimin"al victimization. 

there was no Spanish version of' the ABS that had ,been 

Because 

tested 

o 

o 

and ,vetified as accurate, the ABS was excluded from interviews; . 

done in Spanish. 

4) During the pretest it became obvious that c' Yie could 

not fulfill the r' t eqUlremen s of the stratified sample as 

vlctims from~each anticipated in, the original desl' g,n, 90 ' 

community divided by age (elderly~nd non-elderly) and crime 
c 

respondents type to form-jubgroups with 15 each. The first 

samples indicated that the number of elderly ~ and assault 

victimi an",d pa"rtl'cularly th , e combination of the two were not 

h' h ".~ ~ ro eries to dea1 with 19 enough~ There ~ere also too few bb 
-;P 

these sampling problems, the division, by age was dropped, but 
G: \'J 

we tried to intervie~. as many elderly victims as Vi • posslble and 

to assure that robberies~' ci~"d assaults constituted between 33% 

and 50% of Qthe final sample. These efforts indluded expanding 

'the areas under study in QueensDand Brooklyn, ofter4ng payment 

of $15 t~ victims for each completed it' n ervlew, and selectively 

pursuing intervi.ews with' It d ,ass~u an robbery victims, and 

,elderly v>ictims. 

discussed below. 

The effects of payment 

In the final sample 

on the sample are 

~ elderly~ 65 years old or older, and 37% 

V 
11% of victims were 

were vtctims Of 

i 
\, 
" , 
I 

'" 
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The follow-up interview consisted of sections on 

crime-related court involvement, dontinued 
" 

assistance 
u 

by 

supporters needs assessment,n~w supporters, fear of cY'ime, 

precautions, ~nd psyahological state. ,The section on problems 
!) 

asked' only about those problems that w)ere mentioned in the 
~, 

initial interview and when they stopped. Since only 7 percent 

;bf the v~ctims reported that an arrest had bee~ made and that 

they to court, court involvew~nt was not a major had 
o 

been 

focus.. In the' supporter section we asked whether each of the 
,.:, 

.:.::-.~ 

people named as supporters irf' the" first interview was still 

helping. The list of needs was the same as used'in the iqitial 
\\ 

interview ~bd wa~ meant to detect 
,'~ 

needs continued, that new 
'" 
\ ~ 

needs th~t d2ve16pe~, since the fir~t interview and the names of 
'D .e; , 

new support""ers .,'" Only those who expressed fearini tially wer:'7 
1\ ::::; ~'O 

aSked whethe'r they were' still fearful" 0 but: a 1'1 victiinswere 

about ~recaution~. 
~~:' ~j .' Ii '.~d':{~ 

. psychological "state, the Affect ~,~lanc~ 

asked meas,",r e changes i,n again 

used again. Scale was 
Ci) {) l! () -~ ~ A; with the initial 4n£ervtew~' th~ fol'low-up interview was 

translated into Spanish. 

concerned . ' , ii the pr"'etE;st 
" \~ 

with the had l::>een, During we 

timing of, the follow-up interview. 
,,' 

In o.rder to itest the 
o 

relative merits of: 2, ~ and ,months monbh follow-ups, we 
0. 11 

.~ 

interviewe'd 10 victims referre~d to usoby VSA t SO cOl.lrt:-based 
o \ ~ 

operqtions in"e~h time c:at~goryo~' We fo1.,1~ci that even four " 

months ~fter ()t~) 'crime" ma'ny victimS,; were stil~,l, expcPriencing 
\:) .i:":I 

a 

o· 1..-

" 

I 0 
I 

\ 
~~/~'~" ",~-~~~';"~ri~",~,~r;,?;] 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 
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problems ~even though there were fewer problems' expressed 
c 

overall. On,'this l::>asis, tog",,~t\her with the advisory committee, 
Ii,' :~ ... :t5;Yp..-{p~ 

that a "d.~'l"dGr month follow-up 'would give us we decided 

per~pective 'on the decline of short-term problems . and a 
" reliable record o,f long-term ones. 

The follow..:ti::~ interview, 
, . ~ 

as in-person interview, 

.~, . 
II 

// 
, ( 

al thoUg'R originally pl,anned 'I, was parfied out over the' 

10elep.hone for purposes of speed, and efficiency. A major source 
,,; 

of expense in <the first wave of interview~ was no-shows, 

interviews that wete scheduled but for which the<::",respondent did 

not show. Telephone follow-ups reduced .this expense. 

Comparing telephone follow-ups and in-person follow-ups, we 

found that We were able to collect equ~lly qomplete data on the· 

telephone. The follow-up interview was closely tied to the 

initial intervie~ so there were few new ~reas lobe explored, 
, 

and the personal relationship established in the initial 

'" interview appeared to carry .. over into the telephone follow-up. 

C,) 

Whe~ever pOSSible, ·{e"t':ied to have the same per.son dO'~ 
follo\i-LlP as~Yisi ted the vi.ctdm for the ini tia~. inte~~view. - In",. , 

order t6examine 0 any sampling biases due to the use of the' . 

telephone, \:te 'compar"e"Ct .~,he follow-up population to the" initial 

interv1e~ population. 
i) 

o 

• i 

! 

J 
f 

! 
! 
! 

i 
I 
f 
I 

o .. 
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The supporter how the victim and 

'details on the help, the " supporter'~oDtacted each 

provided and the effect's on t~e suppo~ter'of providinghelp1 
!) ". 

" 
the extent~ to which the support,er thought ,the vi,ctim '" 

.. , 

responsible ~or the crime~ the supporter's assessmen~ oro~h~ 
J i " c::;:",fol 

victim's reactions to the crime and increases in fear of crime 

o and precautions among ,'supporters. 
, ~ 

The major thrust of this 

interview was toward e'xami,ning @' indirect victimiz~tion and 

blame. The intervde'w was done on tHe. telephone in Spanisl)or 

English only with supporters for whom v!ctims had supplied . (:-
a 

telepbone n~mber. 
,l ~. 

/' 
(dditiona.llY , 

to be so important 

because shareo vict,imization appeared 
'0 

to victims (ftAt, least 1" had someone . t,"b 

o 
talk to who was ther% duri l1,S the crime.") , we decided", to, give 

,," '" '<, 0' ~" ~;", 
co~victims who were named as supporters:a separate interv'iew. 

o 

0' <-

interview dealt with the interaction. - tr -que"stions on this 
'" 

between (Itne co-v,ictims, the extent of mutu91 support and fear' 
); 

C, 
,~ 

IneJirect viqjtimization was not a, rel~vant issue for ,;1 
(I < '0,;, I",;;: .1'\0 

")·u Ii 1,.f 

co-victims," so those, segments were" eliminated. '" 

of crime. 

o ,. 

POPULATION, SAMPLE AND SUB SAMPLES -,,,)"::: 
? 

(} -

The population the" sample wa,s drawn 
\% 

, fr'om 
{l 

consists of the 1,819 v,totims 
.1' (j (;, ,> 

fi"le,d j\'ccomplaint,repbr:ts who 

in , the three communities to 

II ' 

o 

o 

('.I 

,0 

o 

() 
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mid-August. The ~ample consists of "the 274 victims' who 
f) 

completed the, cinitial interview. The sub samples that require 

"'" examinat ion' because they could b~ sources Of. bias in the sample 
) 

are those who were paid 
\.I"') 

to complete the initial interyiew, 

'tho,se ~ho completed the follo~I-Uip, t'hose who completed ,the ABS 

and those W:,ho provided supporter contac't information. 

\~ , 

P~opulation Interviewed ,:,. ,r 

:;::. 

The project stafr prooessed 1,819 complaint reports 
,(, ~ 

with a response rate of 15 %, or 274 interviews. The,most 
'" 

common r~~~(;m for not interviewing victims was n inability to 
(,;'> I' 

contact them ?Y, te,lephone.(See Tab'le 2.1). One-third could 

not be reached by telephone despite repeated efforts, in most 

~aSes 3 to 5 attempts. In another 7% of the cas~s, ~etters 
c· 

~ere ~eturned for lack 6f the apfoper game or' address. 

"One-quarter of 
~ 

those who did not respond to our letter had no 
fj' 

t~elephone a,nd Were ~herefere. unreachable. Thus, we fai.led to 

make verbal qontact with 6,~% .of the population. '. Of the 

remain ing 37%, hc:d'f" refused to ~n terviewed, 
\\ ", 

sixth did not a 
'''''\If{ 

show up "~or the scheduled interview and the rest completed 

interviews. Overall, °most of those not 
g , ;, 

in.terview'ed were not 

..-isuccessfully.contacted qy telephonee~ther because they dAd not 

have a telephone, did Lnot a l1 swertheir telephdbes orogave wr~~g 

/l 

1'_", 

ita:: " 

, ' 
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"Table 2 .• 1" 

Attrition Chart 'of Potential Respondents 
~,i . ,",' 

0% 
~----....., 

.. __ '~ _~L7,_. ~_o_L_e_t_t-i~r Returned ,~ 

t'?-

o 

), 

!, . ,24io No Teleppbne Call In 

All 

~-'- -- -~ - --~-'-----..., '1'1 tl (~,'£ompH:lint!, 
i: "" ' . if-
'!j. " 

r 
,j'l t 

'1~~ ,Report s 
~ ;.1 

Picked 

N=1,819 

'0 

o 

"01 

, , 
o 

•• C> 

-r - - - - - .... - - - -,' -

:1 
/: 

I~! 
32% Not Reached 

'I 

- - -- _ ........ _--.., 

,,::. 
:~ 

By Teleph,one 
r:. p.: 

f/ . 

o ~ 

~ 19%: 'Refused Interview __ .... __ ~_ ~_,r'!.~ __ ~. ___ . _____ :-_,:~,,--_~--. 

i)... , .. ' ..... ~ __ 

:, 
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3tNo Show For Interview~ 
\- . ~ 

- ~;., .. ". "~ ,~ -, ..... 
15% Completed Intery~ews 
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o 

In Park Slope the. response ~ate WpSn 23%, in~Fordham 
o 

14% ahd in Flushing 12%_ Compared to the complaint 

reports processed, l'arlf Slope is significantly "over-represented 

in our sampleCSeeTable 2~2). the response rate was twice as 
Ii' . 

high C),mong victimsO wi th telepqones, 18% compared to 9% •. 
. 

Since 
" we could not ooall those without telephones to arrange an 

interview, we interviewed more peop~e Mith telephqnes. We ~ade 

concerted efforts to visit or leave notes at the doors of 

victims without telephones whenDinterviewers were in the area, 

As we discuss in the but~~his rarely resulted in an interview. 
" ~ ( 

following section, the policy of paying$15fbr each additional 
~;? ,~ 

interview improved the 'number of respondents among victims . , 

without telephones. B~t the~e still· appears.to be a skewing of 
II 

" the 'sample toward those with t'elephones and in all likelihood, 

toward those with,~higher socio'economic status. It would hav;.,~'O 

been h~elpful to .nave a corroborating measure of this but police 

complaint reports contain no~such. mea~ures.{In thdsstudy 
, 

iocioeconomic v~riables cun.sisted of hOUSEihold 
" Ii income, 

ed~cation,race, and neighborhood, of residen~e. All these 
c 

variables ,are highly associated. The table of ,association is 
~ . .~ 

presented in Appendlx C) 

In terms~ ofptio~ relationship to offender~ thOSe 
'<~1f : l) 

inter'viewed and those not interviewed,' show no differenc.es. 

We ha~~ expectedth~t· prior relationship victiis would ,be less 

willing to talk to us and {that .our restrictions on where the 

" 
. r;; o 

f 
I 
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RESPONSE RATES OF COMPLAINANTS 

Popula.tion n=J ,sa 9 

Sample n=274 

Overall Respons~ Rate 

a 

Borough 

'Park Slope 
Fordham 
Flushing 

Crime Type 

Assault 
Burglary" 
Robbery 

Sex 

,Male 
Female 

Telephone 
b (! 

Has telephone 
No ,telephone 

" " , 

Relationshipt~\ Offender " 
i.~ 0 

Yes 
No 

Age 

18-29 
30-39 
40-49 
50 .... 64 
65 + 

ye.;trs 
years ,~ 
years 0 0 

years 
years 

(I) I} 

, , 

15% 

23% 
14 
12 

10% 
16 
18 

16% 
'20 

I ,,18, ~,%,o ,I, ',; 9 " 

14% 
'co 14 

16% 
17 
l4~"'o 

15 
13 

~sindicate that differmces are, significant, at the .05 level 0: betfer by tiox>
tailed tests .A1t:houg1;lthe, data has been grouped for presentation, statistical tests 
~e per" formed on the data in its continUOUSfODIl ' , ," , ,:..~. ' 
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1\ )1 

intervoiews could take "place would reduce their numbers in the 
1\ "il 

sample. But this did not prove t~ be so. We had a1~0 expected 

differences on the basis of age and sex because of the free 
.1/ " 

time different age groups have available for an hour iong 

'interview. But 

sex between the 

thet'i} was no significant differaence in .age 

popJ1ati~n and the sample.' 

l 

or 

Because we could only compare the population and the 

~ sample on the basis of' information provided on police 

depart,wen t complaint reports; the comparison " is limited. 

Significant differences appear in the response rate by borough 
{.) " 

and ,by whether the victi~ had a telephone. The responsiv~ness 

of Park" Slope residents might be a reflection of their relative 
\, 

youth anct\,communi ty spirit. Sample size for each borough wei's 

processing more complaint reports in the other 

communities.'tr,l,1e responsiv'eness of victims with telephones 

indicates 

members ,of 

that 

the 

\ 

"our0 sample " -~" 
cortJmunities. 

\ 

is '" biased 

Althou,gn 

toward the better off 

not a statistically 

significant d i ff er e n c\e,~ assault victim~were less responsive 
',\ 

\:" ~ 

) than robber; or burg1ary~.ictims. 
'"":':'·i'l : ~ 

o \~ 

, \ 
",," 

A distinguishlng 0 featur~\ o'f"'the QVSA sample was that ,r 

• - ~ '" \;., i: 

all 'victims reported the crnlle ,and:lhere,f,ore a'l'l had some 
\ . ~ . 

" ' 11 form of lnteractlon wi ththe polic"e .'Thep,§.,i:ace ,1 respgnsewas 

especially important becausethel wer"ethe fir,~t, and usually" 

the only, formalo~~anizatiQn drime vigtims dea1~ with. It has 
f'lIr?' 
~, 

(r, 
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" been sUQQested that victims' initial experience with the police 

defines the general reacti~n of the vicrtim thereafter. Bard 

(1976: 109) noted tha\ research has supported the crisis theory. 
( 

notion that 
• c 0 

"early skillful and authoritative intervention in 
o 

disruptivel~ stressful life experiences offered the prospect of 

fo~estalling the long-term 

events." 

maladaptive 
0.?; ( .. Jo ')) 

() 0 

consequences of such 

"'1' .' 

Almost two-th~rd~ ~f' the sample 
't:\1 

reported the crime to 

the police themselves In another of the cases 
. " (; .. f (lr ,il'; r: " 

co-victim relat~ives reportedP th"e lnci\pent. Neighbors reportoed 
1? ~t'o • . ,. 

another 9%, landlords c:mSP"superl"tItendantlli 4% :;,and ·strangers 4%. 
",;";p v,l 

In most cases (71%), \\victim~ ",had,' d1rect,ocontact with the ,police, 

either at the scene of the crime (which included the hbme in. 
{r {~; ).'1, .. 

the case of burglaries) or at the" police staud.on or some 
'\ qther 

telephone report of.the crimei In about the 
~,.£...rl 

the cases 
" . 

<police' arrived within 30 minutes 'of tJle carll. In .a(pthird of 
o 

the cases they stayedf,or 10" minutes ofl ~,ess. 
c '" , ',' ." t, ".: .. , . a 

than 20% of th~' victims went clown to~~',the "police 
'h " lfl?~,;?:;;~' '" 0 l' 

~ 

Slightly more 

~'i;atiQn • 

(. ,:q·o 

Effects ofPayf'hg Victims for"Irlt:~'r,;vi~-ls 
. 'l!!>Jl 

Q /,0" ~ ,~~ 

In 
\\ 

May, 1980, in order to,. i~~crease, the number of 

especi'a"lly in::'" .low i.ncome areas 
. - ~_~ :;J 

-~-. 

often did notappe.ar, foi1f ap~~':riftments ,we began 

completedinterv;;'ews, . , (\ 

h · h . t':\\· 
'I w 1C V1C 1ms' 

t\ .g 

o 

'. 10 
I 

.0 

V." 
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to Offe1$/5 for a completed interview. 

effeot. It increased response rates in 
o 

11 

This had the hoped for 

Fordham. Seventy-four 

percent of ~ee sample in the Fordham, the poorest area, was 

·~aid compared to 34% in Park Slope and 25% in Flushing. 

Similarly, it improved the interview rate 

assault victims (See Table 2.3). 

A comparison those who were paid bo those who were 

n.ot paid. revealed that there 

differences in terms of age, sex, 
: . 
Ii, 

n~ighborhood, or prior victimization. 
I' 

~ . 
htwever, for socioeconomic status and 

Ii 
of payment attracted lower income 

I' 

;, 

were no 
d? 

significant 

martial status, time in 

There was a difference, 

type of crime. The offer 

victims, minority group 

members, thoseC' wi th less. education and residents of ~ihe poorest 

community. 
o if 

In addition, it attracted those who knew the 

poor, minority group members, victims wi th leSS educa.tion, and 

victims from the poorest community to participate iri,:,~the study. 

T~is is especially clear in terms of victims without 
;J 

telephones. Before we offered payment., 6 % of the victims 

interviewed did not have telephones, afterward 221 did not have 

o te1ephones.. 

(jl 

'J 
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TABLE ~.3' 
\} 

THOSE WHO WERE PAID FOR INITIAL INTERVIEW COMPARED TO THOSE WHO WERE NOT PAID - ~ '. 

C Borou.gh 
Park Slope 
Fordham 

(I Flushing 

Crime Type 
Burglary 
Robbery 
Assault 

Rela~ionship to Offender 
No 
Yes 

Previous Vict~ization 
No 
Yes 

Age 
18-29 years 
30-3~( years 
40-49 years 
50-64 Y(3ars 
65 + :years 

Sex 
Male 
Femal.e 

Race. 
Hispanic 
Black 
White 

Income 
$0--$4,9.99 
~$,000-$a,999 ~ 
$10,000-$14,999 
$15,000-$19,999 
$;20,000 + 

Education 
Some High Schqol or less 
lligh School or Trade school' 
Some ,College OJ:" More 

\', 

Paid 

25% (29) 
54 ' (64) 
~1 (25) 

100% 

~O% (59) 
37 (44) 
13 (15) 

100% 

75% (88) 
25 (29) 

100% 

65% (77) 
35' (41) 

100% 

35% (41) 
(I 

22 (26) 
13· (15) 
22 (26) 

8 (10) 
100% 

50% (59) ~ 

50 (59) 
100% 

28% (32) 
34, (39) 
38 (44) 

100% 

42% (40) 
21 ,\(20) 
16 )15) 

8., f(B) 
14/'.(13) 

----,,. 
101!!; 

43% (50), " 
30 (35) 
27 (,:32) 

·100% ., 
,,' 

.-59-

Not Paid 

* 36% (57) 
15 (23) 

" 49 (76) 
100% '.' 

;'~ 

72% (112) 
23 (36) r'(, • 

5 (8) 
100% 

85% , (129) 
15 (22) 

100% 

60% (94) 
40 (62) 

100% 
,r) 

~> 
Co 

32% (50) 

1)'24 '(38) 
115 (23) 

""17 (26) 
IF 12", (19) '!~"'~ J 

U--. 
" 100% 

42% (65) 
58 (91) 

'100% 
q'.) 

16% (23) 
13:"'°(19) 
71. 

10qf 
(105) 

:;~". ,If 

2'2% (32) 
8: 16 (22) 

21 (30) 
16 (23)., 
25 (35) 

100% 
" 

30% (46) 
~21 (33) 

0 %=..;'1':49· (77) (;, 
100% 

'8 

l 

" 

l\ 
)J. 

I )) 

!'I 

iJ 

,-:::'" 

~ 
;>~f 

' .. , 

" 

" 
~t;' 

FE ~'" 
-i.,;; 

co 

TABLE 2. 3 
(CONTINUED) 

Paid 
,'7l 

Not Paid 

@' Marital Status 

It ,) 

o 

'0. 

o 

0" 

Never Married o 
Separated, Divorced, or Widowed 
Married or Living Together 

Telephone 
No 
Yes 

Time In Neighborhood 
Less than 1 year 
1 to 5 years 
5 +,,Years 

Injury 
None 
No Medical Attention 
No~ospita1ization 

Hospitalization 

o 

45% (53) 
24 (28) 
31 (37) 

100% 

22% (26) 
7'8 (91) 

100% 

18% (21) 
37 (44) 
45 (53) 

100% 

68% (80) 
15 (18) 
13 (15) 

" 4 (5) --100% 

32% (50) 
35 (54) 
33 (52) 

\\ 100% 

0' 

6% (9) 
94 (147) 

100% 
<) 

9% (14) 
41 (64) 

1.,': 

50 (77) 
100% 

86% (134) 
5 (8) 
6 (10) 
3 .. (4) 

0 100% 

[} 

[I o " 

'*Boxes indicate that differences are sigQificant at the .05 level or better by two
tailed tests. Although the dat~ has been grouped for presentation, statistical tests 
were performed on the data :in its continuous form. 
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Follow-up P8pulation 

We had hoped to dnt~rview 80% of our initial sample a 
'\ 

second time. But C\.fter strenuous efforts theft inclu\oed an 
,I 

offer of $5 to complet~ the interview over the telepho~e, twti 

letters and ten attempts to reach each victim by telephone, we" 

completed 182 follow-up interviews or ~ 66,% oof our initial 2T,4 

victims. Thirteen people (5%) refused to be interviewed 'a 
( 

second time, and 19 people (29%) could not be reached. 

As anticipated, those who completed the follow-up 

were more likely to, have telephones than those who did not 

" (See Table 2.4). The completion rate a,mong those wi tho'ut 
-

telephones 

telephones. 

was 31% compared to 72% among victims with 

The offer of $5 to complete the second interview, 

apparently did not stimulate interest. 

Minority groups, who were less likely to have 
I; 

te~ephones than Whites, were recontacted at a lower rate 

than Whites. Three-quarters, of the Whites compared to only 

slightly more than half the Black j

, and Hispanic victims 

completed tHe follow~up. The victims who completed the 

follow-up reflects no significant differences from those who 

did not complete the follow-up on the following variables: type 

of crime, sex, income, age,education, marit~l 

relationship to offender i previobs victimization, 

status, 

time in 

o 

o 

~i 

'\~ 

TA~LE 2.4'" , 

~SPONSE RATES FOR FOLLOW-UP INTERVIEWS C 

.<;) 

Initial Interviews n=274 

Follow-ups n=182 

Overall Response Rate 

Borough. 

Park Slope 
Fordham 
Flushing 

Crime Type 

Assault 
Burglary 
Robbery 

Relationship to Offender 

No 
yes 

Previous Victimization 

Age 

No 
Yes 

18-29 years 
30-39 years 
4,0-49 years 
50-64 years 
65 + years 

~'i' KG 
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66% 

69% 
59 
71 

65% 
68 
64 

65% 
69 

66%, 
67 

57% 
67 
74 
71 
76 

62'70 
70 

\\ 
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TABLE 2.4l1 

(CONTINUED) 
~" " 

~r 
f~_ Iii 

o 
Hispanic';) 
Black 
~White" 
Other 

Income 
, " 

0- $4, 9.9 9 ')" 
$5,000-$9,999·' 
$10,090-$14,,999 
$15,000-$),9,'999 
$20,000 +-

i'J ' 

, v 
Education 

a 

Some 
High 
Some 

High'School or less 
School ot- Trade School 
College or more 

Marital Status \1 

Never Married 
Marr±edorQ living ,togethe,r 
,Separated, Divo,:+ced. Widowed 

~elephone 

Telephone GO 

No Telephone 

Tinlein. N~ighborhood 

a 

il b 

• t" 63 t: 
" n 

ii' 

,0 

r:1 

. .( .•.. , r" 

'~, 

"51% 
57 
74, 

.• 9 
'v 

68,i.> 
64 
67 
77 
75. 

61% 
62 
74 

,64% 
fi41' 
7,3 

49% 
64 
73 

, 0 

a: ,. 

. '" 

,): 

p' 

" .' (). 

" , 

",;;c ,j 

f l' (I 

ii, 

dl 

~ ). 

'0 

---~F~~--~--

I) 

~---- .,.- --'" ,,- .. ~, 

~-64- = 

(1 neighborhood or f~'elings of being a part of the n~1ghborhood ~ 
, Q 

We reinter-viewed more ,\ h}gh socioeconoinic statous victims than 

low status Victims, the differenc~s 
\\ ' 

were not' statistically ,. ,;-

, signifi'cant. o T~he vioctims who completed the follow-up were 

similctr to those wJ10 did ho1;;' on all independent,' variables 
/I 

measured except for race. 
,0 

Victims Who Complete,p the ABS 
Q 

(f ), 
a 

Not all victims valid liffect Banmce 
o 

-~-~-~ 

Scales. ABS scales were eliminated for responde'nt's whose~ ,\' 

, b test ,sheets r. indi.(~ated 
Ii 

tfhat they h,ad not ,carefully considered 

o each '"phrase, for instance, t'hose~ho drew one lpng ov,13,,1 around 
l) 

2 for 
o 

all 40 items. Tests were also elimihated for those4 who 
'1 

of the five items on y 
I) 

ing dld.scus'sion, scorles invalidated'\fo~ 
;1,(; . '11 

Subscal,e. For the 

the ab'ove rea,~c8n~"" weJ:.~,': rouI?ed wit,r," respond,t,' nt~whorefused \~\" 0 
., ~ ,,' " ,;~ \~jl _ ,if v

r
, ;~ ~ 

@. 'I .11 " ;')j. If _ - ~7. I 

take the ABSoon~he grounds that, the, se.arr sUbtl, e, ~or~s., . f~ 0 

refusal. Spanish "speakers, who,' a:;; dlscussed above ,"((I.:¥Iere n~\t 
giVetitheABs,~a;e alS0 included among th~se who did nbt ta~\~ 

\ 
""',I~ 

the test. 

l 
'} __ ~ '.-1\ 

h,un~r~d and ninety-eight, 7,2%" of o the 'vJc,tims!1 

completed the ABS. Signif.i.,cantl,Y fewer victims (60%) "from Ik 
, c II () 'J ~ " 

the Fordham,pe-;anea completed i t' ,tha~i' "from Flushing or' p'al"k Slope, '(~~\,,!),.i) 
//which",refi~cts the concentratj,on" bf Spanish speaking" v'lctimsin 

if 1..9- " .() "~' " ~'.' ,,_ I~:-~ ;, ' ", \ 

() 

.IJ 

, a 'I , Qb, !'> ~,li',\1 
. , .- ''9 'II \\~\ '" -.' 'f c> ;,' <) \1, \1 , :t'" '", '" t) ,,0 :0"" ' " II '1 " 
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o 

.",',-, 
~ ~ 

complete the A,BS, hOltleVer, doeus not the Bronx. to 

correlate with cr:lmevtype, but' it does correlate with age. 

Older victims ;were less likely to take tti'e ABS. Neither 
t, .' "0 

\ relationshiptb of,fender nor. ,previous 
"" 

victlmiza·tion nor sex 

., 

affect..ed, complf~tionof . the ABS. But educatio~ and.size of 

network was 'highly correlated with ~ompletion of the ABS. 
'r{ 

Eighty-four percent of those with at least some college took 
k:-# Ii the ABS compared to 65% of those with .less educ~tion. 

\\ 
!.\ 

of those with 4 or mote people in their 0 
'" Eighty-three p,~rcent 

n~}twork tool< the ABS compared too 65% wi thfewer people in their 

network. Although highl¥' speculative, it mi:goht be tha,t those 

with larger networks consider themselves mentally healthi and 

are more willing to take a p~ycho16gic~1 test. Overall, the 
1\ 

population that;, completed the ABS scale was younge~g more 

educ~ted and ha~ a larger rletwork. " 

Victims Who Provided Supporter Contact Information 

o 

Only \55% sllPporters,' (1) pr9videq 
. !I 

contact information of 
'0 

" on at least one supporter:,. More wer~ willing but some did 
o F .~ l. 

,! " 
not know the telephone numbers ofQ their supporters and some 

, '. '. .'0 It . 
supportersd~d not have tele:phone/s. 

,,~ . i 
'~< " ,~ l 

victi~~~ oWhoj provided 90ntactinformation. 
~/ :) (: ~..; '"II'~ 

for supporters with . t,hC:sewho did 

be. twe. e"'r': ;;~h'·'G .. ~j < . . 
.t "~0,,.f!)r!,.rq~p~).. from 

(.'J 'l"} - > ~ .... '.:r' 

;; :, '",,,, ,,"}, ," 

,,' . II 

Comparing 

not, ther£~ is no 

difference to 

{ . .; 

. [i 

o 

o 

l: . 

'.11. 0 :j 

1 /10 
. 1:1 
.,.j ,;f 
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Females, h.owever, were much more likely to give 

contact information than: males. 
\\ 

Those with fewer peop~~ in 

their networks also provided pontact information more often. 

Victims; income did not correlate ~~th contact information, nor 

did education or prior relationsklip to the. offend"er.. The 

'i impporter 
.If 

interviews .overrepresented Sli,pporters of female 
o 

victims and victims whose networks were smaller than average. 

j In summary the sample generally reflects the 0 

fr0Pulation of complainants in the three precincts. 

}Despi~e the fact that only 15% of the individuals who reported 

~ 'the types of crimes under study were interviewed,. they 

II represent a cross-section of the population. On the follow-up, 

Ii however, the sampl.e was skewed away f'r·om 0 minorities and away 
II 
II I from Fordham, (the area with the high;,st percentage of minority 

t population). Yet the sample was not skewed in terms of 

,standard socioeconomic measures 

\consi~ering the importance Qf 

income and education .• 

socioeconomic measures. in the 
1\ 

~data analysis, it is reasonable to conclude that neither the 

initial nor follow-up sample was seri.ously flawed. 
& 
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o ,~ 

DESCRIPTION OF NEIGHBORHOODS AND POPULATION 

o 

This section is intended to familiarizej)'the reader 

with the neighborhoods and the population under study~ In 

Table 2.5, ~ demographic data oQ the thre~ neighborhoods is 
li c,,: 

presented w~th data on New York City. G 
iiI 

" ~ 
\\ 1\ 

Park Slope, Brookly~ 
'II :, 

,\ If , \11 

The parl slote area of Brooklyn 
\ II 

was 
,', 

selected as. 

The representati ve \Of\ a high crime, mixed income area. 

neighborhqpd get\\il\S name from Prospect Park, whi~,h f,orms th~ 

western border. \,~\e c.ommunity district-in which Park Slope is 

located covers'an ata, twice as large as the area inclUded in 

the study so t,he COimunity District data are only approximate.' 

Iil 1970, a bout ja th i1 of the po pu h ti on wa s. under 1 8 yea r sold 

and a tenth .65 ~r Old~{ , close to the figures for the city as a 

whole (See Tabll:r 2.5)';\A quarter of thepo~ulation lived in 
1" , 

singl"e persoP.=.h~~USehold~~ indicati veer t~:large young, single~ ~'o 
~, . r..""" , 

population in fhe area\ and most r,eht~dc;; aThe pO,frulation was 

mostly Whi te, -re~\~opablY we\l educated ~ but w~ th ~.P .an average 

I?~~come $1, 600 b~low the ci't,yaverage. 1tne ,;lo~ income of some 
~. .'\. , .' {;'\~';l ,,~~i '')' .. . :1 

sectors of the population is e'retlect"ed in'> tt~e welfare rolls., 
f..J' , ," , '\:', , ," ',,) \':h,', , '''''~', '~,., " '\ 

In 1977" cmeout of;\,ev~-=ry si:;x£~milies~J~ad anrincome b~lowthe 
& " . \7 "".;n; t.~G'i . ': ,\ ~ \\\ :~ ~, )~: '%~ > ),~ • a' 

poverty line and orie erf; eve'''y~,:f1 V',ewas on welfare., 0 

~:" '. lY .. ,'! \~.. .~~ ~~ \~" ~~~i 1\, 

ll. v' , 

'>. '\, '\ ',~: . ~H~ ~l\ 
. '\c>. 

" 

\. 
,I' 

,0 

() 

,.~ 

.~. 

.{ 

I 
i 
) 

l' 

----_.- -.~--------.---,."..--- .. -' 

o TABLE 2.5 

PRDFJIE OFRESIDENTSOFCX'.M1UNITYBOARDS BASED ON 1970 CENSUS 

AGE 
% of population 
less 1;:han 18 yrs. old 

%be~ 18 and 
64 years old 

% ov~ 64 years old 

HOUSING , 
% of one person households 

% 0WIla: occupied 

% renting 

% rated o~ercrowded 
(more than 1 person per roan) 

']0 

.' ' . 
. ETHNIC AFFILIATION 

o . % 'White 
&\) 

o 

o 

% Black 

% Puerto Rican 

INCCl1E 
Diiliari family lncQtIJe 

% fam:Uies. below 
J?Overty line 

% on welfare (1977), 

'EDUCATIOO 
% H. S;gracluates 

C.B. 6 C.B. 6 C.B. 7 
. Fordham Park Slope F1ushine; New York City" 

40 

53 

7 

181 '" 
5 ' Ii 

!I 

92 

20 

34 

32 

34 

$4,977 

28 

28 

5 

II 

33 

~7 

10 

25 

16 

80 

13 

65 
-

14 

19 

$8,005 

o 

16 

19 

39 

26 

62 

11 

16 

46 

52 

6 

94 

2 

1 

$i1,230 

4 

4 

59 

31 

52 

13* 

25 

20 

76 

68 

20' 
- -

10 

$9,682 

,J 

30 

12 

47 

~' ~ ? ., 

o ' "*FQrreasons We do not understand tl.1¢ j>1.tblished figures for New 'York City do not total ., 
to 100%. 0" .,' " ." .,' '(;) " " " 

{~., 
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j), 

Beaause the area has been improv!ng over the last 15 

years, wi th an accelerated rate of change during th'e last 

five years; we anticipate that the 1980 census 
,:1 

; ,r 

will show a 

higher level of economic well-being than the 1970 census. Yet, 

the num6er of people below the poverty line or on,public 

assistance as late as 1977 speaks to the mixture of different 

groups found in Park Slope. 

,'" 
Park Slope is served by ,~wo police precincts, both of 

which serve other areas as well, making the crime figures 
<":' 

imprecise. 
" 

There are 23 precincts in Brooklyn arid th'e twdo't'hat 

cover Park Slope rank 

11th for assaults and 11th and 21 st for burg"1~irie,s •. Without a 
r, ,- '4i< : ,'-; 0 

ct'ime rate;, how,ever , it is har:d t&"saYD'nidrec~han that Park' 

Slope is neither the highest nor the lowest crime area in 

Brooklyn. The pol ice designatiori~of"",J)ark Slope as a high crime 

are'r:r~'~'as our guide to designating it as such~ even though there 
\) 

is probably less crime in Park Slope than in Fprdbam. 

According t~ community leaders, . the types of crimes 

vary within the neighborhoo~. On the northern side of 

Park Slope, where community repres8;ntati ves reported a major 

drug 

;,-
I. . ;1, __ _ =_~,~=T)-~~"-- ._.c':_~~"~~.'-c __ ~·-'-' __ C __ · ___ "'-=·'·'=-='="-~"_"'~"'=""--' '"----

problem, ~ __ =~,t~el~~'!.~"cr-rme~-were common. But 
__ :~,: ____ :~.:;::oc!:;~-:-.-., ,I" "/}';-' 

-' 
the"' predominant burgl~~ies and r6bb~ries. 

0' 

I; 

r, ~.;':: 
t,~ 

\ 

() 

o 

11 (( 

ll\' II 
'"wJ, 

II 
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Most of the housing in Park 

(f~~?~) 
~/ 

Slope consists of 

attached brick homes, called brownstones, townhouses or 

row houses., Nearest Prospect Park are ornate townhouses with 
" 

arched windows, and elaborate int,er ior woodwork.' Moving a\vay 

"'" ,y 

from the park, the houses become narrower, ~ the floors. fewer, 
\\ 

the external iron work less ornate and tbe interior woodwork 

more mod.est. The buildings near the park are well maintained, 

but further away many ~of the buildings were turned into 
-- II 

boarding houses after World ~ar II, when the previous residents 

moved to the suburbs. Some of these buildings are now in 

dis~epair, with garbage in the area around the hou~es, broken 

Wihdd~s and a few empty lots. As the quality of the' housing 

shifts, the" popula:tiqri, changes from predominately White to 
/ ~, ' 

Hispanic. 

In the early. 1960s urban" homesteaders started 

,.:0,. purchasing the J1Q,13rding hous~rr; in the area and renovating 
__ ¥~~~~f ' ,\ ~~ c'!- :t 

triem c(ss''lngle i-::mily 
.. ,"'-"'\l. 

dwellings 0' homes with ~ne rental unit • . :~1 .~ 

The home'steading area .. hasshifted over tUhe last 20 years toward 

the poorer area' to produce an upper-middle class section that 

is gradually int~inging on ,the poor section. 0 Many of the 

families participating in the revitaliz~tion of ' Park Slope are 

profess:'ion'ai couples with young ch"ildren. 

rent in Park SlQpe are young and single. 
() 

1\ 

Many of those ~hD 
Q 

() 

II 

\\ 

i; t t 
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c 

main Along '~the health food spopping avenue are 

stores, craft shops, bars . and r~staurants, as well as 
," .. 

supermarkets and other provider;Js; of goods to a residential 

clientele. Bulletin bgards t~at post signs for resident~ free 

of charge -- advertising apar;;,tments to rent or to share, used 

items for sale, or lesson~ t~ offer ~- are frequent along this . " 

street. Community events are numerous and Park Slope has more 

community activity than the othdr neighborhoods understudy. 

'" Park Slope also has i'ts share of community conflict. 

tndicative of this was.th~ confrontation that occurred 'in one 
~ 0 

neighborhood association that covered four blocks. The bet~er 

off residents who 'lived on 
~, 

the eastern~ two ~locks were 
-f 

concerned about trees and '\he generalappear'ance of, the blocks. 

Those who lived in the. less, affluent area," were concerned about 
;: . ,:" ,. c. 

burglaries and. street~r~me. ' Because th'eJf co~ld not·, resolve 

their· differences, the organization 

associations, each to concentrate 

pressing needs. 

Fordham, the Bronx 

SPlit:~ lntp two separate 

• h~ t . t f It t b . t cnwa J. eo. 0 eJ.S 
"\\ 
,) \, 

!\ 

The Fordham section of the SQuih .Bronx ts a" ohigh 
,) 

crime, low income .area. As of 1970 ij ~~rgerpro~o~tionof 
" 

the population in "Fordham was under J,8. y~a'rs old and
p

8, ~~maller 

p~f.dPortion '''over" 6~. years old than the rest ofth~"'lbO~,'?Ugch ,oor 'h 

.~ ." 

() 

o 

o 

o 

o 

{) 

··0 

-72-
\' 

the rest of New York City (See Table 2.5). Most people renteD 

and one-fifth of the dwellings were qonsidered over-crowded, 
o ~ 

11 "Ii 

i.e. more than one person per room. In 1970 the population 
II 
", 

was divided equally among Blacks, Whites and Puerto Ricaus, but 

the White population has declin7d ~11. the last ten year~. <The 

residents have, on the "average, les& 'e .. cflloa,·tion than the rest of 

New York City and an average income less than half the citywide 

aver~ge. As OfSeptember
o

1977, it wa, esi~at~ that 28% °br 

the ~OPulation was on,welfar~:, ' '0 

00 ··h~:"·~~';~'"";;::;~~'~':""::~~;·7a:;;:··~~;;;':::::~";~~k s 8 th .~ n 
:fi @ :;. 

robberies, 5th in assaults and 6th. in burglaries of the 11 
(} (l 

Bronx precincts. Because the precinct is relatively small, we 

believe that a crime r;;ate would place the 48th precinct higher 
9 .;-

.f" 
on "the list. Commtlni ty lead;er5 agreed that the crime rate was 

high,; but the community bo~rd s~id that reported crimesha.d 
<"}, 

been declining because the population was discouraged by lack 
. 

of police reponse. 
r.0 

Because police patrols are alJ::'bcated on 
" the basis of reported crimes, the number of officers assigned 

to the precinct was declining. 

Fordham is overtly poor and the physical structures 

are generally in disrepair. The main ~hopping blocks are 

"dominated by bargain stores with baskets of cheap it~ms in the~ 

. G 

store and out~ide on the street, quick food s~ores and ~thnic 

stores. lhe northern 1Q square blocks of the area make ~p the 
... 0 

o 
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Little Italy of the Brpnx, which is dominated by Italian 

restaurants and lUncheonettes, fruits stands, pork stores, 

bread stores and bakeries. 

In the southern two-thirds of the district, on almo~t 

every block, there is at least one burnt out or abandoned 

'" 

C building. Occupied building are only in slightly better 
() :,' i' " 

'C'"O,~>t~=~=-~-='\'1fOffdTeThn":-==Tff'e'~1l'a:rI'i't==i'!I'~tre"e'l'iil"g'~=ll'otil'~iftS:lde~d=~;;t;""~"""'"'~: 

1, interco~;~, ddn 't work,. steps are broken and ;l.i ving conditions 

'" fj ( are pQ,or. ,,, Interspersed among these worn build,ings are new 

n hOUSing~'projects that appear to be well-maintained. Along e'8ch 

, 0 

" "'"' ~. 

c 

'-'0 

\\ 

block are ,a few abandoned !lcars ~lowly rotting or being stripped 

for parts. 

Along the streets of this area are 
r#t) 

groups of men in 

their 20's a'rld 30's, man'y 'unemployeg,f although Liebow 

(1967) notes that' ma'ny such men proba~ly a're between jobs or 

(j 

work at night. These "street-c,orner men" made the area ,$' 

c o 

o 

threatening "to our interviewers sometimes,~and in a number of 

cases., interviewers d,id not' enter buildings for interviews. 
"~I 

In one case the group hanging outclin\,tie lobby of a building 
c 8 0 

was accused by the Victims, residents of the bUilding, of being 

the offenders. The v~ictim ,said that residents fel t restricted 
o 

to their apartmen~s in order to~, protect their belongings • But 
Q 

there is another"side'to these groups. In . some cases they 
;:[. 

know the re,sidents well and offer the protection of an occu
6
pied 

!/ 
// 

) 
" 

G, 

'. 

~, 0, , "W 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

'-74-

street at odd hours. Residents of the Fordham area told us 
~.i) 

that they recognize and talk to many people on the block, 

implying a sense of comfort with the pre,sence of those who hang 

out on 'the street. Probably the reaction of residen£s to those 
'I, 

on the street varies among residents and £rom.block to block. 

\1 

(Flushing, Queens 

The Flushing area of Queens was chosen as 

representative o~ a moderate crime, moderate income area. 

Most of the statistics on Flushing indicate the affluence of 

the area compared to the rest of New York City. Almost half 

the households owner occupied, most residents are high 

school graduates and one-quarter college, graduates, and, less' 

that" 4% 

than 90% 

have 'incom,~s below the P6vert~! line. Al though more 
, " . II 

of the population is l>lhi te, in re,;cent years., there has 
~ , 

been an influx of Koreans, Asians Indians and Japanese. There 

Q. ,f:''J 
is also a small Hispanic population. 

There are 15 precincts in Queens and the 109th 

precinct, in which Flushing lies, is 8th in robberies, 7th 

in assaults ah~ 6th in burglaries. The number of.robbefies and 

assault~ are almost what they were in Brooklyn and Bronx, and 

since this area haS' a larger' population w,e categorized it as 

.:;;:. 

-ct. 
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d t t low crime area. According to th~ community board,' mo ller a e 0 0 
I 'h th , h become a problem in the high-rises wit. e c1);me ' as 

~eductions in housing authority police. 
( 
I 

I 

i 
! The 

iJcludes 

shopping area that area is centered on a 
~:l , 

downtown 

number of major department stores, the police 
1(, a 

I 
I 

t t ' th'e post office and numerous other government service sIt ,~on, 
Within walking dish,ance to the west is a small 

1 ~ O:fl1\fices. 

iJ~ustrial area and to the ~outh are private homes, some 

r~'~down, old,er homes, ·and some of recent construction 

at~ached and brick. The area ato .t~e east and north is 

do~~inat~d by private homes and well-maintain~d, po~t-1960 

apartment houses~ Toward the f,ar north the home's indicate "that 

th~ residents are wealthy and along Long Island Sound, the 

northernmo~t border, the homes are estates. The northwest 

corner of the district is characterized by light industry" and 

working~class, private ho~es, many in need of repair. Overall 

the area is sUburban in terms of the number 

and the general wealth of the population. 

of private hqmes 

Tbe streets 

walkibg only from 

Park Slope and 

are lightly 

home t9 car 

travelled with most people 

c:i'nd b?lck. In contrast to 

Bronx, ,the i~t~rviewer~were 
,I 

often <the only ones walking around'. 'there are no overt signs 
~, 

of" community involvement no posters of.~ctivities in th~ 

community and no people on the street talking to each other" 

! , 
! 

0' 

I 

,:,:" 

) 

o 

Q 

o 

o 

o 

1,",1 

c I 

but ~and relationships apparently exist between ~h~ighbors. 

Communi,ty leaders reported relatively few, but well organized 

and effective, community organizations. Iri part this iswa 

resul t of the contacts av(;~ilable to the population. 

Comparing the three' ar..~as to New Y~~kCi ty as a whole 

(See Table 2.5) , ForGdham residents are clearly the worst 

off, ,then qomes Park Slope and finally relatively affluent 

'Flushing. The people in Fordham are significantly poorer than 

the average for New York City, have received less education, 

rent more often and are more likely t~ be on welf~re. 'In Park 

Slope residents have an average incom~ only slightly lower than 
, 

the city average and the proportion of college graduates is 

~lso only slighyly lower than av,rage. The percent on welfare 

in Park Slope is higher than average, although npt as high as 

Fordh,am. Flushing has a hfgher average income thart the rest of 
l'0, 

New York City, a higher percentage of high school gradtiec3tes, a 
1\) 

higher percentage of owners and a lower Percentage on 
A c..-..r 

home e 
welfare. 

Desc",ip:,on

r 

of the Sample 

A bo~parison ~am9ng 

and Park Slope, in 

our °sample 

term, of 

J 
from Fordham, Flushing 

crime cl}~r a c.t er i sti c s, 
'a-;;-'< 

neighborhood ties is 

() 

o 
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TABLE 2.6 

v tl ~"ti 

BASIC DEMOGRAPHICS OF SAMPLE By'BOROUGH 

Crime Type 
Burglary Q 

@Robber~ 
,.,. , Assault 

Sex 
,. ,¥ale 

Female 

Age 
18-"29 years;;' 

.(:\)o 30-39) :yea~s 
,;1 Ao"':'49 years 
, 1~'60-64' y~,ars 

65 years + 

Income 
(;0=$4,999 

$5,000-$9,999 
$10,000=$14,999 
$15,000-$19,9'99 
$20,000 + 0 

C Education c, 

Q 

,', 
" Some High School or' less " 

n.Higlo schodi oor Trade School Graduate 
~ ".. .. Q W 

Some ,College or More . . 'VJ 
0) " 

Race 
, Hispanic 

Black 
White 

Prior Vict:jlniz;tion 
Yes 

.(i No 

~) 

;, 

. Relationship with Offender 
Yes r' 

Noo 
C)>J 

"' Time in Neighborhood 
"Less than 1 year 
Itq ~. years 
More j:hq,n 5 years 

~ 9 " 

" 'Living ,Situat;i;oIf 
_' Lives 'Alone 

with Others 0' 

() 

C .(.J " 

I) 

o 

:~ 
II 

, ./-1 

6 

., 
Fo.tdham . 

n=87 

59% 
29% 

.,'13% 

52% 
48% 

34% 
,(JI 0//

22
% 

1.3% 
22% 
, 9% 

56% 
~\ 20% 

o ~\ !": 1~: , 

c) 

c 
.~~ 

.. ~'i 

J ", 

51% 
37% 
12% 

3E;;%: 
<:l6% 
,1.8% '.' 

40% 
60% 

14% 
44% 
42% 

29% 
0.71% '" 
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u' 

ji 

(I 

,,,. 

o 

o 

·;t;>ark "~19pe 
n=86 

70%· 
.23% 

7% 

43% 
57% 

45%'1:}1 
¢\~ 

27% 
9% 

12% 
7% 

9' 

23% 
1'2% 
30%~f 
19% \~ 
17% 

23l!; i. 

12% 
.,65% ., 

16% 
.11% 
73% 

51% 
49% 

.14% 
86% 

35% 
65% 

o 

o 

'L 0 

r 
J~) 

(.y i 

\, 

F1us,hing T.otal 
"11=101 Sample 

59% 62% 
35% 29% 

6% 8% ) 

42% 
58% 

22% 
22%,;, 0 

19%, 
23% 

"15% 

15% 
21% ' 
15% 
16% 
33i 

32% 
26% 
43%' 

11% 
10% 
79% 

o 

. 45%:. 
55% 
~~ . 

3;3% 
23% 
14% ~, 
19% 
11% 

Q 30% 

18% 
+,9% 
13l!; 
20% 

35% 
,45% 
4'0%, 

;{L% 
22% " 
57% 

38%, 

i 

2,7% 
73% Q2% 'I 

" l~ 
\l 

'i:) ~6% Ii 19% 
94% . 81% 

o 

9% 13% 
34% i. 40%· 
57% 48~ 

33% 
67%. 

" 

lD 

It' 
~ 

o 

o 

o 

" :.; 

i ' J 

, ,'J 
o 
o 
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, 0 
'\ ' 

r> 

ch'aracterist.ics. reveal~ Ex arnin'ation 
(,"' 

crim~?;" rel,.ated 
, 0 

<3 

that rel~tionship cases were most typical 

area •.. , numbeor of instances the 

in the" ' Fordpam 

offend~~ ~as an 
o ' '~" 

acquaintance} friend or relative of the v ict irrfl. 
". \:) 

Although 

pr~or relationship" cases have nOl"mally been linked to violent 

crime!! ')(Vera Institue ofJ4:$tice, 1977), many suchc.ases l,n -'our 
e G 

sample included burglary victims •. One res~ond~nt stated that 
.J 0 ' " 

o t;< 0 ~.I :,," 

his apartment had been burglar.fzed by her boyfriend and his 
, " 

si.ster. (NeighborshadreCpgnized~hJso sister 
, 

from the apartment. and ~a~sumed 
',. .r.:J 

everything 
" , " o· 

carryiong boxes 

wa s alJ.r ight • ) 
(I 
~{ 

.Another
o 

victim was burglarized by ;ao; ex ... superint~ndent, who sl1e 

hadqhad "io"fqr coffee" th~ day before. 

,;; 

c' 

:It was" ~htic~pa~oe~" ~h,at Fordham reSidents would 
o (). ", ' ~ " 

report higher rates oOf prior II vict1miza,tl?ion. However ,'0 'Park 
. (! Cv 

Sloper~sidel?ts ~ere the most? likely t~o h~ve bee'r{t, pOreviously 
" ,), 

No" signffic'lmt differences 
() (~ {\ 

were found in the 

type~0f:~?prime" repp~ted ~yneighbo'rho.od: since t,he' sample was 
~ ;, .',) 

stratified~ to insure . an equal distrib'ilt~,on of bur0glaries" , 

robberies and assaults in each"area. 

As -expected, ;' the demographic and sbc.ioeconomt~ 

"' 
characteristics of'~ t~e sample varied by neighborh,ood. 

~ 0 

ResRpndents i~ Flushing; wer(;.older than Fordham }vho .. in turn 

were ol,der .than Park Sl.oPe, victims. .Also, as antl'clpated( the 
(( .' 

Fordham sample was com~rised primarily 6f 
o II ' 

Bla'ok and' Hispanic 
,:) ,1 

o 

(1 
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, 
" II 

c 

i) 

(i 

o 

victims. Only of 

Although Fordham was also expected to be the lea~t affluent 
o , 

the three communities, the difference betweenth~se victims' and 
:., 

others was startling. More than 56% of the victims in this 

area had inco~,es under $5 t 000 cOlmparel~ to 23% ,~n Park Slope arid 

15% in Flushing. Flushing ·victims reported ihe Q,ighest 

incomes. 

residel1ts, 
'I' 

likely to be employe~ than _othe~s. These findi'ngsma:r. be 

attribut"ed to the larger percentage of' younger victims residing 

in Park Slope. 

When victims! 

difference was eound 

neighborhood ties 

among victims;' 
() 

~ th~ir area. Differen6es 4id~appear, how~ver. if attachment 
,;;,,",:;,\,,, ",-~~ii:~ 

was measured in ter;ms of l~'ngth r~~idenc"e in anare~ or .. by ''the 
'I' 

.. number of relatives living in the neighborhood. Flushing .. !p ~ 

viqtims had resided in their nieghborhoo''ds+onger than' others 
~ t.~ 

victims. (Thi~, may De 
" 

partially by the hi.gher explained 

percentage of older victims include'Ci in the Flushing sample.) 
'" 

It was also found that Fordham victims were most~likely to have 
f) 

a ., 

rBl~tives residing within thi'local area. 
, ;. 
"~ 

c 

c 

(J ,f 
" , 

r c; 

b" 
9 

, 
i' . 
I 
I 
I 

. I 

o· 

/" 

I 
t 
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Social Networks of Crime ~iictyims' If' 

,1' 
II /'y 

If 
The role, social play in providing assistance 

i~ daily life and emergency situations has been described 

1. In 
It J 

light of their import~i'H)Er;=-ftrrforrilati.oh on 
a II 

" 

in Chapter 
::'1 ' 

victims' social networks was collected. ; <' 

An overall ~examination of victims' networks yielded 

predictable 
o .'I'~ C 

re,su1 ts. (See Table 
~ il 

2.7). Over two-thirds of 

/1 f) all network members, were friends or relativ(es, were in, touch 
__ .~-== _-=:- _._. ==== .f_ ~ 

// wi th victims on a weekly basis and had known victims more than 

,,/I:,! . 

"'I,It five years. Slightly less- than half of network member·s k;f;si"ded==~= 

1/ 0 in the victim ' s neighborhood. 
if ;,; . 

,~/ 
o 

(/ 

G 

a 

Further eX.aminatlon revea'led variations in the 

structure of social ·networks by neighborh06d 1See Table 

2.8). Victims in Fordham had smaller social networks than Park 

Slope or Flushing--reside"nts. lin additi'hn, members of Forqham 

victims' networks",,\vere more likely to be relatives and to live 

in the viotim's Q~ighborhQod. . Fordham viotims were also the . . h 
most . likely to have social! networks ,comprfsed entif'ely of 

Q relatives.' ~ark S19pe victi,ms t knew network members f.or the 
q • G 

Shortest ~iIl1e 

leastJ}. weekly 

II 
andwere\ th~. l!!east likely to 

basi"s. \l 
o 

q.. 

" 

see victims dn at 
~ 

(, 

D 

() 

, 
; 
! 

o 

c- . 
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'TABLE 2.7 
q,.'; 

u •.... ~ 
CHARACTERIST-ICS OF VICTIMS' SOeYIAL NETWORK~ 

Relative 
Friend 
Neighbor 

(lLandlord 
,. Other 

Residence Cn=9.2i4 r 

" 

, 

In Victim's Nei'ghborhood 
In Victim's' Borough. 
Outside Victim's Borough 

Frequency of Contaf&t 
1'. " -

""(" 

Once a Week or More 
Once a Month or,More 
Les.s Than Once a Month '! 

, 0 

t~46% 

24 
30. 

l'tH) 

{I 

Length of Acquaintance With Victim(n=9.~31 
¢, , )~ 

Les.s Tnan One Yea'!' 
One to .Five Years 
More Than .Five Years. " 

Ii 
II 

\\ 

1 
'_-'_'_'-~' 

}~l 

li' 
""', 8%, ,,' l7 

",'15 (] 
.l"O:[ \'~:;" 

I' D 

0, 
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ij all· 'TABLE 2. ~ 
COMPARISON\~ OF SOCIAL NETWORKS 

\ 

!/ 
BY NEIGHBORHOOD 

Fordham p'ark Slope 

% Network Members in Victim's 
Neighborhood 53% ,45% ' 

- ;/ 

Ii 

Flushing 

43% 

% Network Members Who Were 
Relatives 

r-------------------------------~-------------~ * I 44 60 52 J 

% Network Members Who Saw' 
Victim at least Weekly 

% Network Members Who Knew 
Victim for 5 Years or Longer 

(l 

,% Victims With Only Relatives 
in Network 

% Victims With All Network 
Mem.bers' Living in l'leighborhood 

% Victims with 6 or More 
Network MemberDs 

.\..', 
C,' 

.p 

7Q 84 

77 66 

25'" 11 18 

() 

24 18 16 

""-_3_1_
11
_.....-___ 4_8 _______ 4_.2 ____ " 

o· 

*Boxes . indicatethatth~differenceshetween distributions are significant " 
at the .0,5 level or \eette~, by two-tailed tests". AlthoughO the data has 
been" grouped "for presentation, statistical tests were performed on, the 
data in:its continuous form. 

;~, ' 

'P II 

":;;i;l:' 8 2;.. 
}0. , 

~_~"';"';"'."-.Olo __ ",';".tJ;_, _...:;....;. __ ~-.-

o 

-.":'" 
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The findings on size of social network, suggest that 

lower socio-economic group have smaller 0sociql networks, 

and are somewhat more l~kely toreiy on relatives and local 

ties than more a,ffluent vi,ctims $ Whether victi~s! network~ 
I!"~ 
~ ~",\:9t. 

alleviated some 'of the problems related to 
~ 

victimization,§the 

extent tO~)Which victims relied on their networks for" support:r 
and the types of assj;'stance provide by network members 

discussed in the fqllowing chapter~. 

o 

o 
\, 

',:J 

)~ '~ 
d " ~" 

o 

'il 

are" 0/ 

o 

" if 

o 
'\ 

({) ;, 

I 
I 

III 
I; 

VICTIM} RESPONSES TO CRIME 

f) 

Until five years ago, little attention had been given 
II 

to criminal victimization as a form of life stress. Since 

that tiIl)fe, there" have been several empirical and clinic~l 
,; 

studies [of victim 9 s rlactions to crime. Knudten ( 1976) 
II Q , 

reported on crime-related problems experienced by vi,ctims, ano 
{:' ' 'c 

on 01>: e i~paot of viotimizatiop on fea\ of oriJl1e and the taking' 

of preca~tions. Studies of rape victi~s (Burg~ss and Holstrom, 
" 

1974; Kilpatri9k, Veronen, and Resnick, 1979) and other victims 
" .. \~..:,; , 

of serious V{~lent crim~s (Bard and Sangrey, 1979; Symonds; 

1975) indic,ate that at ,least s~~e~4dtims expe,rience 
I,,,~ , seriqus 

"' 
emotion~l disturbance that"may lai~ several mOnths or longer~ 

A study by the American Insti tU,tes f~~ Research "i (1978) found 
(i 

that many burglary victims as well exhibit"" oris,is behav ior" 
Q 

followfng the lncident",and Waller and Okihiro (1978) report 

that burgla~y may' heave long-lasting effects on v~ctim! s trust 

of other p~9plef fear of being alone, and tear of entering 
" 

th!=\i.r residence. l' 
a 

In' addition to practica* I; problems anc!, emotional 

d i 5:r 155, or im,e a\50 eli 0 it s '0 the r res pons es by vi,,"tims :" 

It s'metimes resijlts in feelings o~guilt or self-blame among 

victims -- an "I deserved it'! reaction' (Wortman, 1976) • 

Although G oounselors 
8' " 

often view self-blame as an impediment to 

'0 

'I 

// 
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,;,; 
,I a (I 

" 

recovery, a recent stUd~ of accid"ent victims 
".' i1 i,b 

suggested" that, 

under certain circumstances, self-blame may be' ind icati v~ ~of 

positive copin"g efforts (Bulman and Wortman, 1977). Fi~ally , 
u 

victims may also engage in collective responses, such as trY'ing 
" ' 

to organize with neighbor's to combat crime thr,ough neighborhood 

patroJs, a~d mutual surveillance of residences. 

Prev"ious research has '1) provided insight into "vic"tim 

responses to crime, but also,;iJ.,eaves important que at ion s '" 

unanswered. Are the e'ffects of crime (in terms of 

reported)) p,r, oblems, fear, ~taking ot precauti.ons, emotibnal 

distres{, and social relationships of victims) relatJ vely 'l' " 

consist~t from victim to victim? Or, do victims respond in 

diff~r.en~ ways, exhibiting more "or less severe degrees of 

" emotional' distress and more 9r less construct! v,e responses to 
> .;: 

the sl.tua'tion? 
I :1 

o \ 
If responses do vary, does the nature of the 

response aepen4 on the type of crime, preVious victimization 
o 

history, the socioe~onomic &status 
. \,,;" 

or ot",her, or age, 

characteristics of the yictims? Are those vic~~ms most in need 
!;- ~\ , 

able to get the assistclOce they require from a'gencies 9r from 
" 

fhformal sources? Do most victims, adjust following the crime, 

or they thrown ,'~into 
., .Il'.\ {) 

p~rmanent are a 
c' 

.l":> ·"'~;f 

"",/'HOW s;i.gnific,ant ,a role 
, fi ' 

disequilibri~m? 

others in thel adjUstment~~ocess? 
fI 

,play 

\ 1/ 
$ 
Ii 
i' 

state of fear' 

does a~sistance from 

o 

tl". 

I-

,~ 
1\ r t'~ , 

" 1/' ,t 

tJ, 
ll~ ___ , 

D 

o 

~----'I~--" 

o 
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present study examin,ed these issues in a 
longitudinal fashi9n, measuring the short-term impaci of 

crime upon people's lives and, their adjustment during a 
four-month period. 

ef~ects of crime. 

This chapter focuses on the immediate 
l.'l'< 

((~~) 

Crime-Related Problems. 

\ 

h !~ 
17 jf 

• The most common problems reported by the 274 victims ; 
resulted from stolen property (68%), disruption of ~ 
daily routines (65%) '" and difficulty sleeping (';9%). ~. 

• Seventy-five per~ent of victims mentioned pro1;>lems r~.~,,/l!, 
t
thhat cou~d be lnterpreted as emotional reactions to 'ti'_', t 

~ crlme. These included nervousness - L 

sel~'-responsi bili ty (self-'blame) , shame" anger ~ f 
anXlety, and difficulty sleeping. 'l ! 

• Yictims wi th lowe~ socioecomonic status (defined by, (,' I" 
lncome and educatlon) and those living in the poores~ I . 

\ , 
e The magnitude of 8problems did not vary with the age \._ ' Ii:,,:. 

Or sex of the Victim. 

; 
On the i'hi tial interview" 

b 
they were exp~riencing or 

victims were asked about the problems 
" 

had experienced as a result of the 
"» 

The Ipost, common problems (reported as either 'maj or ', .. or 
\ r~' 

'minor' by a\~ least half th@ sample) were 
, \' 

,\ , 

stolen proper'~Y (68%); disruption of "tlaily 
~ 0 

crime,. 

those resulting from 

and 
difficulty Sl~IJ~ping. "(59%»): _ 'DisrUption of 'daily routines' 

, '" 
covered a range of dtff~rent problems. One victim lost ~'time 

from "school in order to travel to Virginia to replace a stolen 
~) . 

A victim '" broken suffered ,a shoulder" 

I 
! 

I 

I j 
f 
1 , 
i 

r: 

I 
r 
i 
~ 

~ 
~ li ' 
~ 
fl 

11 n 
t\ 
11 
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during a robbery had 10 h~ve help washing and dre~sing, and was 
'/' , 

" '" unable to ~eay.e home for several weeks.," Several burglary 

victims had to take a few days out of their regular activities 

to repair damage done by the intrud,ers. Finally ,many victims 
" 

curtailed or limited usual activites out ~.f fear: A woman' h w p 
/. 

was followed and robbed while shopping reported ~that, since the 

crime, she hadn't "done any real shopping because I'm afraid 

o 

other types of problems reported by less than half 

sample but still a sUbstantial p6rtion inbluded: 

dailiaged property, (usually doors or windows damaged in burglary 

att,tmpts ), 28% j' difficulty with friends or family, 22%; 
o 

pain or limited mobility 19%;, fear of harrasSm.ent by 

the cr im'i",q aI, 15%; lost 
"\~ , 

6%-, , 16%; med,ical income, expenses, 
... ' ~ 

,\ 

problems with employer, 51; and loss of job, 21~ One woman 

robbery Co victim . r.~ported having fights "rf). th h~r boyfriend 

bec~use he treated her "as 
~,f].\ , 

if I.couldn1t handle things", 
~-; 

11 
insisting, for example~, that he meet l1er at her 0 subway s!itop 

,) :;::~ 

each evening . hpme from\! work. 
,~,. rj \ 

Another woman had on 
u 

problems understanding the behavior of oer boyfriend wh:P fled 

."during a robbery leaving ,:her to' confron~ the crimJnals alone". 
D 

. \1 

" 

·we.re . 9j:;herv _problems, 
'<;;, " 
,,~ 

"'When 23% 

or heightened fear· of crime. mentioned emotional distress 
~! . 

Several V~~.ctims mentioned ''8].evation in blood pressure, fear':' of ff? 

o 

i? 

-:,: 

o 

a 
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entering their apartment~, or restricting activities th~t would 

make them more vulnerable to crime (such as, going out alone at 

night) • 

The data on the frequency of V'ictims' 

questions about problems are 
"1) 

consistent 

respot:\ses to 

with results 

obtained by Knudteri (1976)~tom a sample of crime victims 
,. 

surveyed in ~llwaukee (Se~ Table 3.1). bn items common to both 
c, 

questionnaires, there is a relatively similar ordering of the 

frequency of types ofoproblems reported by victims.· In both 

studies, property loss was the problem most frequenty mentioned 

by victims. A higher proportion of the New York sample 

hewever, responded affirmat1vEHy to each category:, of 

~ crime-related problems. This may re(lect the fact that the New 

York sample was drawn from police complaint reports (generally 
<J 

more serious incidents), while the Milwau,kee sample w.as drawn 

from the r~sults of.a v~cti~ization:survey. Also the New Yo~k 

sample ~~as intel"viewed wi thin' three weeks of" th~crime ' and 
(\ 

Milwatikee samp~e a year after the incident, allowing more time 

to f.orget. 

As found in an earlie~ Vera Institute/Victim Services 

Agency study (Davis,- Russell, and Kunreuth.er, 1980), the 

cori::;ecque'nces of nvict~mization -- even simple proper'ty loss or 
li 

damage-- often affect victims emotionally. Victims' answers 

to questions about'" cr=ri~~']}elated probl~ were' caOte~oriz'ed~ 

() 

,-.---=--. 

) (~ 

o i,I 

o 
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TABLE 3.1 

COt-1RARISON"OF VICTH1S I CRH1E-RELATEr{PROBLE"hs m' 
" ,-q ~ ,~~ ,\,{~ 

Na t\~re of Prob 1 em 

Property 1.oss 

Disruption of routine 

Difficulty sleeping 

Damaged property 

Difficulty with friends 
of family 

Physical pain/limited 
""mobil i ty 

Fear oTharrassment 

Lost income 

Loss of jop/other, 
, problems with employer 
f:~ /~ ,of 

if:;:~Jb~di ca 1 expense's 

',~ NEH YORK AND mlWAUKEE ("c' ", ~, og 

;\. 

o 

IncideQts in ~Ihich Victims'Y~i 
!J Experi .enced Problems 

VSA/New;York Salpp1e. 'f.1ilwaukee SamPle1 

(Based o~ Crime Reports) (Based on Victimization 

,0 

N=284 Survey) N=3,210 " 

68% ., 

i!,' 5f1~;."" : 

c- 28" 0 

22 

19 

15 

16 0 

7 

6 

,-. 

55 

* 

* 
24 

10 

11,:.: ' 

* 
7 

*: 

1 ' " ' ,0" 

'Based ?n res~lts r:portec:t by Knud~~n ~"b9.7§).~~udten's.catego.des for mental/emotional 
suffer1 ng ,~lm~ loss,. and reputatl0h aamagearenot dlrect1y comparable t.o resul:ts from 
the N~w Y6rkCl ty sarnp] ~ ,Cc" ~ ': 

*Not asked by Knudten(1976}. 
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uniform cede. Whether responded te the quest~ens 

about preperty less .or dail~ reutine, fer instance, the answer 

was caiegorized as emetienal reactien if anxiety was mentioned. 

On this basis, 45% percent of victims'expressed an emetienal 

reacti0t;t te the crime that '. in~luded nerveus,ness, 

self-respensibility (self-blame), shame, anger, .or anxiety (See 
'j, '\ 

Table 3.2). If difficulty ~leeping is included as an emetienal 

reactien, three-quart~rs of the victims reperted an emetienal 
·v 

reactioh' te the crime,. Many .of these respense'S centered en 

fear .of revictimizatidn. One burglary victim, fer example, was 
o 

upset mestly because the incident teuched .off anxiety abeut an 

"attempted rape that had ohapperThd several months earlier. " 

In centrast te the high prepertien~ .of 

expressed preblems in emetiona.l terms, .only 

~ence/n abeut the financial less, 11% expressed 

vi'~tims whe 
;;:': 

32% expressed 

cencern ever 

less .of. an ebj~ct .of sentimental value and 14% weri cenc~rned 

with the less .of the use and enjeyment .of what was ~taken.~ 

Thus, the majer impact .of crime is the pyschelegiocal effect en 
C> 

II - I\, 
~~",t.he victim :~~ Even when the victim :; has ne centact" w:i&~J} the 

4 

.offender, the victim experiences the the crime as a personal~ 
"-- . .;=:::::,::,:::~, 

D 
.. ) (\ , ~ 

attack. oThe fear, the anxi~ty., and the tensien creC\ted by "k"he 

i.nvasienof a per sen 's private space apparently are mere 

upsetting than the less .of pessessions. 

== 

o . 
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TABLE :3.2 

VrCTIM'S PROBLEMS 'AS CODED BY RESEARCHERS 

Uc 

Emotional reaction - inc'luding 
nervousness, self-responsibility, shame 
anger and/or anxiety 

D 

[mati ana L reacti on and/or di sturbed 
sleep 0 

Fea r of revi ctimi za ti on ,-,,-at home or 
on st'f'eet 

Financial loss 

Inconvenience in replacing or 
repairing loss 

Use a"nd enjoYment of lost object 
" 
D 

Sentimental value of lost object 
!::,'-

General loss of object 

o 

II Jf & ., 

/~M.~{:a·' 
ro· 

il 

= 

o 

... 91 ... 

P~rcent,ge Of Victims with . ~ 
EachPProblem: N=274 ~ 

45% 

. ''75% 
~'3z~v' 

~ 

48% 

'32% 

14% 

11% .j. 
... ::-::::~,;" 

" Q 

·chn.··· .. · .. l··. Db 

'.:' 

" 
.~~ 

':t" © 

o 

One of 

,. 
r..:. 

v 

'(\, 
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" " 1 ~ 

fj 
Ii 

U 
if 

h] 

i 
tbe" qUestions addressed;, by present 

,i 

study the 
which was Victims receive aSSistance 'and (.1 

which have needs il 
If that are not met by eXisting 

sMs,tems. '<2<,fis "'a first step in 
~ ifitft .. ~(. 

'I 

informal and formal k 
t !/ suppor l 

ansWering the question, thisl 
section looks at v/~rious st;lp-groups ~; b . 

to 1/ dete'rminefl ,:ii 
wbe"€her some vict~\ms are 

II 
7~~",~?:,,: [I 

problems Ii than qthers. ~ H 
11 

li 

i 
To condens"e into' r,nanageable 1\ 

'~ 

a 
form what·· would otherwise \ 

voluminous ~mount of data, a ~ummary measure of 

crime-related problems '. was created for purpo~es of 
analys.!~s. (",}b this 

The' summar:\Y measure,,, isd;~1n additive index, based on () , .' 

" ,,! '. ,c-'.' 

the 14 indiv~9ual prgM.em items that- we're asked on the 

victims.'" On the problem 
initial interview with 

G 

a Victim index, 

received'· two P<>illts for "aoh p;"oblem reportetJ as 'maj0,l>.' and a 

of ~rime-rel~ted"problems. 

problem items and 

characterJstircs are pr~sented in Appendix A. 

'lnfi!keup the pra:blem index. 
Appendixes A and B contain the same 

."information for ea~h Of th.e constructed indices in the stUdy.) 
~~; <ij ., ,,,-\? •. .;b 
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,fO 

oh ~, I the Scores problem 
o index were compared for 

subsamples ; to according victim characteristics, crime 
il 

chpracteristics, and' network and neighborhood ties of the 
.', victim. Because many of the factors examined correlated were 

with type of crime (e. g., injury; socioeconomic factors, fpf'"ior 

relationship) , 
. if 

analyses presented in this 
chapter o 

type control for of (p~operty 
';:J 

crime or personal 
crimes). 

" ~ 
The 

'::;. ... <;:, 
1;-

results are displayed in Table 3.3. 
'; ,< I 

;f Oc 

As, Table 'Of ~, 'crime-related 3.3 shows" the magnitude J 

l problems increased victims' as >soc,ioe~onomi"c status 
decreased. Victims who had lower annual personal incomes, who 

11 
had less education, and who lived in the Bronx (the least 

affluent of - ,~ the thn:e"e'~eighbOrhPods studied) and minority group 

members all scored higher the problem on 
" index than other 

victims. 

Additional analysis, of data o 

revealed that victims the 

r; of lower socioeconom;i.c status scored higher the on 
cOmposite problem :index not because they reported, a" 

, 

of €i.reater number crime-related problems "than others, but 
':( ii, 

because" they rated the 'problems they reported as, bei'ng more ,-v 
<-~~ 'J '-1 

Af~f . - " 

severe than other' victims. ,A, Black woman who lived in Fordham, 

for example, was ~~ohbed by two men aft'er cashing her welfar,e 
check. To this woman,who supper,y;ed "~\:l()children as well as 

~P""')I 61 r~ ~~4.. 

herself on less than $5,000 perye~r, the $87 stolen by the 

D 

~ (;: 

··,,="=~·-Jr""" ... "" .. , F", .... 1, .... ". 
I, 
II 
1\ 
II 

\\ 

'\ 
" TABLE 3.3 

FACTdRS ASSOCIATED WITH ,THE MAGNITUDE OF'~'CRIME-RELATED 
PROBLEMS REPORTED" BY VICTIMS /:~:;, ;~ 

J ,~ lx", 

I, .. '\\ 

i """ ' .. 

.§ocibe¥onomic Status of Victim 
pJ\:sonal Income, 

tess than 'I $5, 000 " 
~ I,' i 

$( ,000,. td~ $,15 ~ 000 
$~,5 , 01)0 '~,aha ove~ 

\\ {~: .1 

.EduC\ation: ' 
- D±~ not", graduate high school 

\\ 'r'.' " ,,-

Higf:..;;}s chbO I graduate 
Emplo~~nt"~tatus : 

Not \\EmPloyed 
Empnpyed 
" \1 

Neighb9rhood: 
Park~f lope 
FordH'am 

\i 
Flush:{.ng , 

Other Victim \\Characteristics 
Ii, 

Age: ," \' 
Und€r 1\;0 

\I 
50- 64i 
65 and \\,ver 

II 
Sex · \1 • 1)' 

Men \\ 
Women \\ 

~thni.City: '11i Hispanic,\ 

Black :1 
h 
'\1 White 

b Crime Charc:fcteriS~r!£~ 
Offe. nse T,ype+:".'·o, 

\\ ~-

" Vi-olent C7,"~Fe 
P t C .It· roper y ~\UIle 

i' Vict~/Offend'\~r Re,lationshirP: 
St1. angersil ." l 

fJKnew each o1i:he~ before~;rime 

.~ ~ £ 
I 

I 
I 

.I 
I~- _.n '''''''. ·.;.,~~--..~4~_~ ______ ,_ .. ", -94-

1 Means on. Problem Index 
Rang'e' :0' 't'o 26 ' 

:;.-!' == .. 

r---_ 2 
6.20 

5.64 

5.07 

.~ 

~ 
5.62 

5 .. 63 

5.10 
6.30 

5.5C 

5.65 

I" 5.96 
4.90 

5.48 

5.76 

~. 5.88 

6.47 

5.l~ 

5.62 
''J 

5.63 

f, 6. '. 20], 5,28 

~ 
'~ 

o 
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TABLE 3.:9 (Cent'inued) l' 

Extent .of Injury te ~ictim 
Nene 

Miner (net treated) 

Medical a ttentien seught 

lllinancial Less: 
,,~~~~~=. 9~\~n-der=$1:00=======c= 

$100 thru $499 

$500 thru $999 

$1,000 anl ever 
IJf 

Neighberhoed and Network Ties:" 

Adults in Househeld: 
One 

Twe .or mere 

Number in.. Netwe.rk: 
Three br less 
" 
Feur te six 

S even and ever . N 

Time in Neighberhoed: .; 
Les.s than one "year 

On~l te five .years 
) F~ke year s ~nd ever 

ReJ/~tiv~s in Neighbe:t;:p.eed: 
Nene 

One .or twe 

'Three .or mere 

Vi~tim Feels a Part 
Very much 

, Sem~what, 

Means en~Prebl~m Indexl 
''Rang'e '0' t'o2B 

4.88 
6.94 
9.35 

4.23 
6.00 

5.59 
6.49 

c, 

5.83 
5.48 

5.85 

6.0.3 

5.26 

5.72 

5.29 
5.87 

,5.59 . 

f.~5 .89 
V· S' .46 ~;' 

[ 

~~) 5: 68/ 
S:Sl/ 

","".::<'-. Net atll"iitl .':5.64 

·1i7 

€', 

!/ 
1. Mjus.tedfor type of .offense usilJg analysis efcovatiance. 

2 . Boxes' indicate that differenc~s are sigrd£icant at the .• 05 levelor.better b~. 
~-tai1ed tests. Alj:houghthe data has. 'been grouped fer presentatum,statJ.stJ.cal 
tests were perfennedon the data in its cdntin~ fem. 
, C' -. ,c":.~,~: .. 

,~ . 

3.Notadjustecifer type . .of .offense. 
,7;. .';: (;c; 

" 

f I f 
r,1 

11"2,. II .. 
, II 

if 

J 

; riQI' 

" JI 

'. 

o· 

o . 

". ~ 

o 
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II " 
f{~ 

.offend er left her wi th nG~1\ray to,J~ay her bills. (Fertun(ate1y, 

~ friend lent her eneugh meney te get her threugh un~i1 her 

next welfare check.) 
\~ 

'v\ .', 
" 
" ,"; .. 

t;\-

Several 

preblems th'ai 

t', 

crime characteristics 'were asseciated·~witb 
\\ _rl,_~7< 

I' 

victims exper ienced. Net surpr iSirfg1y, 
'. \:\ 

victims whe \\1ere injured scered ohigher en the preb~lem ,. 
!':' 

index thc~n ".victims whe were npt injured. Injured Victims, 
o 

.of 

ce~rse, enceuntered preb1ems with pain, ;imited mebility, and 

medical expenses that ether victims did net. 
1\ 

., 
But injured 

'victims a1se experienced mere jeb-re1ated preblems -- less .of 

income and less .of jebs. 
\',\ 

Reflecting the differences in victims' preb1ems 

accerding te injury, viciims .of assaults and rebberies 

.scored higher on the preb1em index than vict'ims .of burglaries. 

Ameng burglary Victims, hewever," there was a censiderable 

difference in the magnitude .of cOme-relat~d preblems accerding 
" 

te whether vandalism accempanied the break-in: Wictims whes~ 

residences· .or businesses were ntrashed," .or vandalized, in 

cenjunction with the burglary h~d significantly 

en thepreblem index than ether burglary victims. 

;,' .I 

higher 
1':''::, 

sceres 

Victims whe knew the criminal prier te the crime a1se 

experienced a greater 
. \ 

than oth~r m~victims~ 

I,' 

magnitude 

Victims 

of crime-related preb1ems 
o 

the' criminal 

" o 
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suffe~ed more than ot~~r victimB' 
Ii 

ihl ~e, rms of jinj~\G"ry-related 
I ~J~; " \ 

ana probl~ms~i wi~:,1 fam;i"+Yc.~~r problems, fear of ha,rrasment, 

friends. One s pou s e 'abu s ev i c ti~ , f,gr ex amp 1 e, wa""tforc'e~' to 

hOni,,:e to stay wi'thfriends and to, take het" c, hildren, 

out of school f~r fea~,tl>at her husband WC~l~ coe:nueto 

harrass her and l~thec9, ildren. 

her 

1\, 
1\ ' 
\\ <::~ 

Other . l t h t· t· 

victimizations - ~ bor,ie no signifisant relation'ship to the 

"problems index. 'lor the purpose's of p.t~sentation in tables, 
~ ~ 
II ,. 

age was broken down \~nto three 7ategOri~S, unde: 1150 years old, 

50 to 64 and 65 ~nd \~ver. Analysis, how.eve~" w11s based' on age 

as a continuous v\€I<riar.~le.c We had e'xpected':"~"'thcl't\r the elderly, 

\ \\ because of •• limi ted re¥urces and physical ~i1'lnerlrbili ty, would 

" .:have more crime-related'\ prOblems than th~ 'i~n9n\-\elderl'Y' In 

fact, the mean ,probf.ein index for those 65 year~ old and over 
, ,,', c, ~ It, 

was lower than those,"50 to '6.~4 years b'ld and tho,Se 18 to 49 
~' , ~ 

years old. " lje ,offer no, exptanationfor this anomaly except to 
Ii '"&;;''',,,,1';,, 

note th91t these datacon\~radict commonlX",held assumptions Co about 

the elderly. One'w~akneas of these data, hdwever, is that 
JIA ;' 

0" 

there were q,nly 29<~C\f\?Yitctims 
~I~r' \~; .. ,;;:0 

percentag~ (lIS) of the s~mple 

65 yeafs old and over, a small 
"( 

and a small number, upon' which to m 

II 

base firm conclusions. If the sample ~aslargerJ f9~ instince, 

we might that c:J the 
" 

" 

# 0 

i;>oQr elderly", ar~,extremelY 
<}. '.', \"\' Il" 

have found 

vulnerab'le to crini;-r"elated problems but the non-poor elderly 

arecbelow the general samp~' mean. .. ' , 

~.-~ 
""""'C'~ ____ ·' ___ ~'."' ____ .' ___ ' ~, ~ ___ ,_,_.---'----___ , ____ .. , 

,~--------------------~----------~.~--,--------------------.-----"~~ 

'.J 

",,-. 

,y 

, () 

-;~,\ " 

t:'~~~~r'·-""'~~·~.J" ,.~ ... ~ .. ~_. __ 

"'Jr' 

\,: 
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, ~ 
Although women scored higher on the problem index 

than men, ii the difference was not 

women. appear~ to suff~r from crime to 

significant. M~n and 

the same degree. This 

also contract"icts common expectations. As will be shown, 

however, when other aspects of reaction £0 crime are exa~i~ed, 

sex-differences do appear:,. ,i 

.~~~ ll' 

We were also surprised that there 
'j 

was no differe1eo< 

between victims with and without a prior victimizatiorf;]! in 

the preceding year. A second vcitimization within a short 

period of time does not appear to multiply problems. 

contrary to one assumption of the study, nei'ghborhood 
pI' 

and network ties did not affect the problem index. 

Whether victims lived with other adults, had stronger ties Ito 

their neighborhoo~1 or had more extensive or more tightly-k~it 

social networks did not influence the magnitude of 

crime-related problems they experienced. The number lnd 

severity of initial prcblems was nC,t affec~~ by the number ~f 
~ocial ties. Victims with larger' networks did not have few\ir 

problems and victims wi th smaller net!'}'lOr"ks did not have mOl e 

Q problems. It h.as been noted( Pil isuk'\rind Froland, 1978) tha~! 

although larger networks are ass~ated with quicker recoveriJ: 

from crises, rese"archers ha;e not t' been sure whethJlr 

. 'It healthier people had larger networks,? in, whiG! 

and <'<recf);ve~Yil 
if 1 

psychologically 
"t:~, il 

case the relationship between large networks 
't;i\l. 

, 

-

'" 
.! 

'I 
\1 
\I 

"'-
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'\ .'~' 

\ 

\':1 
secondary, or largt networks faClli

c
:ated recovery. The data 

~ndoi~ate that there 'i'l no relationship 'betwe~n network size and 

lnitlal problems in a ~risis so that any affect t \ ! n e wo r k s i z e 

has on outcome lOS a resl.::\t r th II '~ OJ e recovery process. 

f ' "\ ~' , 
Fear of Cr'ime 

~ More than 60% qf the v~ctims felt less safe in their 
homes and 4~% fel t 1i1"e~s i;safe in their neighborhoods 
after the crime. . 'i;. 

" 

.• Female vic~ims' allii:~;vf;ctims wi t:q lower incomes and 
less :ducatlon experienced greater increases'in fear 
of crlme. ' ,c": 

• Fear of crime did not;increase wl"t'h age. 

Being a victim sharply reduced people's feelings of 

safety in their homes and neighborhoods. A majority of 
,the sample reported feeling either 'very much' less safe(28%} 

or 'somewhat' less safe(35%) in their homes as ; result of the 

crime: A smaller, but still sizeable, proportion felt 'very 

much' (18%) or 'somewhat' (24%) l~ss safe i~L their neighborhoods. 

Thirty-five percent ·of th~ sample ffepcff-:;'~~'~ that they would like 

~to move to another neighborhood. 

the wording of the question, 

" 

(It was not\clear Qecause of 
\"-.. 

however, wfiether aff-irmati ve 

answers were attributable 'to' the experience, of being 

victimized.) ° When,; "asked if they fei t. ft. w~s likely~that they 

WOUl~ be victimized again during tnei"'next ye~r, 0"64% of those 

respQ'nding felt i{~ was 'very ll"ke' ''i,~,,' Q~ 'l'k'" .... ,," .. "". 1 ely , and 36% 

thought it was "unlikely". 

(, 

\1 

-100·, ., . 

.;? 

Ac c~mpoDite 'fear of crime' index was constructed 

fromo th~ questions on feeling safe at horne and in the 
',' 

neighborhood and desire to move in order to determine whether 

heightened fear of crime WaS more prevalent among some 

,subgroups of victims than others.[3J {Fop details on the. fear 
\':~ , 

of crime index see Appendices A and B) 

As was true for the problem index, heightened fear of 
o 

among crime was more pronounced victims 
(1 

lower on the 
q 

80cioeconomic scale .' Victims with lower incomes, less 

education, and thos~who lived in Fordham suffered greater 
.:1 

increases in fear or crime=following victimization than other 

respondents (See Table 3.4). 

The 
n 

extreme fear~ among less well off victims was 

evident in the case of a 54-year-old resident of Fordham 

who lived on public assistance. 

knifepoint by twri youths who 

He was robbed one <~lg11t 'litat 

broke down the door to fiis 
~~~I] " 

apar~ent. When he told the youths that he only had $15, they 
."r::~ ~, ,~$' 

forced him to disclose when he would receive his ~ex( cpepk, ,. 

and said that they would by back on that d<g!.~·; it hediJn' t 
" . ,~. ~.!)Q; <: 

have more mone~ to£g:.:1ve them then, the:y said they would kill 
~~~ 

hi~ The~ victim reP9:rte'd that because he feared that '''the 
~c 

youths would 
, ,~\ ' lSi 

retuf~,n, he slept wi th furniture stacked in fron?t 

of the door and a, ).arg'e pair of scissors and a can of 

his bed; ~i'If,,'t:ey comeback (~l' II" be aw~ by them 
'Oe"" 

mace near 

trying to·' 

5==:: 

I) 

/ I; 

G, 
" ,",) 
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" _. . 'l'ABLE 3.,. 4 ,,:' 

FACTORS AS$OCIATED t.;TITH INGREASEPEEAR OF 
,," FOLLOWING VICTIMIZATIO~ . 

CRIME 

,. 
; , 

".!,!: 

Means on'Fear of Crime Indexl 
~; , . Range '0 ·tt) 5 . . 

--I~~t. . ~ n 

(! Socioeconotrtic Status c'q:f Victim 
~' .. Personal Income/( 

o 

.I Less than $5,0:00 

I. 

ljr"~!. 
$5,000,0 t. 0 ~,Jf,i5, 000 

1{lp/ 

$15, OOOand,;"over c ;/ 

Education ;'l, ~"" i,1 

D:td n.ov" graduate high school 
~"f .. 

High'schoOl, graduate 

Employment~tatus; 
Not Employed 

o Employed I C::~J 
Neighborhopd; (,1'c 1 

Park t)lqi;pe \ . .:j 

Fordham//' 
if 

FlushiAg 

.:.,1.1 

Other Victim Ch~racteristics 

Age~ 
Under 50 
50 - 64 .. ,' 

65 and over 

Sex: 
Men 

"Women, 
.Ethriicity: 

Hispanic 

Black 

White 

Prior'c.VictiIn; , 
Yes '. .""'2.(-) 

o. '", 

No 

Crime Characteristics 
~-c;';7 ff T 3 ~ 4:;;;'''''' 0 ense ype 

Violent Crinle 

Property Crime 

Victim!OffenJler Relationship: 
Strangers ';1/'," 

.Knew each otJ:n~_rbe£ore crime. 

u 

!,) 0 

o .0 

... 101-:-

2.28 1 

1. 72 

l. 58 

f2Tsl 
~ 
l. 99 
l. 74 

1.57 
~.13 ,\ 

,; l. a,,6 

1.,6,9 
...,-'(\..~..J.l... 

2 :""5'8 

'1.58 

) (j 

2.01 
2« 09a 

1. 70 

l.87 

1.81 

1.74 . 

cl. 92 .. 

1. 87 
o 

l.76 

2~ 

o 1l 

\I 

'2.r ' .. " .. ,-.. , ...... ""I 

a 
o 

o 
o 

(1 

i 
~, : 

I 
I 
" 

o 

o 
o 

Extent of Injury to V.ictim' 
None' = 

Minor (not treated) 

Medical attention sought 
Financi'al Loss: 

Under $100 

$100 thru $4~9 
$500 thru$9.99 

.. $1,000 and over 

\ i 

TABLE 3.4 (Continued) 

Means of Fear o£ ''Crime Indexl 
, Rang'e' '0 'to 5 

1.85 

2.11 

1.64 

0'" 0 Neighborhood· and' Network Ties \~ 

1,61 
1.9.8 
1.53 
2.0S 

~\ 
(:[ 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o () 

o 

o 

Adults ±n~Househ61d: 
one 
Two or more f.\, 

Number in Network: 
, Three or less 

Four to six 

Seven and over 

. Time' 'i~ Neighborhood: 
Less than one year 

One to five years 'Zi 

Five years andover 

Relatives in Neighborhood: 
None 

One or two 

Thre.e· or more 

Victi1if~~ers a Part of Neighborhood: 
Very much 

" Som~what 

Not at all 

.::.;::-. o 

1. 9.5 

1. 76 

2.10 

1. 80 
1.80 

1.40 
1. 89 

1.94 

1.85 

1.88 
1. 98 

1.81 
,1.78 

2.30 

1. AdjlJSted,,for type of offf?!11S.e:usmganalysis of c9VclXiance. ,;: " 
. "0 B 

2. :BoxesindicateO that di£ference$,m:e significant at \b the .05 level or betfer 'bY' ,,@' 

'Dro-tailedtests, . Although the"data Ms been grouped ~prpre~entation, statistical 
, tests were perfbrined on thedatain"itscontmuous: fonn". ':;' .. 

• !J 
. ",' 

~.Not B.(ijustedfoTr type 'of offense. 

", :;- , 
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,f' 

jr 

get past the furniture in front on the;)' Jioor~ J;t"'ll give me 
·5 

time to get dressed and 
I{" '> 

get my scissors and mace to defend 

myself." In anoth~r context, thi~ victi~'s r~action might seem 

extreme; in the environmen~ in which .he 
\i Ii 

lived, however, his , . 

fearsmay~have been well founded. 
. J' 

o .') 

Table 3.4., also shows that ,victimization reduc@d 
. , ,. 

women's' sense of security more than men's4 Other vi'ctim G 

.' '0 _::; ;") 

characteristics (age,' ethnicity, and previous iJictimizat.,ion), 
l . 0 

however, did not correlate with changes in fear of crime. a 
" 

o 
There was no consistent association ,,"between crime 

:;.,;. 

characteristics type, victim/offender offense (lq 

relaJionship, Ilextent of inj1,.lry, or a~ount of fina~cial 10;\~ 

and 
.') 'J..i 

increases in fear of crime following victimization. 

However (as shown in Appendix A), type of offense was 
-;;., 

certain component~ of the feqiof -significYantly ,related._ to 
iJe-

l' .. ) 

That is " victims of violen:t crimes . . ~ 
(assaul t. ;". and 

, ~."c 
crime index. 

.(> (] \) 

robbery) were MOrea likely than burgOlary 0 victims to report 
, 0 

feeling less safe in their ~eighborhoods. Conversely,'burglary 

~ victims more oJten' report"ed feeling less" safe in their 

residence. 
a"::.>' ~' (I 

Among burglary victims there \iere no differences in 

feelings of safety in v}ctims' re~Pdences accorgingto whether 
._:0 0 "~ u . ....!- - ': < 

. '. """:;;~ 

their residences were vandaliz~d.-
o 

-" 

o 

o 

o 

" 

-"" 
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", 
, b 

\ None of the .. measures of neighborhood and network ties 
~ ? 

werl= significantly associated wi th changes \2~in 
f 
I 

crlLme following victimi zation. I " (7 

I. ,,' . Precautions' Taken as a Result of Victimization 

'x;j 

fear 

• More ~ban 60% oof victims took precautions in their 
home~ 'after the crime • 

e After, the crin;e, 38% reporte? going out less at night 
and 24% going out less during· the day. ~ 

• Victims with lower socioeconomic status and women 
ClJ took more·; precautions on the "street afte,r the crim·~. 

() 

of 

Many peopie reported taking idded precautions since the crime, 

eSP/r:i~'llY in thoeir homes. Six ·of every"ten respondents stated 
/j: rf 

/~ # 
th!i~t they had iri'stalled new '''locks or bars on doors and windows; . 

had the? valuables",IpE-rkedwi:t;.h id.entificcation numbers, mov~d 
~,' 

to a safer location; tbr hidden, 'got a dog; or ,installed an 
::~~~, 
alar'llt system. Forty-sev.en percent reported be'ing~tnore cautious 

.~--o-__ ,- ;J . ' " ,,' 'j( 

(! -...o;:::_-"-~="':;===-"'="""'_~"_~":..: 

about making sUre (:f6ors ~ere locked and 35% said that they had 
~ 0 ~. -,' 

begun leaving the lights, the telev.ision ,or the" radio on when 
,/' '.- 0" ,f? 0" . ,"' 

out. Although the question wa;~9t speiifically asked, 

several. viotims volunteered that they had se~,ured weapons to 

protect themselves. Onev~ctim said, for exampl_, that he kept 
(.J , 

8' baseball, ~o'bat in the ki tc1:ten~ for protection and carried a 
<'2:;"'"; 

~tr1 

'. knife whene'if'er' he went outside. 

-~ 

!) 

o 
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Increased precautiona Were -' also" taken by' many victims 

outside of their ,feside'nce. T~enty-four percent said they 
" 

went out le&,'s' durih\g the "'day and 38% less at night compared to 

befpre the crime. .When they did go out, 39% stated that they 
"'" were more likely thary before to avoid particular places. and 45% 

0) 

were more suspicious of people on the street. 

Two i~dices of 
D' 

reflecting- ~he • number 

r.:;. 
precauti.ons were constructed, 

" of add itional pr. .. ecautions taken 

one 

by 

victims (.inside their residences and ~,he othe-r the number taken 
/J 

outside the resid.ence. [4] Each index was examipe",d against the 
,. ~ 

list of victim cha1'!Jfcteristics, crime chara5teristics ,~, and 
,\.) \.~~ ci' '. . :'\< co 

n e i g Fib 0 rho od I net V!pr k 
r:!C' 

ties"in an~:c effort to isolate subgroup):; of 
'~:J 

victims ~most prone to take added precautions follOHing<j 

victimization. (See Appendices A 
r.;. 

construction of the p.recautions indices.) J-' 

;~ 

Q As measured by the indices, taking 
~~ of 

inside ou~side the residence was primarily 

precaution,~ § ~,~ ':\ 

associated 

wfth t~p~ of crime. 
" 

Viotims of burglary Were more likely to 

take preca~tions,i!lside :the residence (especially if vandalism 

accompaniedt,he burglary[S]), while victims of as~aul t or 
.. ::, -) 

o 

robbery were more likely to taker-precautions on the street (See 

Table J.1 .• 5). However~ "13% of burglary victims, as a,result of 
~ 

. the orime, tookprecatitions outside of the residence, ~hil~ 36% 
~". '10 , +.":.~~-~~~ 

of i as saul t a"nd r.obbery 
(:' 

added """--
precauti.ons 

--:. ;::, 
inside, 

'0 e.,." ~';;::,,; 

~: 

.,;:, 
v 

':t:;:. :..~" 

" 

, 1 

"I 
! 

o TABLE 3.5 

FACTORS ASSOCIATED WITH TAKING ADDED PRECAUTIONS" INSIDE THE RESIDENCE 
" AND OUT,SIDE THE RESIDENCE 

o 

~ ..!.J~'C!l-
c ~b 

Socioeconomic Status '~'of Victim 
1~ '£l 

Personal Ilicome: 
Less tha,'p $5,000 

o 
j' 

$5,000 po $15,000 
$15 A '" ~ . , 09FIJe-:cnd over 

Educatio~!1 ,~, 
Did not graduate high school 
High ScRoal graduate 

<P 

Employment$tatus: 
N:o.t Employed 
Employed 

Neighborhood: 
Park Slope 
Fordh~ 

Flush:Lng 
no, 0 Other Victim Characteristics 

Age: 
. Under 50 

50 ... 64 

o 65 and over 

o 

.0 

J 

Sex: 
Men 

Wom~n 

E.thnicity: 
, Hispanic 

Black 
" vlhite 

PriorV:Lctim: 
Yes ~" 

No. 

Crime Characteristics 

Off~ns~Type:3 ",~. "', 
Violent Crime 
Prop~rty Crime 

o 

"1.(1 

. Victim/offender Relatio.nship: 

Means on In-House 
Indexl Range 

a to 5 

1.49 
1. 50 
1.51 

1. 35 
1.43 c 

1. 36 
1.47 

1.45 
1.43 
l.36' 

1.46 
1 13 .oj 

1.26 

1.38 
''1.43 

1.43 
1. 37 

C.:-· 

1.45 

1.36 
1.49 

2 

~ 
~ 
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~I 

o 

Means on Out-House 
rndex1 Range 

[l 

I; a to 5 

o 

.--__ ----,2 

1. 62 
.1.63 
1.19 

l. 57 
1. 51 

1.53 
1. 53 

l. 53 
1. 73 
1. 36 

1.59 
1. 72 
0.81 

. 
~ l,~20 
~ 

1. 73 
l. 76 
1. 36 

1.47 
1.63 

1.48 
1. 64 

1 
J 
,1. 

I 
L 
t 
~ 



o 

Extent of InjuryJto Victim: 
None 

Minor (not treated) 

Medical attention sO,ught 

Financial Loss: 
Under $100 
$100 thru $499, 
$500 thru $999 
$1,000 and over 

Neighborhood and Network Ties 
• G,_' 

Adults in Household: 
C ,.1" One !;;:.. , 

Two or more 

Number in Network: 
oThree OJ;' less 

Four to six 

Seven and over 
o 

1\ Time in N~ighborhood: 
\.::::? Le::fs th~mone year 

One to five years 
•. '1 .' 

Five years andJover 

I; . 

Relatives in Neighborhood: 
None 

One Or" Two 

Three 'or more 
" 

TABLE 3.5 

(Continued) 

Means on In-House 
Indexl Range 

Oto 5 

, 1. 37~ 

1. 

1. 62 

1~,42 

1.34 

1. 61 
1.;60 

1.46 

1.35 

1.23 

1.57 

1.42 

1.21 

,1.49 
1.40 

1.35 
1.'61 

1.53 

.' .:-' 

Victim Feels a Part of Neighborhood: 
Very much " ., 

Somewhat 
, '~ "\ 

Not at all r 

1,45 

1.49 
1. 32 

',:;' 

Means on Out-House 
Indexl Range 

o to 5 

1.47 
1.77 

1. 74 

1..29 
1. 79;-

1. 63 

1. 33 

1..53 
1.53 " 

1.28 

1.66 
w 

1. 58, 

,;o,J,..64 

J.53 

~.50 

0).52 

1.63 

1.59 

1. 69 

1.54 
1.30 

lAdjusted for type of offense using 'analysi~of cova,riance. \!, 

fe' 2Boxes ind~cate that di,fferences ar~ significa,ntap the. 05 leVffl or be~ter 
by two-ta~led tests. Although the ".data has been grouped for presentat~on'i) 

'statistical tests were performed on the data in i1;s continy,ou'§, forrA._"", 

3Not: adjusted for type of offense. 
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the residence. [6J G 

" ~, 

consistent withe the 
(;'~ 

",/ o 

'b,was a general i'ncrease in wariness. 

Sl1rprisingly, none' Of the other> factors examined was 

aSSociated with the~ l1)umber of added precautions' victims 

took inside their 
I 
\' resid,ences. Several additional factors, 

however, were related to added precautions taken outside the 
l,-} 

victim's home. Once again, socioeconomic status played a part 

'". ,,'\.~ . 2n 'nshap2ng victims' response to crime; victims with lower~ 

personal ·incomei and minori ty group 
! ' 

members took more 
, 

precautions outside of their residences than victifn"swfth 
8 '\:) "I{ 
(.~ '<j 

higher incomes or Whi"t.es:,. Women --" who, show,ed gr"eater" 

increase in fear of cr:ime i;rollowing victimization --also took 
, I . 

I 

.; more additional!precauti,onso1!,;'on the street ;han men. 
;; 
\'. 

One case illustrates" the increased precautions 
)1 
) 

ji 

outs ide,,!~_ the h.ome among !",t;t1e poo.!;', women, and viqtiplS of 
f . J 

violent crimes. Th.is case ',\ involved a Hispanic WOl'::ln who 

s1,l~ported herself and her s~)n ,on a income of less than!:$1 0, 000 

p~r yeJr. On her way to her ~car one ,night, she wa~ c~ fronted 

f to rob her. ~fter the 
11 

0"" .' 
knife w;hO, with tried by 

" 
man a a 

inciden~ the woman, who had 
Ii 

:recently been the vict,d.m of· a 

cha:i.\:'snatch .on the \ subway, was shak,.en'~ 
, I, 

I' ' 

attempt She reported 
o 

that'she was 

il 
i' 

" ,. 

:.:~ 

~. " 

c 0 
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scared fa walk around by myself. I dread' going 
into the garage. When I confe, home fr.om work now, 
I go straight to my apart~en~ and bolt the door. 
I . don't even like being in the hallways"." I used 
to visit neighbors in my building or take my car 
out at night to visit friends. I don't do that 
anymor.!r. 

a 

Age; also affected the ~umber of added 
IJ;, \l 

precautions 

taken outside the residence, but in a puzzling manner. 

Victims in the 56~64 age range took more precautions than 

those under 5:0; those 65 and overr~ however, took the least new 
!! 

precautions of, any age group. ~hether this is because senior 

citizens al~eady were extremely cautious cannot be determined 
" from these da\~a. 

The extent 't~ which victims felt a part of their 

of added precautions 
0;; I' 

u~~pred'fct.~d ~ mahne:'r: 
(., 

Vintims who most felt a part of thei~ ne~ghborhood took the • 

most new pre?autions. Victims who felt most a part of their 'Co 

neighborhood may have taken thefewe~t precautions before the 

crime because they felt safe in the area. 

Affective Reactions 

• After the crime victims felt Significantly more 
anxious, depressed, guilty and hostile 0 and less 
joyfUl, contented, vigor.ous and affectionate than a 
non~victim sample ofcoll~ge student~~ 

i 
I I 'u 

" ,L, 
" ~ 

1lJ~ 

" .~,<~., , .. ~,,~ ",,~ ....... , ~"''''-'''-';''''-~- ""=,~,,,-~ , ..• -''--'' 
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Respondents' 'affective reactions to Victimization 
were measured by the Affect Balance Scale(ABS), a 
multi-dimensional 40"t h k 

-2 em c ec list of adjectives containing 
o e 

four positive (Joy, Contentment, Vigor, and Affection) and four 

negative (An~iety, Depression, Guilt, and Hostility) dimensions 

of mood. '.Table 3.6 compares m ean scores on subscales of the o 

AB~( administered at the time of the initial' interv:,dew with test 

norms from a sample of college students (norms in the table are 
" 

weighted to reflect the frequency of male versus 
female Victims 

in the present study). 
The table shows that victims scored 

~pignir:.icantlY lower than the test norm on the I;./, __ ~ ~l 

~subscalesj and significantly. higher on the 
four positive 

four negative 
subscales. These results suggest that victimizaotion does 

~' _'~ftec~ ,both positive and negative affective 
states. "But, 

looking at these data alone, the possiblity cannot be ruled out 

:that the victim sample was ex . " 
p~r2enc2ng greater emotional 

. distress than the norm sample prior to victimization. In the 
~ection on readjustment 

following victimization, ,additional 

data are examined which support ,the contention that reduced 

po'si ti ve and incroeased negative affect in this sample were (at 

least largely) a result of Yictimi~ation. 

/j 

Following~ Derogatis and Meyer, 

the ABS was derived by subtracting the 
a summary measure o'f 

total of the scor::~s 
on the negative 

posi tOi "e" scales. 

scales from the total of the scores'6n the 

The resulting affec~ balance measure ~a& then 
" 
~ 

!I 
;/ 

( 
II 
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TABLE,3.6 \ 

\ 

\1 

CDr1PARISON OF VICTINS ABS SCd~ES ON INITIAL INTEJRyiEH 
".' , WITH TEST NO~t'1S 

Scales 

Positive: 

Joy 

Contentment 

Vigor '. 

Affection 

Negative: 

Anxiety 

Depression 

~>GUilt 
Hosti 1 ity 

\\ 

II 

'\ 
" Victim Sample Norm\Sample 

" (n=200) .(n-200)* 

10.1 
,0'11.0 
'( . .,..,'~ 

12.4 0 

9.5 

6.6" 
5.2 

8.6 

",";.. " 

13.0 

13.0 

13.7 

14.1 

7.2 

A.7 
3.9 

" 5.3 

o 

Si gpi fi can~e 

t (1991 ~ -8.12** 

't (199 r: -9.70 
G 

t (197) = -8:36 

t (197) = -5.67 

t (197) = 
t (196) = 

t (197) = 

t ~97) = 
\ 

C" 

8.85 

6.91 

5.06 

10.89 

. ',' hted to refl ectfr~quency *Source: Derogati sand r.1eyer. (1~79), Norm means were welg '" 
of men versus women inQthe vlctlm sample. 

. 'f';~ 't :1 01 level or ,better {two-tailed test). **All t values are Slgnl plcan at '~he . 
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examined for various subgroups of Victims defined by Victim and 

case characteristics and neighborhood and network ties. 

The results are"pr~sented:tn Table ,3.7. 
As the table 

shows, only one of 
the factors exam'fned bore a signi'ficant 

',~ 

relationship to the 
affecfl9.a;Yance measure: Posi ti Ve mood 

{:, 

states were more common among Victims with larger social 

networks than amohg ~hose with smaller networks, which supports 

prev10u~ research on network size and pyschological state. It 

is also worth noting that, congruent with other sections of 

this chapter,~Yictims of lower socioeconomic status (those with 
" 

'lower fncofues, l,ess education, who were unemployed, and Who 

li~ed in Fordham) had relatively lower positive composite ABS 

sco~es ~han other Victims. Thes~ differences, however, did not 
" 

statistical ;ignificanck. (Correlations between D 
reach 

scales and \\v{ctim, crime, and network 

characteristics and intercorrelatJons between the eight ABS 
' \ 

scales are presented in Append~ces A and B~) The reader is 

individual l\BS 

again cautioned that we do not knot the extent ,to which ABS 

scores reflect re~ctions to Victi~ization versus Psychological 

• states that eliste~ prior to the C~ime. Thus we. carinot know 

whether the relatlv~ predominance tf positive to negative moods 

am6ng persons with more extensive~networks is because they are 

generally more 'well-balanced' ind:LviduCllls or because their 

',large social networks 

to lessen the impact of 
provided i~mediate 

I
, , 

vi ctimi zat11on • ' 

~upport which helped 
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Efforts to Organize 

• One of six victims made some attempt to organize 
crime prevention activities with friend or ~elghbors 
where they lived. 

Another victim response to crrme that 
I:::> 

stueJ'y~' examined was efforts made by victims to organize 
'= 

with friends or neighbors. Sixteen percent of the sample 

reported that they had made some attempt to ta"ke action wi th 

others to combat crime. These 
(1 efforts were directed toward 

persuading landlords to enhance security in their buildings (by 

installing locks, intercoms in the lobby, or hiring a ao~rman), 

beginning citizen street patrol in their neighhorho~s, or ',,';",.0" ::: 
:h-

encouraging area residents to watch each other's resid~nc~s. 
'\ 

One of the more unusual ef£:,orts was an attempt to picket \ , " 

local drug paraphenal1a store, which the victim apparentl/felt\ ," 

attracted undesirable people to "the area. The interviews carne S 
too soon after"the crime t,Q ascertain whether these effo~ts 

were succes~fu1. Several victims noted, however, apathetic 

re'sponses, from their landlords and from other residel\ts. 

As Table 3.8 shows, efforts to organize were most 

prevalent among victims of higher socioeconomic status. 
\~ 

Those who were employed, had td.gher incomes aQd/or better," 

educations were more likely 'bo report attempts to~et't'ogether 
('":' ¢ . " 

with friends and neighbors to U fight crime. Efforts to 

organize also varied according to the size of victims' SOel'a1 
o ' 

4: 

I . 

a 

TABLE 3.7 . 
CJ· FACTORS ASSOCIATED WI TH,&'vI CTINS , "AFFECT BALANCE" 

f'lS . 
,~ oc~oeconomic Status of Victim,,, 

Personal Income 
Less than $5,000 

'I 
~5,000, to $15,000 
J?15,000 and over 

EdUcation: j 
rlid not graduate higlt,schoo1 
H.igh school graf1u~ate \\ 

j"d?==- ,,~ 

Employme11t Stat,us: 
'NIDJ Employkrd '" 
":. ~," 
E~nployed 

Nei!~hborhood : 
Pcirk iilope 
Fc>rdham 
'F]~ushing 
t", i 

Other Vidtim Charact~ristics 
kge:;! Ii 

UIi:der 50 

50: - 64 
. 65 ~and':; over 

~.' i 

Sex: 
Me:n 

Women 
Ethnicity:, 
, Hi~panic 

B1cack 
" 

ti Wh:i.te 
Priot,' Victim: 

Yel~ 
, . 

No: 
i@ Crime Cha?;acteristics 

Offerls~ Type.): 
. Vic)lentCrime 

Pr9per~}':~ Crime " 

o 

Vict;~ldff~nder Relationship: 
Strangers .... _. ".' '~:-

Knew each other befo.;.l"Brime 
C:i' 

Means on Composite ABS Inaex1 . 
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Range -1 to +1 

0.48 ' 
0.78 
0.90 

0.59 
0.74 

/) 

9·52 
0.81 

0.87 
0.52 
0.64 

0.70 
0.65 

'0.67 
'J 

0.84 
,0,56 

0.:,68 
o .~'58 
0.75 

0,64 
0.78 

0,60 
0.75 

0',72 

0.56 

o 

1\ 
" 



TABLE 3.7 (Continue4) 

Extent of Injury to V.ictim 
None 

MinoFc(not treated) 

Medical atte~htJon sought 
Financial' Loss: ,,'" 0 " 

Under $"100 
$100 th:iu.$499 
$500 thru$999 

!;t$l,OOO and Qv'er 

'- Neighborhood and Network Ties 

Adults in Household: 

':;J -

() ~ 1 
Means on Composite ABS Index, 

Range -:-1 to +1 (\ 
\) Q 

0.70 
0.61 
0.71 

1.02 ,; 

0.71 
0.58 
0.52 

il 

! One 0.55 
0.83 

·c 

;' 

o 

Two or more 

Number in Network: 
Three or less 

Four to six 

Seven and over 

Time in Neighborhood: 
:Less than one year 

One to ~ive years 
.Five ye,ars'! and over 

Relatives ,:in Neighborhq.Qd; 
None _ <,;,') 
One or two 

')Threeor more 

Victim Fe~ls a Part of Neighborhood: 
Very much 
Somewhat 

Not, at all 

t-----2 
0.33 
0.61 
0.90 

0.37 
0.82 . 
0.68 

0.72 
0.69 
0.68 

0.83 
-~:>-

" 0.6.8 
-~ 

0.46 

• .i 1/) 

1. 'Adjusted for type~ of offense us:i.nganalys~s of covariance • 

• II 
(ij 

. D . 

00 2. Boxes fudicate that di:tferencesa!:e significantatt'he .05 level orbett~~by.~ 
° ' two-tailed tests. Although the data has •... been,grouped for presentatiOr:t, ~tatistical 

tests wereperfonnecion the data :i.rb.it~ continuous ,f9p1l· . 
> ••• H.cI 

o 
,Q ,J, " 

::. ---

o . 

o 

8 

" 
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" , TABLE 3. 8, () 

'0 

o , 0 

.. ~ , \)" 

FACTORS ASSOCIATED WITH RESPONDENTS' EFFORTS/T6~ ORGANIZE WITH' 
FRIENDS OR NEIGHBORS bFTER VICTIMIZATION 

Socioe,conomic St'atus ~bf Vict'im 

)J 

Persona.l Income 
,', Less than $5,000 

P $5,000, to $15,000 
$15, 000 and o;'er () 

Educat;ion; 

(J 

°Did not graduate high. school 

'. Jligh s.chool graduate 
a 

Employment Status: 
Not .Employed'-' 

Emp19yed 

Neighborhood: 
. Park Slope 

Fordham 

Flushing 

Other Vicf;tim Charac'teri~stics 

Age;! 
. ~ Under 50 

50 - 64 
'y," .65 and over 

Sex: ." 
\' . 

Men 

. i1~ Women 
'$--:' 

" Ethnic:tty: 
Hispanic 

" Black 

White 

Prior "Victim i 
Yes' 

-q,.r;. >!1~} 

l'io ; '. 

G 

o 

"PeicentWho Triec;l to OrganizJ ' 

r, (j 

" 

9% 
18 
23 

" 'fl,n 
19 ',.r;. 

13 

"16 

17 
16 
11 I) 

16 
).6" 

15 
14 

<:>'0 17~ 

.0 l§',,,:' " 

, ) 

o 

o 0 

. (5:;:, " If;;$. ,,;.., 'f (i I ~::" 
o C~im~ 'Chara'ct'eri's,t'i'cs' .0 'S-

b 

. · 3, . 
O;Ef7ns e al'ype!.! 

. Vl.olenf" Cl';iDle . 

p'I[ope~ty Crime 
Vitetim/Offerider Relationship: 

St;ra,nge:t;s .I~\,.'" .' 'ii . 

~ew eAch ~therbefor~ crime 
" >':',,;:1 

.:;3 

~i" 

:- e 

I' 

";'Il 

0, 

,)' 

113 
II 

16' 
15 

-.'-:l 

c 11 

.0 

", 

J 
! 
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o 
b 
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" " TABLE 3.8 (~Gontinued) 
q ~" 

d' fercent Who' Tried to Orga.nizel " 

Extent ~of Injury to V.ictim 
None 

Minor (p.ot treated) 

Medical attention soughtc 

Financial Los'§: 
Under $lPO 
$100 taru '$499 

;$500 thru $999 

;1 "$1.000 andover 
J .. 

U <: Neig4borhood 'and' Ne'twork Ti'e'~ ". 
'0 

~ 0' Adults in Household: 

~.:) 

c 

One:'="", 
" Two or more 

Number in ~etwork: 
Three or less 

,;' Four to ~ix " 

Seven and over 

±im~ in Neighborhood: 
II Less ("than one year 

q" IJ 

o One to five years 
'"0;::'(, 

Five years and over 

Relatives', in Neighborhood: 
None 

~, 

One .or two 

Three or": more 

o 
(\ 

o 

5\ 

o· 

'.\ 

VicOtim Feels a PaJ;:t of Qliteighborhood: (j 

~')ery ,much '.] '. 
'Somewhat' ' 

Not at ~11 
. . • '."" " • (j • •• '...' ," ·\1 

'Jt:;.I'i C";;p 'c:;, ~ ,0~ 

. - , ~ . . 

& 

15% 
';,?23 

15 
~ ,~;~. "." /:. 

.-. 'If. 

14"" 
14 ' c 

13 
21 

16. 0 c>'9. 

.14 

130 
'"22 

20 

o 
16 
19 
12 

6 

.-) < 

o 
.--,.----""'". ----. -:;;;"':;':'---:-', . . . '. . ~l ' 0 

1. AdJuSted for type of offense' us,ing anaiysis,'of. coVariance. " . .0 

" :, . ('. ". ...... , . 

Boxes· indicate· that (lifferences are' sigriificantat~". 05 level Of. better,9:Y » • cal'.' . 
. 2. two ... tailedtests. AlthoUgh the datallhas been grouped for presentatl.on!. ~tatl.~tl. .' 

test$\~iere perfonnedon. the data in itscontiriuous ~o:rm.. '". 
~,J . I) '. ') () 

'" ev 

3.NOt.·adjUsted for type of .offense. 

'. (', 

jl 

" " 

c,' C . 'L' ,,; .• '. ~. 
'" ' .C! 

:::"~-.:;~..n= ..... _......... . .. ~"'.~_~'''.~.~ ... "~ 

(;:I 

'" . 

, '" 

"·.lL 

if 

, if 

" ) 

I 
n 

. ~":'" ' 

. " 

o 

Q 

~ "J 
~." .... ~ 

'i'" 

. \\ 

() L~ 

t."'- i,._ 

0, 

, l' 
o 

L\ • -118-

~ • J.' •• /, "1\ .; 

networkds: VlctJ.ms ~" \j:fr,th seven or more 'people in their networks 
CJ 

were more more liker~ "to attempt to organize others than 
(r \1 

victims ·with nefworks of three or fewer. 
o 

Although it wase,not statistical>ly significant, Park 

SIo'pe had the highest percentage of residents who 

attempted to "organize neighbors to prevent crime. This is 

consistent with our Observations of the neighborhood. 
6'. 

.mentioned in Chapte~ II, along ~he main shopping block in Park 

Slope are a number of location§" with signs posted free of 

charge advertising apartments to tent or share, used items for 
<. 

sale and lessons of various kinds. 
'i .if The n. numerous community 

~" ,:I!!;;: 

"'~:)'::rgElrfiZations and events are .a,lso advertised in tqis way~ 
~ 9 . ~ 
~ tJ " "-0 '% 

high level of communlty activity is probably 
'.1, 

related the to 

fact that the area is undergoing recl~matioti' and renovation by 

mlddle~class families., Nei~her the poor '6rdha~ area nor ~he 
'" 

weal tll'l.er, ';but stable Flushing 'area demonstrated'H as much 

communi ty iJlv,olvemen t. 
\;.< 

\ 1\ 0 

.. ,Attribution of Responsibility for Victimizatio.n 

.Victim~wi th lower incomeS and less . edu.cation, . and 
members of minorit;i.eswereless likely to feel that 
they could have preVented the crime. 

',~ " ' •• ,,': ,1\ 

It is well doclmentedt:rl"8t "crime . ... j. // .... '" victims ofteno blame 

thems'el ves .' "forvicj iinj~z~ttion (Burgess" and 
ij < ,,/. '." . . .. 

! ,)., . 

. This tendency hasbeen~regarded as negative; 
. . ,;"0: ;' .?'p, I,,? ,0. c~ 

:;:i ~' 

. (~ "'0' 
Holmstrom, 1974). 

(\ a 

indicative of a 

I.> 

. b 

.;','1' 0;;.\ ..... ',1",. e'~~.~~~~~.!';'it;_'~""_"""'\';:::;~:::~''''':!':i-~~.2:.....:L~'_!I1l'~~ ... ~-.................... .:--,-.. 

,', 

" 

I () 
! 
i 
I 
\ 1,0 

I 
I r 

I 

I 
I 

., 
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<I 
state of depressiorr(~eck, 1967) and detrimental to victims' Q ' 

1979). RecentlYJ however~ readjustment(Bard and Sangrey, 

Bulman and Wortman(1977) found that self-blame'among paralyzed 
a 

victims faqilt,tated coping. Janoff-Bulman (1979) explains this 

" appare~tlY . anomol<?~s",~8ridingS By sugge·st>ing that there are ~10 

distinguishable forif;r of self-blame, characterological and 

behavioral,the former de~tructive and the latter constructive. 

According to Janoft-Bulman:" 
Q 

Re60gnizini that s~ff-blame may be both adaptive 
and maladaptive is a first step towards th~ 
conclusion that there are two different types of 
self-blame •• ~individuals can blame themselves for 
having engaged in (or.having failed to engage in) 
a particular activity, thereby. attributing blame 
to past behaviors; or indiv~duals can bl~me 
themselves for the kind of people they-are, 
thereby faulting their char~cter (1919:1799). 

,-) 

Behavior~l ,self-biame is seen by Janoff-Bulman to be 
indicative of a belief in personal control over outcomes, 

Q 

a mech,ani~,m social psy'chologists have demonstrated' to be 

advantageou,s (eg. Bowers, 1965; Glass and Singer, 1972; pweck, 

1975)~ 

In 

there 

wou.ld 

~ 

the pres~nt study,. respondents were queried if o 0 c 

was 

have 

anything they felt they 
'0 

eQUId have 
%'; 

done that 

prevented their victimizatiorlj~ '. Th:irt,y-six percent 
'~ 

of the sample respon~ed affirmatively. Many stateo th.at' they 
" (:1 

might "~ave takengreaterofueasures to protect their res}dence, 

been more "cautious about dangerous areas or carrying valuables , 
1/' tl -', < t;/{',-~ .-

o 

o 

\\ 

o 

o 

Q 
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or been more alert. Others felt 
( 

that)·- their 

have been different once confronted by 

victim said, "We should have given the guys 

assault and attempted rape followed the 

behavior should 

the criminal. One 

the money". 
11 

An 

victims' refusal. 

Another robbery victim h.ad 'theopposi te s'entiment: "They d"idn' t 
-.5· tf 

seemc't'o sure of themselves when they came up to me. If I had 

.yelled at first, they migh~ have. run". 

~~~"~) 
" Table 3~9 shows, that the belief I;) that victimization 

(0 
was avoidable was strongly associated with the 

" st'atus o'f th'e vl"ctim. socioeconomlc Victims who had' lower 

personal incom~s,were less edu,cated, were unemployed, were 

residents Of Fordham, or wer~ members of ethnic minoritils were 

less 
ii 

likely to feel that, they' could have prevented their 

o ' f d th"r ~ victimization. Age of the vict~m al~o inluence el 

feelings of control: older victims, ~(those it! the 50-J4 and 6.5 

and overage' gr01-lpsf, l~ss often" believed that victimization was 

avoidable than younger vic,timsft} which may'-' be Jan accurate 

assesmer:t of their vulnerabil i ty. 

Table 3.9 'i also' , shows that several crime 
<;:} 

characteristics also affected . victims' feelings of 

control.'~·The' belief that Viictimizationwas ~voidablewas more 

preva:t.entOamOngbUrglary viotimsthan ari~ong r.opbery and assault. 

victims. "This f.inding prObablyr'~ffeot$~\ .the fact that t'her.e 
'. ." " ... II 

a.re many easy and rela~iv~ly inexpenSiVe\\ways to make it harder 

'~\ 0 

II 
\, 

\~\ 
II 

\\ 

\ 

Q < •• 

:q 
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TABLE! 3.9 6 
" .1;" 

TABLE 3,.9 : (Continued) 
-I' 

Co 
,c 

': 
" 

FACTORS 0 ASS'OCIA~ED WITH. RESPONDENTS' B~LIEFSTHAT oTHEY 
COULD HAVE AVOIDED VICTIMIZATION 

, " Percent Who Felt' They Could Havel 
Prevented tHe Crime 

" " ~. , 
<' 

Percent Who Felt They Could Havel 
~r~vented the Crime' . 

Education: .. 
,Did not graduate high school 

High, school graduate 
'-I .: {i. 

Employmeflt" Status: 
Not Employed 

Employed 

Neighborhood: 
,Park Slope 

Fordham 

Flushing 

Other Victim Characteristics 

Age: 
Q Under 50 

C:, 
, f 

50 -64 
65 and over 

Sex: 
Men 

Women 

Ethnicity: 
Hi'spcm;i..c 

~lack 

Ct White 
,Pzhior:: Victim: 

'Yes. 

No 

<!,crime Characteristics 
Offense Type3 : . /1 

~" ,'I·~ 

o 

Violent crime 

Property Crilne ", 
Victim/Offende;/Relationship: 

Strangers 
Knew, e~chother before crime 

" 

~,?} 

... 121-, . 

19~~ 
31 

53 

19 

45 

I !~'I 
" H~ I 

" 

:t:~ 

. 

41 
23 

23 

36 
36 

22 

29 
44 

33 

42 

37 

30 

, 

.< 

o 

2 

~, 

o 

-;/.??~ 

,-:-

Ci" "n: 
<-J.', . 

;,'i. 

o Ext,ertt of Injury to V.ictim 
None 

Minor (not tre~ted) 

'Medical attertti,o:q' sought 
Financial Loss: ", it 

Under $100 
$1.6o~:t&u $499 

$500 thru' $999 

$l,qpO and over 

o 'Neighborhood and Network Ties 

Adults in Rou,sehold: 

o 

() 

One 

Two or more 

Number iri Network: 
Three or less: 

Four to six 

Sevan arid over 

Time in Neighborhood: 
Less than one year 

One to five years 

Five years andover 

Relative.s;lin Neighb~~hood: 
None 

One or two 

Three Q,r more 

"Victim Feels a,ooPartof- Neighborhood: 
Very much ~" eW/ "", 

Somewhat 

Not at all 

1. AdjuSted fo~type of offense USlng"arWysis o,fcovariance. 
.~ ',' . ~ - .. 

::;<" 

, . 
c, 

2,! l3oxes' indicate that differences'm'e significaQ.t at the .05 leVc;l or better by 
"two;...tailed tests. ' Although the data "'has ,been grouped for presentation, statist.ical 
t;ests~e performed .on t:hedat:ain its continuous fOJ:m~ " '. v • 

.<J;>" 

3.Not adjustedfdr type of "offense. 

;.~ 1l 

-l42- C) 

!if) 

~J- .' 

,"" 
~ 

1 
! ,; .' 

t 1. 



c 

-----~~----- - -

-123-

for a thief to break into a residence, but fe~~r obvious ways 

to decrease the chances of becoming a victim of a street crime 

6 tn one's own neighborhood (where most of the sample was 
a 

victimized). The am~unt of victims' financial loss also 
'/ \\ 

3f~\ected bel iefs 
"' It 
p~evented: The more 

victimi za'tion might that their 

victims lost financially, the 

have' been 

less they 

tended to think the crime was avoidable. 

Finally, several measures of neighborhood and nettvork 

tie~.were associated with victims perceptions of control. 

Thost who had more extensive social networks and those who had 

lived in their neighborhoods for the shortest times were more 

likely th~n other respondents to feel that their actions 

contribute'd to their vfctimization. 

Patterns of Response To Crime 

• 

• 

Two ,;patterns of 
general stress 
de·fenshreness 
characterized' 
prevention. 

" 

response to crime were found, a 
reaction 6haracterized by fear and 

and an instrumental response 
by attempts at organized' crime 

Women and victims with lower socioeconomic 
exhibited the ~eneral stfess r~action. u 

~ 
status 

Victims with larger social networks,higher 
socio-economic status, and younger v.icti1lls .exhibited 
the instru~ental response~. 

------------~----------------

(. 

Ii 

o 
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We have seen that crime produces a variety of 

responses by victims. This section examines the question 

of whether any patterns can be iden£ified among the responses. 

Are certain types of re,sponses tend to occur together? Are 

certain types of responses ~xcluda other responses or 

substitute for each other? (i.e., does one response reduce the' 

. t·ikell.hood of another)? 
.~~ 

r'.,"'l ,. -.,~" ":i0 

Table" 3. 1 O~;'~:':;displays the intercorrelations among the 

responses measured in thls study. The table reveals that 

four of the responses examined often occured together; victims 

who reported more exten~ive or more serious crime-rel~ted 

pro'blemsalso showed a grer.;ter increase, in fear of crime, 

exhibited more severe 

precautions on the street. 

Three other responses 

negative affect, and took more 

taking 
~,\ 

ef'forts 
, 

to secure 

one's residence, organizing with friends and neighbors to 

fight crime, and the perceiving that victimization could have 

been avoided also grouped together. TheSe ~eactions are 

suggestive of efforts by victims to establish, or re-establis.h, 

control .over their environment. ¥ 

Factor analysis of these data confirmed that 

o ~~~ & respopses to crime fell into two distinct groups. table 

3.11 ~isplays the strength of the relationship between each of 
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TABLE 3.10 
\)" !>.:=.' 

'0.9"" I~TERCORRElATIONS AMONG DIFFERENT VICTIM RESPONSES TO CRIME 
. .:;:;, 

Problem 
Index 

Fear of 
Crime 
Index 

ABS 
Composite 

Score 
Precau1;i ons 

On Street 
COU1, dl:ave 
Avoi, ed Precautions 
Cri e In House 

Fear of Crime Index .39 

ABS Composi~e Score -'.26 

Precautions Index: On Street .38 

Could Have Avoided Crime I ,,- .12 
") 

,,~ 

Precautions Index: In House .07 

Attempts to Organize .03 

";.17 

.37 

- .11 

::2 ,05 
,!J 

.. ~02 
£f 

-.18 

.00 

.00 

-.06 

,00 

.00 

.04 

.11 

.120 I 

, ,~ , , 

*Boxes indicate that differences,ar~ 8ignificant at the .05 level br better by two
tailed tests. Although the data bas been grouped for presentatic:m, statistical tests 
were per£onned on the data: in its continuous fonn. 

, } . 
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TABLE 3.11 

, 

RE(.ATIONSHIP .AM:>NG }F.ACl'ORS AND VIGTJMRESPO~SE MEASURES I 
.) m ~' 

. / 

Problem J.ngex 

Fear of Cr:ime Index 
Ii". 

ABS Ccmpdsite Score 

Precautions: en Street 

General Distress 
Reaction Factor 

0.774 

0.726 
I? 
t -0.502 J 

,d-
0.712 

Instrumental 
Response Factor 

-0.022 

-0.092 

-0.097 

0.OJ.8 
-------------------------------------------------------~---------------
Precautions: In-House 

Attempts to Organize 

Could Have Avoided Crime 

' .. 

0.098 

0.069 

-0.151 

0.636 
'i.\ 

0.681 
.1' 
,/ 

0.611 
;', ' 

, 

... ~ 

'\ 

8 

o 0 

.0 
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co 

the victim response measures and the two general responses. 
II 

The first response is associated with high scores on the 

prgblem f'ndex, l1igp fear of ,.crime, predominance of n~gati ve 

over positive mood states, and taking precautions on th~ street 
o Y/I' 

(which, it will be recalled,~consist~ primarily of restrictin~ 

one's actiyities, or avoidance responses). We t:,~rmed this 
o· 

response a "general distress reaction." The ,econd response is 

associated with taking precautions inside the residence (making 

it ~ore secure against break-ins), organizing with friends and 
t, ,;~f 

'\ 

neighbors, .... 'a1]jj-= the victim's belief that he might have avoideq 
:,,"~-

victimization through precautions. We termed t~is response an 

"instrumental response" to ,victimizati'W'on-:".,.an effort by the 
.-.. :/ 
~:::<:j 

v~IPtJ!tJ\\ to try to regain a sense.., ,~of'control 

~nvironll),ent. 

1\ 

over the 

Table 3.12 displays the assdciations between the two 

"diff~rent .. types of responses to crime extracted f~,~m the 
",,/" 

factor analysi{:3 andviotim crime, and neighborhood/network 
() = 

~haracteristics (controlling for type of crime). 
-, 

The general 

distress reaction is more common among women, injured 

victims, .and victims of lower socioeconomic status (those with 

lower' incomes" less e'ducation, residents of Fordham, and 

members of ethnic minori ti~s) • The' instrumenital response is 

. more common among younget. v;iic)timis, yict,ims with larger social" 
II AB" ,. ,~ 

'i~~ 

1.\ 

o 

; Ii 
i~ 

J\ 
f 
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TAmE 3:'12 

d 

, '. J{AND NEIGHBORHOOD/NE'I'M)RK 
ASSOCIATION OF VIcrJM, . CRIME DISTRESS' AND 'INSTRDMENTAL' 

~ CHARAC'IERISTICS WI'JlI 'GENERAL rrnn.=' ., 2"'~ == ________ ~.'~'~~~~OO~~~S~ID~~~~~ _____ ~-----1-

Means
1

Cn: (Range,.-l to +1) 

General Distress 
Reaction . ']nstttimerttalResponse 

" 
Socioeccnan:ic Status of Victim 

Persenal mcane: 

Less than $5,000 
$5,000 to $15,000 
$15 , 000 and over 

, Education: 

Did not graduate= ~ school 
High schOol gradUa~e c? 

EmployaEIlt 'status: 

Not anployed' 
Employed 

Ne:i.ghb6rhood: '. 

Park SJ:ope 
Fordham 
Flushing 

Other Victim Characteristics 

Age: 

lbder,SO 
50 - 64 
65 andover 

". 

"Sex:. 

Men 
lrbnen. 

«. 
,," 

o 

'f , 

a 

o ' 

-128- . 

'[llJ" . 2'il 
0.00- , 

-0.28 . , .... "". 

I-g:fif '\ 

, 
. 0.09' 
-0.05 . 

. 
0.26 

-0.06 

-0.02 
0.32 

'"' -0.43 

~ 1~ ... 0 ... 2 l .. ~. 
f2t:.8J 

e:::. 

o 

,D 

. 
0.01 
0.33 

IT[I 
,_;_ •• \1 

~ ,0:14 
" ,,~0.15 
1"';;:_0 05 

Ii ', .• 

o 
'. » 

, 
, Ethnicity: 

., 

Hispanic 
Black 
White, 

Prior Victim: 
. /.' 

Yes 
No 

" Crime Characteristics 
3 

Offense·!ype ~ 
l,.~' t! " 

= 

, Violent Crime 
o P :rroperty.~ 

"" Victim/Offender Relationship: 
Strangers . e , 

Knewea~ o~r befOl'e cr~ 

.F'.mancial !J:;?ss': 
Under $100 
$lOG th:ru $499 
$50. D. thru $999. 
$1,000 anchever 

~ 

[I 

o 

"T.A.BIE 3 .12 (Contiriued) 

, 1 (( 
Meatls On: 

, II 
,I 

Genera1~istress 
Reactibn . 

I! 
I! 

rnr .. !/ , [-0.18 , 

0.01 
-0.02 

0.13 
,,~ -0.07 

L 

co. 

-0.04' 
0.20 

'aID' -.34 
.. :0.49 

.. 

" 

,\ ' 
.p 

o ~C~ ,;._ 

.0 

't 1 o 

Instrumental Response 

0.17 ' 
-0.12 " 

O. ]]1 

-0.10 ' 
0.11 

-0.01 
.. -0.05 

0.00\ 
0.,05, 

";0.03 
" 0.01 

'1· 

o 

:";1*~~~--..~,.~_---.._ 

II, 

" 1\ 

() 

o 

~ " 

I) ,£I .. 
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TABl{: 3.,.];2,~(Q,p.tinued). 

~.' \I ~. 1 
';,' '1-feans On: (Range -1 t9 :-12 '" 

o 
. \ 

" 

" .. ,hP o~, 
Neighborhc)(x{ and Network Ties 

General Distress 
Reaction , Inst:l:1.1Inehta~ Response 

" )' 

\\ f)\ 

lhree or less 
Four to Slx 
~en and over 

o 

TlIIe in Neighbor~,: 
;. . c:- p 

12ss than one year " 
CKle to five years 
Fiveyea;-s and ~er,,\, 

o 

~J ' ' 

i,P/~ (1 

o 

o 0 

" 
o () 

R:latives in neigbborb:>od: 
;iNone 
COe to two 
Three or m:>re 

() 

Victim Feels ~ ,Part of Neighborhood : "i}~' 
Verymq.ch " 
S~.at, 

Not at all 
,,' " 

,,!I- . 

0.09 
0.10 

, ':0.09 

-0.'08 
-0.04 
0·96 

-0.01,' 
~'. 0.11 
,) -0.66 

0.02 
";"0.03" , 

0.04 
,. i'; 

1. Adjusted for typ¥ ,?foffense using analy~is, of,covarUince. 
~ _,-., •• _, 1'" '. .' • " ~ '" q 

'::'\' 

o 

-0.03 
"'0.03 

,", .. 
-0.01 
'0.16 

!, O.ot 
0.01 

-0.05 

-o.oa; 
0.14> 
O.lr 

c:; 

0.02"'" 
0.33 

~\;0.20~ 
" 

'0 
,) 

o 

. 2. BOXes .indieatethat differences are, sign:iticant at the. :'OS·c;le'\re1-=<or better' by 
~ fi tw)-tailed' ~tests. AlthoUgh the data has been gr01JP¢ for preseq,tation, ~J:atisti~l 

tests were perfonnedo on the. data' in its continuousfO'rm. ,.,~,. ' . 
i' ' '," , 

.. ' .'. () 

3.Not adjusted, . for typeof~q£fense. 
',' 0', ' , 

"~, 
\' 

q , 
'0 

n 

I} 6 
l(IJ 

-::', 

(.' 

\;-1 
! 
; 'I'! 

o 

, " ',~' 

'0 

6 

ne'tw()rks, burglary victims and victims of higher s09"id-economic 

status'( those with hJ.gher incomes, mote education, and those 
u 

Who ~re employed). 
o '\..\ 

,I) 

'Discussion 
'Ii 

rdP' 

This chClpter undertook describe the problems 

re'sponses victimization vary. We 

found that there were considerable differences among victims in 

" how ,they reacted to cr ime. ' 
s 

The factors that most 90nsistently 

ei~~ained variation in victim~' reactions were tibe of offense 

socioeconomic status~ 
\, '~"'.:)\ 
Iit was not surprisin~ trl'at victims 

,of violent crimes had more extencsive 0 and more serious 

crime-related 'problems, limi t'ed activities outside of their 

'''residence to a greater extent, anl1 were less likely to feel. 
'I" , 

victimization. 
o "'1 

might they have avoided Th~se findings are 

gen.er~lly consistent~ wi ththe literature on 
~ 0 . 

victimization and 

with common sense. 

Cl 
di,sturbing Were the differences"' in." responses 

Q 

L 
, "/~\,, ,,:"a~cording ~o the socioeconomic status 

,d :0, 

of victims: 

in fear of crime, and 

:~""i~~,,\,,~o~~'~?~gecononi~~/~ . stcatus vj,ctims report~d 
~ ~ .~. ' • • Q 

"'. '. ."\ .stemming ,from theu crime, greater increase '" :r~' 1 ".' ,;: ,;·.\~~~~'::"curtailme~t:;of outside activ'ities. 
~ \ ~1 f ., 1 \'. ' '. " ,',' • , ~,I • 0 ..:-

\~ • ..\ ,'4. ~ '\' 0 "~ " 

. .j"'\1 ~" '" ''I';;'" 
~~ Jl ~ " '"., ,~. st,~ttus. also victims 

ll''-U ':."', '\p,ni'~n~,~e with friends .and neighbors and less,,,likely to 
. n "J 

believe 

more serious. problems 

'0 

Lower socioeconomic 
!) :;".~ "l! 

were less likely to engage in efforts to 
o 

,. 
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that they ceuld have prevented the crime. Lewer secieecenemic 

status victims appear too. react to. victmizat.len with. greater 

stress" and greaterpassi vi ty, perhaps beth resulting frem 
'I 

reduced fe~lings ef persenal centrel eve~ their envirenments~ 
o 

Trapped in higch crime ~eighborheeds > wi th fewer ecenemic 

reseurc.es at their \' ", ai'spesal to. mitigate the effects" of 

victimizatien., '0' t~ey, seem to. bear a disperpertionate burden ef 
it ! 

crime in eur seciety'. 

'" 
Th~~ censistency" with Which l6we~~ secieecenemic staus 

1',; ~'\ 

• \{'~, '>:.\, (I 

. , V I C tl.'ms ::wffer 
. \,\ 

, '\. 

more almest <"!f.sery measurep var.iable en 

calls into. qU~,stien the netien that stressful liying in general 
.\ 

'.I,~ adapts ene.ifer \<;l.r;j.sis. Seme ef the literattlrt'" suggests(Bar? in 

Transcri'pt ef ~\~ienal Inst~lc£ute ef Justice Cenference enP 

Research priori~es. 1980;' Bui"gess - and Halmstram. 1978)' 

adversity leads ta'~~h~ develaPlnent' a.f better ceping mechani~ms, 
b t . t . h ';;, \ ~. UIml.g t be that\ enly SpeCl(iC types ef adv'ersi ty preadapt 

~n individual to cOiping ,with ~crisis. The generally harsh and ') '.~ , r 
ant.agenisticliving cdmditiOn!3 that the peer deai@Y~ith do. o'~nQt 
se:m to. prev;~'e ~ clas\~oem fer;1 ceping. Our .data indicate that 

o f~ {lj \l\ 

\" 

the cenditiens that the~ po~er 
ell \ 

~?ntend with ~9we~ their.telerance 

rather bh'ari prepare 'thell1 fer victimizatien. 
\\0 , 

< Bttr gess and 
:;. 

, ' aD 

Helmst17em(1978) fbundt\lfat wemen who h.avefaced the death ef a . 1,\' •. 

clese relative 0.1" a Id;,ss,~UCh'> as diverce dealt "with j;he 
" I!. I .~.' ~ '(r' °a~~termath ef trape bet'~er'\\'I; but we raven.e dat"aen spec/lfic 

crises in the .. lives of those weinter,riewed.) In 

fir ;",. . ~( 
t' >/, i'! 0 

o 
Q 

:,"\ 

o 

j) 

o 

o 
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issue, we had theught that fer middle-class victims, crime 

wau,l~enerate .'mare s~vere crisis than fo~wa'i'king class and, 

peor pe\.Ple cbecauseit was a less expected event. This preved 

erroneeus. 

ASi~~ fro,m secieeconemic statu,s and type ef effense, 

f~W .' af , \the. ~ther f~ctars examin'ed cansiaten';~y 
dIfferentl8t'\ed vIctlms' reactlens. Particularly surprising was 

the fact tJ~t elde~ly victims ~~perienced no. greater magnitude 

ef~rime rel~ted preblemsj and no. greater in~te8se in fear ef 

crime than nen-elderly victims • The elderly did, hewever, 

~estrict their activities eutside ef~heir residences to. a 

greaeer extent than yeunger victims. Also., ~there was no. 

o indication that the impact ef 
" \' 

victimiz·ation (at l'east 

initictlly) was m,itigated by larger seciarl netwerks er greater 

neighberheed ti·es. 

o " 

"' "". 
it. 

• I, 

, t~ 

we 
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Chapter ~II- Footno~es 

1. MaXimu~ possible s?ore on the problema index was 25 (on 
three. o~ t~e 14 ltems, 'major' and 'minor' categories were 
notdlstlngu~shed) •. Only 4% of the sample had a score of 
zero on) the ~cale (indication that they reported no 
problems ; th~hlghest score was 19~ The mean score was 
5.63 ~'" 

",. 

2) Among burglary victims Tau C = 0.14, p<.05 between reports 
of vandalism and . t' magnl ude of cr;'ime-relate,d,,,,,,problems. 

3. Th'~" f~ar of cr1me index isa summation of. responses to""the 
quest}OnS~~bout ?hang~s in perceptions of~safety in victims' 
homes and ln th~lr nelghborhoods, and about their desire to 
move. Tw~ pOlnts were given for a response of 'ver much' 
and ?ne pOlnt.for 'somewhat'on the first two qUestio~s and 
a slngle .polnt for an affirmative answer to the que~tion 
aboutwantlng t? move. Thus, the highest possible score on 
the scale was flve; the mean for the sample was 1.85. 

4. Median score on the in~house precaution index waS·1.41 
(reflecting an average of . 1-2 distinct precautions taken 
inside the residence). Mean sbore on the out-of-house 
precaution index was 1.53. 

5. Tau C = O. 11, p<. 09. 

6. In part this may result 
assaults and robberies 
or apartment bui~dlng. 

r 

from the fact that 34% of the 0 

took place in the victim's residence 
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HELP FROM OTHERSIN,~,COPINGWITH VICTIMIZATION 

to 
As the previous chapter ~llustrates, practically all 

the crime victims in our sample experienced emotional, 

financial or pract~cal problems. This chapter eiamines the 

aid victims received to deal with these problems. The question 

of where victims go for assistance has not been closely 

examined in the victlmology literature. As Chapter. I 

indicates, however, sbme researchers have studie~ help-seeking 

i~response to other types of crises. These stUdies reveal 

triat people rely on relatives and friends when in a 
\i ,. 

crisis(Wellman 1979; Fischer 1979; Warren 1979). Much of the 
:. £.1 1) 

research, however, has examined help-see~ing by having subjects 

respd~d to hypothetical situations. Ihis study was based on 

victims' reports of actual incidents of help-seeking in 

response to crisis. 

The first section discusses· th~L,···.type'sof assistance 

(f needed by V~~~~l]tS~,.,c~~~~i~~~~=~C;;.;c'-=~;~::le. The '. "next section, 
--.~--;.:. .. ,-.,:.;!":-;.:...:..........~--.+..;--""--..-::::-~"'-":':-~."..~~·.·-~--.,,·=·-~·.:;.9~~. 
r;";;?~-"-- - describes ,sup'p'ort that'victims received from the police., from 

service organizations, and' from ind i viduals., In the final 

section we discusss the extent to which victims' needs were; 
o 

satisfied by these three sources and examine which groups of 

victims were most and least successful in obtaining help. 

o 

.Ii 
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Forms of Assistance Sought by Victims 

Q 

• Victims most frequently needed help with' lock 
installa-tions, hgIlle repairs, and financial aid.' 

• D~spite emotional distress ~nd fear'G few vibt{ms 
expressed a need for counseling. 

• Twenty-one percent pf the s~mple reporte4 that they 
did not need any help: 

The study participants were asked to reSpond to 12 

" questions about assistance victims might require. The 

q;uestions dealt with; 1) practical considerations, such 

as, transportation, babysitting, lock repairs, having to borrow 

money, help with shopping or getting to the doctors office and 

legal advice; 2) emot i on a I:.., s uppo rt, including questions 
. " concerning victims' desire-to have sofueone stay. with them, and 

'¢" . 

their ne~d for escorts and counsel~ng; and 3) 
<! 

other- typ~s ,of 
~ ~ 

.? 

help that were not specified. 

The two types of help most frequ~ntlyrequestedwere 
I)' 

help with rltf~irs and l.o'cks (40% ,of the victims re,quested 
.F-~ 

tbis service) and finanicial cassistance(27% neected to borrow 
\\ 

money). Although the installatio'n of neY:th,locks and repairs 
,-, \\ 

created a finanical burden, victim-s ," nee'd~\ in this area created ,;.? 
'D 

emoti,.onal problems 
u 

as we:J.l. 
6 

A burglary victim whose door~ had 

o 

() 

o 

o 

o 
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fixed the door she was afraid: "I can't sleep, it doesn't feel 

safe~with the door broken. I sleep with a knife under my 

pillow." 

Other types of· help were requested less frequ~ntly: 

21% of victims needed someone to 
D 

stay with them; 18% 

needed rides;, 17% needed someone to watch their home; 12% 

required assistance getting to a doctor or hospital; 12% needed 

help shopping; 11% needed legal advice; 11% needed a place to 

stay; 10%n,eeded counseling; 10'% needed an escort and 8:t needed 

a babysitter. The fact that. only 10% of~the victims requested, 

counseling is notew9r~hy. Although researchers (Burgess and 

Holmstrom, 1978; Bard, 1979) have po{nt~d to the severe 

emotional stress that ac·com'p.aIJies vi~timization and although a 

lat'ge percentage ,of victims in 'our study rep~rted trouble 

o ~l:eeping and increased fear, victims did not perceive 

DC 

counseling as a m~ans of helping them deal with these pr~blems. 

It may be that many victims did not understand what counse<ling 

involves, or equat'ed counseling wi th therapy or mental 0 illness 

and felt that som~t~pe of stigma was attached to seeking such 

services. On" the other hand,sympathe,1;i,ic friends and::-. relatives 

~a:y ~deq,~ateiy. fill the role 'Of counselor for tpe majority of" 

victi1ns. 

o 

o 
o 

o 
o 
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. " 
In addition to tbe types of assistance listed in the 

o 

interview, victims also reported needing other types of 
(\; 

help. Six percent needed as~istance in finding a neW,place to 

live, and 4% needed security related information or servic~s 

other than locks and repairs. Other"'!'? types 'of help needed 

included: help filing insurance claims and continuing medical 

assistance .• 

A raIl l.°t was foun'd that 21~ of victims ve, p in our 

sa~ple did not need any type. of help; 47% reported needing 
\1 

on~ o'~ two types of assistance; 25% need,ed three to five type,s 

of ~assistance; ana 5% needed more than five different kinds of 
\' 

help. 

support from Individuals 

• All but two of the 274 victims in the sample received 
help from at least one p~rson. 

" 
• Victims averaged four supporters each. 

• Victims ,. were in touch with almost two'"?Jtnirds' of 
supporters within one day of the crime. 

• More than half the supp~~:ters we~'e e people the victim 
~new well and saw ofte~ ut helpers the victi~ did 
not know'well also provided signifioant assistance. 

0''''-

The major 
~'l ,_ 

source of support for crime victims comes 
II 

.,.~ 

from relatives, frienqs, and ne~gfibors.. . These individuals, 
~ Q 1\ 

,comprise what may be called a victim's 
c~ ';:j 

support 'system. This 

section discusses the types of lndividuals whQ provided 

Q 

o 

'" 

o 

D 
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;; 

assist_nce to Victims, how and when these persons gave aid, and 

the kinds of aid they gave. 
l 

Ii 
Before describing the findings, one case is presented 

that illustrates the types of (peoPle who ;f.fered 

assistance and from whom victims sought assistantie. A young, 

single, Queens woman recounted her recent experience: 

\) 

I was walking home with my groceries when this 
guy c 'came' out of nowhere and grabbed one of the 
gold chains around my neck. I grabbed the other. 
It was funny because he stared at me for few 
seconds as if he was going to change his mind. 
Then he said "Let go." I said "No." Then he 
pulled the one chain he was holding and ran. 

A Spanish-speaking woman 'rY stopped and 
asked if I was alright. Then a 
Spanish-speaking man cam~ and asked the ~oman 
cwhat happened. She to~d him and he started to 
chase the robber. t started to walk down the 
street and an elderly woman who'd been sitting on 
a park bench came over 'and ~sked ~me if I was 
alright'D I said "Yes," and kept walking till I 
saw a police car and flagged it dowl]0." The police 
pulled over and then I became hy~terical. They 
helpeg me and calmed Iffe, dpwn ..,They were r~ally 
concerne,d. E1l.en wh.en they dropped me off at my 
house they asked me'" if I lrlaS going to be alright 
alone. 

II 

When I got inside I tried to c~ll my 
boyfrioend but he wasn't ~~home. I know it 
wasn't his fault but r was mad that he wasn't 
there when I needed him. Then r called his 
bro~er, and told him what happened. He "came 
over and talked and that helped. The next day I 
wasgQing to Connecticut to visit my parents. 
When I got there rtold my sister wh'at happened, 
but r made her promise she wouldn't tell my 
parents. They didn't waht me to move to-New York 
City. When r went back ,.t~o work on. Monday r told 
two of~y friends there: Talking to both of them 
helped, but one said, nWhy did you let him take 
it?," as if I had a choice! 

{j 

/ 
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Most of the crime victims in the sample, like this 

Queens" woman, did notD have dramat1c tales of woe to 'tell. 
'0 

Yet, the: -help they receiyed was crucial to theiradjuatment. 
f/ 

Vir t u,~ll ~r . .' 
/l 

all 
t' 

indif'viduals. 
if 

victims 

The number' 

received some assistaJt~e . from othe~ 

of supporters that victims -name.d· 

dinged 
f 

form 0 to' 16, and averaged four per v iQltim. 
o Ii 

I 
f 

It should be '.' noted that victims recounted their 
Q 

experinece to more people than they listed as supporters. 

Althorlgh "talk" was cons~dered an important form of emotiohal 

support,an effort was made to distingushbetween talk victims 

found therapeutic and other cOfwersations. Victims r:eported 

they had mentioned the incident to neighbors, co-workers and 

friends, but distinguished between those to whom they felt 
o 

talking was helpful an~ others. In some instances. the vi'ctims 

believed they were doing others a service by telling them about 

the crime and thereby watning them to be more careful. 

after 

Contact 
(] 

the 

with 

incident 

Q 

supporters 

(See 

usually occurred ,shortly 

Table C> 4.1). Only 12% of 

supporters wer.e contacted after two\~ days and no v'1ctims named 
, hQ 

addi tional supporters at the time ":rf,;-, the follow up interview, 
-0 '-t, ,,,', < 

f.our months later. NdKt .. ,surprisingly, vict~ms usually sought 
'.,? Ii "'7 <e:J 8 '" ," , 

th.ere supporters. I.d Yetsupporter-ini tiated cont'act was 

substantial. 

there .. wh,en 

D 

Twenty-seven percent of supporters were either 
,5~· 

the crime was diicoyered (lOS) or contacted the 

o 

." 

go ~,~ 

o 

~t 
$ ,;, 

jJ 

TABL'E4.1 

SUPPORJER CHARACTERISTICS 

First' Con.tact Between Victim and 
First day .' 
After ~i:r;st,day 

Supporter, (n=1040) 
~61io 

39 
100 

o 

()\ How Contact Occurred (n=l'039) (). 

Supporter's 

Initiated by yictim 
"'Supporter there when crime 

accurred or discovered 
Suppo*ter contacted victim 
Other 

o 

Relationship to Victim (n=ll08) 
Relative 
Friend 
Neighbor 
Landlord/Superintendent 

- Stranger 
Other 

Where SuP,P0rter 
o 

Lives (!l=1081) 
SamE0 neighborhood 

.Same borough 
o dutsiId1:t''''~orough ~ 

Frequency of Cont;:act Before Crime (n=1074) 
() c' iJ Once a week or more 

Once a month or more 
Less than once a month 
Never(sfrange&:) 

~) Q o Length of Acquaintance (n=1066) 
More than 5 years D 

.1 to 5 years 
Less than 1 year 
Strangers 

p 0 

Supporter is' Network Member (n=1063) 
Yes 
No 

I 
II ,. 
il 

o 

53 

17 
10 
,20 

IDO' 

42 I) 

32 
16 

3 
2 
5 

100 

57 
22 
21 roo 

81 
14 

3 
:2 

TIm 

64 
22 
12 

2 
ITIO 

61 
39 

ITIO 

o 

''0'' 

o 

# Includes supporters whofoulfd out about crime in a more casual 
manner J,:} such as, a household member coming' home from work or 
a frterid dropping by for other r.easons. 

-141,::, b 

r 

'-.\ 



I) 
j; 

I 
~' 
t. 

( 

( 

.C 

c' 

-~-_____rh-... 
----~-----------~------~--------------~-----~-- .-.. _'--_ .. _. '. 

~-142-

victim subseq,uently (1 T~) • In one" oase·a neighbor cafled cit 
" 

QUe.ens couple who were v8ca£ion and " told them their 
·i,=,~ 

ap'artment had:been,.,burglarized. 

poli,ce for them until they returned •. 

occaSiona:l;') support~"" initiated con:tact . was not 
~. ;/ C? 

welcomed. Somt! victims did not want certarn '. people. 'to III /," 
:""" ~;;:7 // 
know "'wha,t hap-peneq,o' As the case of the 

;.;i '.' 
Queens 

;1 ';b 

illu&trated, tl;1is was p,articulBrly true of younger victims who 
~ c 

-., 

did not want their"'parent5 to worry. One whOse 

apartment had been told her brother, but 
c· 

specifically asked him not "to tel~l their mother what happelle<f.' 
'I:, -

bisregarding her wishes, he informed the victim's 

anyway. 

Although 

Upon 

the 

hearing, 

victim 

o 

the. mother contacte'd- ~her daugh~er'~ 

had 'n'ot 
~ 

initially wante.d her mother to" ., 
'" p 

know, she found her ~upport arid concern helpfui. 
~, I 

= 
In another case; .~ however, the good intentions of 

others were ., not in-appreciated. . burglary A victim 

Brooklyn Came nOme to find, hishoti13e in shambl,es~ The back 
,C). ,I,' <:" 0' 

doqr .had been '!'broken in' and .. everythIng of value had, been'» taken. 

He was horrified, 
.1'/1" 

ashamed b~'c9,usehe J1ad been meaning to and 
" .,. 

S'ecure that door better but hadn't 

want 

around .:,. to :t t •.. ., 

Because 

. incident. 

of thisQ he did not anyone to~know· about the 

.>1 ",spite deSires, hi's w·ifetol,d her parents. and 
~i. 

his 

wha':~ had .happene~~t. 
. , \l~. 

" Whenl~ they "called him to offer 
!d' 

r'o' " 

" 

o 

D 

o 

o 
~143 .. 

>'; 

, comfort, he .. fe{t, that they wereo being cr i tic,al and ,got angry 
them for interfe(ring .' Then he bad a f9yght wit~ his wife 

~ 9~ 

~toro~elling their parents. 
'r.) 

" 0 

'I·e 

,;;";.: ~?t~)", 

'Phis stu9Y rethforced~ findings from previous n~t.'tlork 

research about the tendency, or" individuals 'to 0 turn to 
• ~~ 9 

2~~perso~,s wi th Whoin~hey have well-established' ties in times o.f 
• ,"'-.1 i) H 

c cr~sis. Eighty-one percent of supportersdO were indiViduals that 
f0 0 

victims saw at least o.nce a W' k 6J'~ f t~ . ee, . ~~ 0 suppor ers,were 

persons that victims had known for ~Iive y"e,ars,?r more~, and 61% 

,o~ supporters were persons that victims had name~as members of. 
\Ii 
Il j, " ,. 

Fortyfl;..two ~ercent dr supporters their social netwo'rks .• were 
u . 

blood re],atives of victims and 57% Of~ supporters lived in the 
I. 

same neiBhborhood as the victim. 

still, 
less 

the crime " our in sap1ple relied 

heavily on in~ividuals with whom they had . strong hies' than 
would pctx,e b~en predicted from the resul ts 

~~ '. 

people in criSiS. For example,c"victims in 
<J 

less
D 

on ~elatives and more on friends 

persoriiundergoi~g ~tressful life 
II. _ . 

st~id J,ed 
'~ , events 

Q 
by Wa.rr:en 

(:1.979 ). Forty""'6ne percent of Warreln ',,5 rJ~spondents named 
11--- 0\, 11 

fri.ends a's he.lpe· .. rs an .. d 2'7~ na"med "'. 0 hb II . ~ ne1Sbrs,_~ut 59% of the 

crime victims in OUT stUdy n.amed at lea$Ji one friend asa. 
II . II 

supporter and 47% named at least one neighbor'~1~ Inaddit.ion', 

8'1 tn,oug}'l social networks ~~re importari't; only 21~% of the sample '. 
.' '!l 
\/. ~(, 

o 

o 0 

o 



I ...... 

\ o j) 

I, 

'I 

\ 

Q 

(J 

;,; 

~--~~------ - -_.-

~~~ _____ -------~-----------:------------'".--:(;-;:s-. '",,-~-
'" -~~·t::-

() . 
(j 

(l -144 ... 
II 0 

"-, 

relied exclusively on 
;v.'~. 
'1 ~ 

m ern he::r s' Q 0 f th'ei~ social networks for 
'" . 

-'i '.-:.,; ~ :;:f ~ " 

'.' 
assistance. 

'.j , 

These findings sqggest that the' help seeking 

" 
occurs result criminal 

~~ 

victimi~ation di~fer~ from 
b 

help seekln,g behavior in other: types o/stressful 5i tuatio,ns ,_ 

such. pS illl1es~, depression~Q o~ Ch~nging li:e ci~lc~m~tan~s. 
Crime victims go'through a mote Gimmedlate ty,pe of C'~lSlS, one 

'" 0 <.:l 

of the i.nherent char.acteristics of which is reliance on\.i?oeve~· 
~ '. ~ 

is present. This means ~that dependence on peop} e wi th ~vhom the 

victim" h~'s weaker ti.es (including neighbors, lari'dlords, 0 

.... ''',.'~ ~\'~ ~ ) 'b ore commo'ri ,than if 
superintenderitsor even;strangers ma yc> e m, 'b' 

- """ I 

'th", I' " . was of a more exte. nded nature, such as an, ',illness. e ) cr1S1S 0 " _ 

. ~~~[~ndenc"e on people with whom' the victim has weaker t1i~.e,~ 0" was 0 

especially common amo"hg burglary victims. Whereas 54% of these 

victims counted neighbors among \~t,he'i,r suppor;~s" bdtJ.y 33% ,of 

Greater 
/:) . t' s of violent crimes named such indi,viduals. 

'v lC 1m \? hi~~\-. 
partic~patibn of neighbors as supporters"6f burglar! 

;1 

vid,timsis 
" 
'I, 

understandable in terms of both p~oximitY (a p~ighbor wa~ ofte~o 
.' ,- . \~!. 

the olhlyperson available to turn to' ~lft!'?Tth~ discovery of the'-
~U '. I 

. sl'bl~ f.o'r th .. e dis,covery) and crime and in some cases was respon . ~ 

d of self, ~interest_ that n"eighbors the' greater 0 ,egree . might have 

ina burglary. 
() 

'i7 o 

.", 0 

() 

.. ' 

".' o 

o 
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Although only two" percent 

help tb victims were stradgers: 

important tangible assis~~ncei) cmjh 
and left them with a feelig~ 

o{ ~he pe~Ple who pro;i<led 

thetJ~e individuals' provided 

emotional support to victims, 
-

that· "someone cared." In one 
" 

case, a struggle between an;, el'derl'y Fordham man and a mugger 

was interrupted by a bus driver. "According to the old man "I 

was saved by him ::" In another incident a Brooklyn man who had 

"'been rObbed, r~ported, "I started chasing the two men, when a . , 

car pulled up. The man inside had seen what happened and told 

to get-in. Although we didn't catch the guys, it felt good 

that someone had cared enough to get involved." 
~!l 

~~ 

Some victims, however, had 0disappointing experiences 

with bystanders. A Queens couple robbed as they walked in 

their deighborhood complained that the street was alive with 

people~ after the incident, but no one stepped forward du~~ng 

it. On.e man began to get -out of his car,;;; when he saw what 

happening and got back in r 
(( 

A woman who observed the inciden\ 

from her window called the police. 
':,1 

After the robber had left ,\ 'II . . 
a. ;college· student ran over to ask how they . were~ The couple 

flIt thkt if .. these people had (\ stepped forwartL'duringthe crime, 

would have fled. 

" 
A',. small perce}1,tage. ecf."P individuals (12% ) "appeared to 

,..~,~

"'" be supporters insom~\> respects ~ non-supporters 

a . sup'port/noh-~upport respects. One example of 

II 

in other 

situation 
.' 

() 

o 
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n 

Hjrs/panic 'burglary victim. 

/£0 1/ fix his ground' floor window 
/> ]I 

involved a young Because his 

(used by the landlord refused 
" 

burglar to get into uie 9;partment), he was 'forced to move back 

home with his moth~r. lihe agreed to let him to stay with her f I . . 
but. thi~y got into treq~llent arguments about the burglary and 

o ~ 

other matters. At the same time she o'ffered the support of a 

place to stay, his moth~r criticized him for not protecting his 

home. The young, Flushing "!bhain-snatch victim mentioned 

earlier provid es (janotger: example. Al though the victim" f"el t 
- . /1 (! . 

,"",that talking to one co-~~o(rker' was heiLpful, she was disturbed by 
" /._ (/( c \.: 

the insistence of anot}ter co-worker, that the incident was her 

fault. 

Types of Heip Provided by Supporters 

• Emotioria1 support" in the form of som~one to talk t~ 
was. pr9vided by 78%' of" supporters. " . 

H,\ • Almost half the, supporters continued to provide 
assist~nce to the victim after helping the first 
time. U 

"r n 

"Th'e most common fo.!'!Il __ ofaid vi\j1C'tims 
., 

by other to given 
. o 

individuall;h. was emotional sUp,{:>o.rt(providi,ed by 78% of 

s up po r'~er s) • Mapy s uppo rter s'p~ o~16 ed .pr ac ti cal !ser Vic e S (19 % ) 

1ft \. (which inc,tuded babysitting," helllP snopping and ,rides ) or 

~ long~term assistance (46%). Loni-term a~sistance was defined 

\ 

. II 
~ j \ II 

:<' "':;3 . I. as any tangible or non-tangi~lle i:fa,s"sistance that .the victim 
o ~ 

"""-
continued to' receive "after ~~hetqit,ial cont.act and for the 

~ j} 

-----;---- ---~----~~----------------.."...------,~-,::--~---~~---~---- ~--
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purpose of analysis was. treated as a separate type of 

assistance. Less common types of support included fin~ncial 

assistance (8S), help wit-Ii lock repairs (8%), ca11in~ a third ~ 

party (IDS) or staying with the victim (8S). 

Types of help provided by supporters varied according ,-:. 

to the supporter's relationship to the victim(See 

4.2). Emotional support and long-term as-sistance were given 

more often by 
"1/ 

or £r ie~ds 
/' ((. 

than by neighbors or 
o 

landlords/' by members of the. victim's social networks than by 

non-members, by people who knew the victim more than one year 
p 

and by people who saw the victim at least once a week. 

Long-term , .." 
assistance included practical forms of 

assi,stance, ~luch as driving victims for subsequent visits 

to the doctor v , but in most cas~s, consisted of emotional 

support. For example, victims 

called to check on them or 

repor:te/d that family and friends 
~~. .' If 

II, i" 

drO'pped "by to See them more 
" ~, 

frequently than before the crim~~ " 
In one lnstance ~ burglary 

., 
victim's friends took her out to dinner on 

,. 

five consecutive 

nights following the incident. 

Financfal assistance was mo.re 

members of 
@;;-7 

victims' 'social networks 

gften 

than by 

1\ 

\\. d d prov,l. e . 
'~ 

by 

non-net~Jork 

individ~)als. , however, lend~ng financial -a,;~'si'3tanc:ewas~bout as 

common among 
W c ~ 

neighb.or·s landlords as among relatives and" 

'I~ , 

Q 

.... 
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TABLE 4.2 

TYPES OF SERVICES PROVIDED BY SUPPORTER'S RELATIONSHIP, 

LENG:O::O::~UAI~:::C:: FREQ::::dO:i::NTACT WITH VIC~I;raC~ical 
Support Support Victim Repairs Servl.ces 

Relationship 

D\\ Relative . 
~Friend 
'\Neighbor 
, i+and.1ord/ super. 

\ 

NetWork :Member 

Y¢s 
No 

. Length of 
, Acquaintance 

';:;' 

Less than 1 ye~r 
I,to 5 years II 

More than' 5 years 

Once "a week or more 
Less .than once a week 

I.E' 

r----'r* 

77% 
79 
60 
33 

ml, 
~ 

fill~63. " G 75 
75 

~,5' 
~ ... 

15% 
14 
11 
17 

1201 
~ 

7 
5 
8 

7 
5 

9% 
6 
6 
o 

9 
5 

5 
5 
8 

7 
5 

o 

" 
" 

l:r 

r¥l, r WJ 
6 
8 

5 
11 

, . J<;. 

*Boxes ,"indicate that differences are significant at the .05 level or better by 'bNo
tailedt~sts. A1-1:h.ou&P the. da~a has b7en groUped for presentation, statisticaFtests 
were perfonood on the41atam ~ts contmuous fonn. 
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,19% 
16 
16 

3 

19 
16 

21 
14 
18 

19 
" 9 

I,';';" 

1:) 

Lo.ng~ term~, 
Assistance 

51%. 
o!,l+9 

o '40 
27 

l53l,3, 
~ 

00 41 
50 

X;':I/ 

0 51 
22, 

. 
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o 

friends. (Financial assistance from landlords normally took 

the form of a~lpwing the victim tb pay his rent late or 

disoounting a month's r~nt.) 0~he frequ~ncy of' finapcial he~p 

did not vary ~ccording to leng~h of acguaintance or freqyency 
o 

Q 

of contact between victim and supporter. 
o ('"', 

stay W-J.· th victims -cand to Neighbors wer~ as likely to 

provide practical services as relatives and friends. One 

. bb d db' ten in "'hi s 70-year-old Flushing victim WilO was ro e an ea. 

apartment, was cared for primarily by his neighbors. A woman 

across the hall cleaned his apartment. After being released 

from the hospital, she cook,ed meals for him '~md brpught t,pem 
c .r..~, 

over to his apartment. neighbor checke~ on him o Another 
o 

periodically to make sure he had no problems. Provid'ing locks 

. prevalent among l.andlords . tha'h among "c and repalFs was more 

relatives, friends, and neighbors of victims. 

The fact that non-network individual's were 
\1, 

as likely 

to stay with the vi.ctim as supporters with closer Qties 
L>:> 

suggests . that due to the immediacy of the crisis in criminal 
" . l, called victimization, neighbors or other non~intimates may be 

upon to tender services that in other kinds of crises would be 

provided by individuals clos~r to the viotim. 
,"";:, 

t:-:J 

CI 

, 

c' 

Q 0 

o 

o. 

o 

o 
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Suppbrt from the Police 

;) 

• Fo'ur-fifths of: the sample felt that th:'~ polic'e "had 
take~ th~ctim~ to listen to their story~n 

• Two-+rifths ~f ~h7 soample r 7ported that ~he police l1 ad 
prpv10ded Slgnjlflcant asslstance, but only one'7,~fifth 
thoug~t tpey "went out of their way" to help.' . 

~ Higher income victims" and whi tes 'Yfel t more po si ti ve 
aboyt the ~blice than lower income victims and 
minority group members. '~ 

Most vic,tims (78%) felta that the police "had 
.:ij taken 

" time to listen to their story." Fewer victims (41%), 

howev~r, reported that the pol~ce provided special forms of 
o 0 

aS2.istance, which included security inspections, rides, help in 

searching'B fol" the crj.l)lil'lal, emotional support and referrals • 

In one case the police helped repair, the window g~te of a Pa'9'k 

Slope victim. Of the referrals, -" 

four were referred "to the 

v~o"tim serVic,es ~~e~,cy, tpree :,? :eHare, one to ~senior 
citizen's c"enter,and 12 to other agV~ncies. In many i~f€anceso' 

"emotion<;ll'support was .provided by the police sirnpr~ ~their 
, presence. at t~e" scene. One Queens robbery victim said "whe~ 

th~ police a~"~ived I fel,t so mu'Ch better. Tl1ey made me 'feel so ':' 
~,~,: 

safe." "One in fi-ve victims believedtha.t the police "went out 
o o _ 

of their way~ to assist them.' Sixty-six percent felt that the 
" 

police h~d ''''just done their job" and 14% felt that the police 
,:. £ 

, had been "not at all helpful". 

o 

o 
o 
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. T~BLE 4.3 " 
FACTORS ASSOCIATED WITH VICTIMS' 

OF SUPPORT ;FROM THE POLICE 
ASSESSMENT 

fell SOCioec~nomic Status Cit Victim 

v Percent of Victims Stating Police W~nt 
Out of Their Way to Aid Victim 

Although in the minority~ some victims were v~ry 

displeased With the treatment they received from the 
o 

police. One Park Slope burglary,. victim said "When I asked him 

(the pol ice of,fice~) if they were gOiong to take finger prints, 

.J Personal Income (1 

1\1 Less than $5, ooq 
] $5,000, to $15,000 
;1 ~ $15,000 and over c/ 

Education: 

he said, 'Th"fs isn't Kojak, lady'." Anothe.r 'victim reported 
J 

Did not graduate high school 

" smelling alcohol on one of the police officer's breath and 
o ., 

said, "The police made me feel like I was the .robber not the 

victim ." 

victims however came away wi th "' very p1Sit ive 

feelings about the police. A burglary victim in ~.pej Bro~x 
11"flf-r-D " 

Other 

I~::' 

One of th~ d'fficers 
;,.co /' 

reported that the police "were very nice." 

came back~ a few days after the crime to give her some'~advice on 
u .. ~,.;,>..:?(.-;';'\" d;: 

security mea~ufes. He told her to call him if she had any 

problems. Another Bronx burglary victim, who,se c.ar keys" had 
j/ 

~ ~ 

been.stolen, said the police offered to follow. her',if she 

wanted to move her car to a safer spot and to drive her back 

home. Although she declined the offer, she was impressed with 

the police officer's concern. rF 

:1 . 

t 
J .* 
I 
1® 
i 
j 

J 
f 4S1 

" 'f 

I 
L~ 

High school grad~ate 
Emp loymen t S t a tus : 

Not Employed 
Employed 

Neighborhood: 
Park Slope 
Fordham 
Flushing 

Other Victim Characteristics 
Age: 

'Onder o50 
'I 

.. 50 - 64 

'f 65 a?id over 
Sex: 

Men 
Women 

Ethnicity: 
'Hispanic 

Black 
Wh'ite 
'I 

':1 

Prior Victim: 
Yes 
No 

o 

. V . d @ ~ 
" Violent Crime 0" 

o 
" \l 

Table 4. 3.5h.#WS vic::~ims' ~ assessments of ~~support I Crime Characteristics 

provided~ by the [POliCe according to crime,' 0 vict:i.m, and . Offense Type' :' Ci 

neighborh.ood/n~tw(tr characteristics. The table' shows . that 11 PC" (7 o~ "' ,., ~ ~ II roperty r.~~ 

~ Strangers <.) ~ 0', 

victims with" inc 'mes in excess of $15, '000 per y~ar Were more -J ~ i Victim/Ofl'ender >-aela. r:ionShiP.··~ 

"=' •• 

b. -152-

17% 1 

15 

25 

18 
20 

10 

19 
28 

18 
26 

19 

16 
22 

16 
22 

24 
17 

20 

18 

1 .11 
~,==---"",-.~,-"""""-==--~-.~,.-,, .... '"1.~~~-.• -~!:.~ . -"-~' .. " ,~~-.. ~~.-.-:-.-_;)~, '7~-.-'~-~=--:=~-=::;.~:.:~ J~.~ L b ;\ ' o~ 
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TABLE 4.3 (Continued) 

Extent of Injury to V.ictim~' 
None 

Minor (not treated) 1\ 
'I 

Medical attention sougI.}t 

Financial Loss: 
JJrider $100 
$100. thru $499 
$500 th:tu $999 
$1,000 and over 

"!", '; 
if I) 

o .''::, 

Percent 9f Victims Stating Polrce Went 
Out of" The~r Way to Aid,'Victi,m 

(( ., 
o 
I'. 

17% 

31 

27 0 

25 
11 
l'i' 

18 

-, 

~ Neighborhood and, Network Ties 

Adults in Household: " 

(t 

On,e '",,",' 

Two or more 

Number in Network: 
Three or less 

Four to six 

Seven ana over 

Time in Neighborhood: 
Less than one year 

-~ ~ {I 

. One to five yearS" - .. 

Five years and o~er 

Relatives in Neighborhood~ 
~one 

l
One or two 

(Three or more 0 

., ~victim Feels a Part of Neighborhood: 
/' Very much 

1, Somewhat r Not at all-

~. i' 

" ~ t 

.23 

12 

22 
, 20 

12, 

17 
24 

18 

18 I 

29, 

22 

19 
16 

,( 

Ii ,II ,1\ 

1. b Boxes indicat~ that d,{£ferences vaJ:'e significant at the .05 level or better by 
two-tailed t~ts. " Although the data bas been grOllped fo):, presentation, statistical 
~:sts were perfonneci"on the ,da.taf..'-ll'l its cont:inuoUs fom. Q 0 

<;J, 
o 
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than Black or Hispanic'victims felt that the~olice had gone 

out of their way to give assistance. For Hispalics, la:g~age 
may have been part of the problem. Victim eva~ilations ~,f the 

police response also variedaccordil'1g to neighbO~~~Od', ~ictims 
in Flushing rated the police as most helpful, whi e victims in 

'!J': -; -.:., 
': . " 

Park Slope rated them as least helpful. The ~if[erences by 

, neighborhood do not follow l;~ncome rines, since victims in '. the' 
c' 

two most affluent neighborhoods, Flushing and Park Slope, rated 
v' 

police assistance highest and lowest, respectively. The 

differences by neighborhood do, however, parallel differences 

in ratings of ~~lice assistance by length of res1dence. 

.~ictims 'thO had, lived in their neighbOl'hoods five Ye,ars or '. 

longer -rmost common in Flushing and Fordham - rated the police 

as more helpful than victims who hadliv€'d in their 
• '''-l 

neighbo hoods for a shorter time. 

o 

"difference in the" evaluation of police, assis<t;ance 

was found between° victims of viole'rit~Hld property crimes, f / [ cB 11\ 0 

but ~ w~s. not st2tisticaG~ signifi~ant. consistent wi ,h, ".",,," 

, r:' r ecelt stud y (Amer i can 'iJ}ti tue s fQr ,Rese arQh, 1978) ,:~at 
t~"c"",rc5Jorted that police received ptuch hig~er ratings from'~1fbhery .,.",=-""," 

.:~ victims than from burglary victims, victims of violel}t crim~,s 
. 

in ;c,~his sample rated the pplice .highe--r~~than victims~of proper~y 

J o 

JI cr,imes. 
G 

o 

o 

I( , 

~I 
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.n 

c Support from Service Organ4zations 

• Only 19% of the sample knew"",Of organizatio'ns to go to 
for assi stance, ,bu,t three-quarters of those (15% of 
the sample) went t.o the organization f.or help. 

0· fr, 
,', 11 

• Low-income victims and victims .,.wi. th more needs wer'e 
more l5..kely to go to agencies for assi stance.. " 

• Victims went to agencies \)they 
with previously. 

,', 

had been 'in contact 

0, 

Little information is av'ailable ,on t9{ proportion of 

victims that contact service agencies for 
assistance, or on, the role that these agencies play in helping" 

victims. Other research 
" 

suggests that lower socioeconomic 

groups. are 'le~;s likely to go to agencies for assistance beoause 
rx they . distru'st forID~l organizations \J, c;. 

Carlin, 

Howard, and Me~singer, 1967; Paulse~, 1'966') • C¥nudten 
~~' 

I,' 

found, however, that pebple were simpl~.unawar~ ,of services and 

seldom used'!). . them. Since our sample is 1argely domprisedof 
t:::; {~ , 1; 

lower soci,oeconomic
o 
status v,ictim~, ~ the literature implies that 

the'se vict1/~H? 
'i,\\ "JI 

. 0 r g ani z a.'~ i 01~ S • 
y 

Resul ts. 

would 
\1' 

revealed 

"not 

that 

s'ampleapproaoheq, service 
• :1 ' \'" 

"seek 

only 

agencies 

assistance 
~' ::; 

from formal 

15% of 
(;~ . 

the' ,cvictims. 'oin our 

as'sistance. for 
.,;, Unlike 

Kn~dten's finding~, however, f~il~re to contact agencies often 
;!. ' iJ . ", ' ~0 

stemmed" fr,om lack of ,awareness of their existence rather ",than 

an intention8"l decision not., to use them'. When victims were 
o 

asked if th~y kne~ of ~ny agency lhat 
'" 

/\... <;:1 
,C ""_) 
,~ " 

could provide, suppor~t, 
,(1,,', 

- o. o 
p, • 

j® 
1 
t 

(i 

i-156-

only 19% responded affirma~ively. Since 15% of victims went to 

agencies, only 4% of the \?ample who,were aware of' organizations 

that could help, did not u~ them. 

~' 

Victlms with lower inco,mes " those who lived in 

Fordhain , the lowest 
c 

than dther victlms to 

incume" neighborhood, 
1,) 

/1 1 f . seek he. p ro~ serVlce 
~ Q 

were more likely 

organi zations, (Seel 

, Tabl~ 04 ~ifj~~ . As rep0rted in the previous chapter, these victims 
c::'.". ., if~l'_"".>(, .!I ;.' 

reported "more''''"",§,,~r:2~Us crime-related c problems than other 
1/ 

'I 
victims. 'J:hese·find ings suggest "that Victims with more serifus 

. problems are
J

, more ,likely bo seek ai.d from formal sources. 'Qnly 
v ~e 

" 7%, of victims with' scores of two or~ess 0}1 the problem index 

sought ag~ncy assistanc~; compared to 19% 

scores of seven ahd more~ 
O' r ' 

" 
'~.~ <-

Use ~of ,formal support 
() 0 '! 

sources, was 

amo",ng indiv.iduals who had. "'J been 

of 

$, 

also 

victims 

victimized 

with 

'il 

common 

thaI} 

o among' first time victims. Since in~o~mation ~as not co~lected 

!I 
I: 
II 
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FACTORS ASSOCIATED WITH AGENCY USE 
~ "J 

o 

o 

[0\ ,tt Socioeconomic S0tatus of Victim 

Per sbnal Inco'ine 

i 
i , . , 

Less'than $5.1 000 

o $5,000, to $15,000 

$15,000 and.over 
~ . ' 

Educa·t~on: ... " . 
.' Didndtgradu~te high school 

'High schoql graduite 

Employment Stat.~.s: 
Not Employed 
~ .d , 

, Employed II ;, ~ 

Ngighhorhood;: ;1 

·P.ark slope 

1n ..... €.. Fordham 
~-\~ - ." Fl ushii11ii' 

O~h~r 'Vi~-timc'Chaf'a-cteristic;s~-
~, 

Age: 
'Under 50 

50 - 64 
6?, and over 

o Men I' 
,~~ /' > 

Women 
.-~ 

Ethnicity ~. 
Hispanic 

~\ II 

Black 
.' 

White 'I""J'® ~) 
t'1 

}i. 0 

l"! 

Prior I·Victim: 
Ye§ = 

n 
"i.~, ~.·I,~======N=CL " 

. ..,--.- - '0 "41 • 

. ) Crime Characterist:i.cs 

'., ,-,' 

(Ie . 

; 'Q: 
T -: ,~) 

" , Qr,~-
Offense Type.: ,'~ 

Violent Crl.me 

. ii 

,',/ 

Property Crime 

VictimIOffehderRelati"onship;~ 
. Str Cing.~r~ '.. \.oi ~. 

Knew each otnerbefore ,:crime 

~. 
','?:" 
I' 

. <J 

It,"jl 

.. 0 

" . 
Q 

a 

Percent of Victims WhQ,' 
Contacted Agency 

c· 

~
5% 

15 

9 

17 
15 ' 

18 
14 

15 

19 

11 

. q 13 
." "':1.1 

.13 

25 

14 

J 16 
'. c:~o 15 ~ :,,' 

~1,5 

0''18 

!I 
'. 1)\\ .' 

H. 

1,1 ~ 

II 
I' ~ • 

.(1 \'\W 
" ~ o . ,,;' 

®, 

o " 

(( 

'.','; 

o . 
TABLE 4 . .4 (Continued) 

(. 

Extent of Injury to V.ictim 
None 

Minor (not treated> 

Medical a t,tention sought 
Financial Loss: 

Under $100' 

$100 thru $499 

$500thru $999 

$1,000 and over 
Neighbornood and Network Ties 

Adult·s in Household: 
.,(Jne 

Two (')r more 
1\ )) 

Number in Network: 
. Three or less '1' 

Four "to six 
" 

Seven and over 
.... Time in NeigIlborhood: 

"Less than one year 

One to five years 

Five years andover 
'1) 

Relatives in Neighbor:tlood: 
None c 

One or two 

Three~'.or more 
,,-',I 

Victim Feels a Part .. of N'eighborhood: 
Very mlJ,ch 

Somewhat 

aNot at all 

(P--'------,..-----__ 

c,' 

o 

.Ii> 
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" 

Percent of Victims Who 
Contacted Agency . 

'15% 
8 

24 

14 

lQ.s· 
~4 

14 

20 
00 

12; 

18 
<D 

17 
10 

21 

14 
15 

14 
.20 

, ~'1.4 

1/ 

fj 

• j" 

!" .• ' 

" ,-~ 
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F:Lnally, 
II 

seeking supj:>ort 
o 

from service organizations 

common among" victims who reported not feeling a 
, 1\ if 

part df their neighborhood. This finding suggests that 

victims ar~ more likely to seek help from formal sources when 

they have less 
\~ 11 

well-deveTopedinfor!llal support systems in their 
\j 

neighborhoc,>ds. 
~.I 

Victims turned to a number 

organizations for ,assistanc~. 
)1 
/' 

Of different service a 

Five percent sought help 

from p~blic assistance and 2%; from the housing autbority. 

. t" d by one or two victims Other agencies that were m~n 10ne 
,,; 

include~; Social Security, senior citizens group~,; the Victim 

Services. Agency, and the prime ~ictims ~ompensation Board. 
(;',~ 

o 
0.. ~ 

>::) 

The majot;';jity of . victims reported prior experience 

with the agencies they contacted. This was particularly 

true , " 1 se' c,ur'," ty r' ec'ipients" who contaqted of . ~elfare and SOCla ~ . 

agencies to 

, • ~ d r epl ac,e • 
.~ 

see :tf stolen money 

few elderly 

or st.amps could be 

victims contacted senior 
17 

... ~ome elderly vrctimswent to centers citizens centers for help, 

for advice onwh;ther to respond to hhe VSA research letter 
"12 

requesting an interview'~ 
• ,1'9 19 

VSAstaff received calls from senior.: 

ci tizen cent~,~ staff made on the behalf pf elderly victthlS who 
~~, . 

wanted more . information '"about VSAand the study .•. 6T~e fact tha,t 

vJ.ct,ims turn to agencies they ':are ~'familiar with (even" if tnese 
',.1 C,' 

areq,ot appropr iately ,~~quipl?ed to deal with thetr problems) 

\ 

,I 

l@, 

o 

. ). 

C? 
j,~'llJ..UC\.tI..l: 
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suggests that such organization~ could be instrumental in 

helping victims, and should be provided 
wi th information to"" 

pass on to crime victims. 

Victims If 

requested the following types of help from 

organ.izcrtions: financial ass! stance, help' with 
~i ,~, information on insurance, relocation a~sistar:lce"and help from 

r , • "'-.:;" e,-',I;C" , 
'" " ,. (, 

the housing authority to. pressure landlords to make r~pairs •. c~ 
u. C '. 

littl~ over half the victims who. sought agency aSSistance 
received the' help they requested. Victims"recefved help 

"\ . with 
applications for federal,' crime iJsurance .. . ~ 'and 

r~pairs, ., 

counseling. but had :1 
difficulty obtaining financial assistance 

\ -{4r 

Cases in which financial assistance 6 
was not obtain'ed' 

Q 

usually i'nvolved \"anted 
1,' '-~ .. 

I" 
public ~s~istance tQ victims who 

~e-issue stolen~checks or foodstamps. ,'~ , 

Since in rno~t ~ases the 
~ c;:, ~ 

"checks had beencash~d, case work~r.~ saipthat ther.e was little 

they could do. 

At the 0-£ the 
u ,_, 

~nte'rview , victims who had filed 
claims" wi th th'e 

.. '0 

recetved a'reply. 

:; 
whether these viCtims 

"" ,II 

" ~ , 

It 

'Q . 

-:;' 
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,\", \ Some victims expres'sed annoy,'ance at 
'i} I\, \ 

the lack of help 

p~ovidedby pu6lic assistance \after 
" 

victimization. One 

Fordham burglary victim st\~ted she had called her case worker 
~ , 

about receiving financial assistance. Although the social 

worker promised to look into the matter, the victim never 

receive~ a respons~. ,j'Everytime I called the social worker 

wasn't in and didn't return apy of my calls. It was very 
o 

dcisturbing." In another- case, however, an elderly burglary 

victim, fearing for her s'afety''''after the incident, desperately 

wanted to move. With~~he help'of a social worker pt a ~enior 
00., :;) 

o ,", 

citizen's center, she relocat~d to a" new apartment •• 
d~' ., ... (6 , -:;y~. 

I,' \\,J:r ,\ 

d' ';"':', .""'7 '\ 
Victims most iJl ~eed of services,:¢:;J(f~w/' sO~ioeconomic 

status victims and those with g~\e~t:~6blems an; needs) 
. "~V ' " 

w'ere the mo's't likely to turn to agencte'{' for a"ssistance.Th,e 
;; /", :!;?pl ., 

fin,ding that three quarters of/the, victims ,~~h0 'i~h~ught they 

Ii,' ,/, 't"'I;."e 
knlF\Yl=E!\ia~. agency that could/,elPcontacted u organization 

Ii '" '~: ./ 
S4ggests that wiu,th appr"ppriate publicity, agencies should be 

{: ,./:-7 

el,{pected to attract a ,'larger percentage of victims. 'How~'YcF,r,) 

since of the, individuals who went to agencies did not 

receive the services they needed, agencies shoul~ be concerned 

with educating victil.~~about 
,{P ", A 'l~ 

from the organ~zation or 
Q, 

offer. :(~;, \::''1-9" 
,.:, 

'~. 
Ie '\ 

what they can; realis~\ically expect 

exp,and 
Ji.' 

the ,;types of 
(;; . 

':\. 

th~y 

q 0 

S:;=~,~~~~...!!1,~~~~~ '> . ,~V~~_;'rt4;l'4""'::I"""''''''''''' __ 't=U_~ 
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TABLE 4.5 

NE'I.GHBORHQOD SUl'PORT PATTE~~.@ 

Park Slope(n=86) Fordham (n=86) Flushing (n=97) 

Victim Sees All 
Supporters Once 
A Week ~_42~ ______________ 6_7 ______________ 5_4 __ -J1* 

, ~:;:...~:~ 

Victim Knows All 
Supporters More Than 
1 Year 

All Victim's Supporters 
Are Relatives 

,I 62 72 80 

21 22 f\\, "6 U\ 
~~~~----------~----------------------------~ 

40 33 
',I All Victim's SUPllorters 

Live in Heighbor ood O
'\~'" 

19 \l~4' 
:.'""'\:---------~---_________________ __.J 

1', '," 

Victim Has More Than 
Four Supporters 

r---r\----------~~~;---------------------------~ 

6;\" 
L.l 39 37 

/" \ 
1.1 

----,-------.,;/"" ~, 
*Boxes :indic£e that differences are s~illicant at t~6 . 05 '~evel or better by two
tailed te{ts. Although the ,data ha~J'been ,grouped foi presentation. statistical tests 
were "9-Y...iforrned on the data~its~~~9£~:inuous fonn. , 
/'t,;o, '/// 
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Neighborhood Difference in Support Patterns 

• Fordham and Flushing residents had more 
and smaller support. networks than 
residents. 

homogen,eous 
Park E?lope 

One question in this study was' whether victims' 

ability to obtain support from individuals varies 

according to the victim's oneighborhood ~ That is, ,are pat terns 

support seeking and sources of infcirmal support affected by 
,:" 

" the affluence, crime rates, and residential 
'~ 

stability 6f the 

victim's neighborhood? The following secti6n examines support 
·2· , 

~ ~ ~J 

from individuals in Flushing, a high income" Jow crime area 0 in 

which the average length of residence was re,latively long (9% 

in neighborhood for less than a year and 5,7% for "more than 5 

years); Park Slope, a mix~d income, moderate crime area in 

which the average leng!:;h o( residence was rfrelativelY short (16% 
,\. 

ip neighborhood for le~s than a year and 42~ for more ~than 5 
, \\ '. 

years) ; and Fordham, a low income, high cr~\me neighborhood in 

irlhich the average length of residence was also relatively s.q;ort 

(~4% in neighborhood for less than a year and 42% for more than 

5 years). 

As Table shows, signific,ant "diff<.;rences in 

characteristics ,of support networks try neighborhood did 
(1,'; 

emer'ge, • In poth Fordham and fl;ushing "a greate,r p,r,pportion of 
t) 

victim$ had homogeneous support networks compared to Park 

Slope. That is, s1)ppo'rt networks were more often comprised 

o 

: () 

Q ' 

i 
i 

i r~ 
I 

::-; 

, . 
, ... _ .• .,...._~ "", •• ,r~r,",_~".,..,,~="t"¥~~,,~~t!I:".=.:;:·:.x,~'>I:T~"""~~""" __ ~·"'~"',,_.: • 
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solely of individual~ who were blood ielatives, who lived in 

the victim's neighborhood, whom the vic~im had known for once 

year, or 
') "'. 

longer, and/ or' whom the victim saw at least once a 
()" ~ . 

~f.s-, 
more often had :~more week. In contrast, Park S16pe victims 

hetergeneous support networks, includIng :bnd i viduals not 
.c;. ;J" _;; ti ~.~ " ., 

related to th~ victim, in~ividuals who fl'~'si,dr7B~? outside of the 

victim's neighborhood, and/or individuals whom the victims had 

know for less than one year. Relat'{Ve t'o victims in the other 
'" 

two neighborhoods, victi'ms in 8ark Slope relied less on persons 

,with whom they had dIose ties defined in'terms of blood, 
~ 

propinquity, length of association and frequency of contact. 

For example, a young, single, burglary victim in Park Slope, 

who had only moved to New York recently, came home to find her 
" 

apartment ransacked. ~l~~he sa id , "I'm, from a stiburb of 
,j:l 

Wa s hi n gt on " D. C • A burglary was the farthest form my 
':;.1'", 

mind. First I thought my roommate had ha~ a fight with someone 
'" 

and started throwing th~ngs. Then I realized we'd been 
;),9 

burglarized so I c'alled the landlord." He called the police 

and sent a carpenter to repair the locks and door frame. 

Although the victim ~cknowledged the landlord's help, she was 

angry at him. There had been burglary in the building the day 

before and he had not told her. 'When her roommate returned, 

"she told her whc:1t had happened. Her roommate reacted with 

intens'e fear and "it only made things worse"" She called 

another girl friend, whon;, she had met recently, and arranged to 
G 

stay at her c:1partment in: Manhattan for the night. Before she 

4 " r &' ~J tp .~,~ ~ __ ----=-o,,-' _ _ ~====--'~~= .. ;,.== '>'",,==-=-~,~=-~::::::;:--:;-~:.:: \.,. 

';.; • .0 
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left th(~ apartment a friend dropped by and she told him what 

" It was good he was there," she said. A few days 

1 atershe talked about the incident with a t:";heighbol"1i who told 

her about Federal Crime Insurance, which she applied for 

immediately. Because her parents did not like where she was 

1 ivrng, she hesitated calling them. When she did tell 'them 
\i 

-
apout the burglary ,~ few weeks later, they took the opp,ortuni ty 

to pressure her to move. 
'.:) 

Park Slope residents differed from " residents of 

Fordham and Flushing also in terms of the extensiveness of 
" 

their support networks. IbA lar"'ge:p proportip'n of victims in Park 
1.1 ' 

Slope reported receiving s~pport fro~ four or more individuals 
-' u,' 

,than in Fordham or Flushing'. 

G ~ 

The 'si~ilarities between Fordham and Flushirig 

proportions of victims with homogeneous support. networks 

and §marler support networks --are surprising given that the 

residents of the two neighborhoods are so different. 

4.6, however, 

characteristics 

shows 
/j 

that 
,;) 

seve'ra1 distinct 

were 'assoc'1,:;atea °Wi th'y':' ho~ogenous 
TJ Ii 0 

and 
" 

T,~ble 

victim 

small 

support networks. Some of these bharacteristics were more 

predomin~a.ntl\ among Fordham victims, and others amqpg Flushing 
"'" II 

victims. Sociq'economic cjlaracteristics were 011e set of factors 
1\ ' , 

that differentia~ed victims with homogeneous and small support 
= 

II 
'" 

networks: Le~s education, unemployment, lack of a telephone~ 
(I l' 

1 @ 

I 

'>"~,' I' 
~ . 

.® 

" 

, ' 
'\"11 

TABLE 4.6 

CHARACTERISTICS ASSOCIATED WITH MAKE-UP AND 
,; SIZE OF SUPPORT NETI.JORKS 

., " 

Vict;im Characterisl:ics 
" \, , 

Education l ,) 
Did not graduat,e 
high' school 
High school graduate 

Empoyment Status 
Not employed 
Employed 

Has Telephone 
No 

. Yes 

Time in ,Neighbor~ood 
, Less than 1 year 

1 to 5 years 
More than 5 years 

Rl ' . N'hb li d e at~ves ~n ,e~g orhoo 
None 
One or two 
Three or more 

Age 
Under 50 
50

li

to 64 
65 and over 

Ethnicity 
Hispanic 
Black 
White 

Pr()portion of Victims with: 
Locally-Bas~d Kin-Based 

Support,Network Support Network 

137% I * 
26 oc 

f39l0 
~ 

f47l, 
~ 

[[]

5, " 
25 
39 

o[ r,l I '0 57 

29 
39 
28 

41 
25 
30 

Q 
W 

12 
17 

12 
14 
19 

13 
20 
26 

11 ffiJ,2 Ii 24 
:i 31 

rnJ
28' 

'f~') , 14 
s: ,14' 

" JJ 

3 or Fewer in" 
Support Network 

[ 51% I 
33 ' 

r:-;l 
liU 
f48l 
~. 

39 
33 
43 

"39 
38 
35 

QI]4, ' 50 
48 

00,

9 
39 
35 

il$axes :indicate that dif~Erences are "significant at the .05 level or better by ~
tailed tests. Although the data has been 'grouped for presentation, statistical tests 
were performed 0I'l. the data. in its continuous fom. . o. 

o 

6 

r~ 
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and Hispanic ethnicity were all posii2ively re"Jated"to 

kin-based, locally-based, and/or 
" 

less extensive support 

networks:'-:fi' O These- characteristics were most common among 

victims livipg in Fordham. These findings reinforce the 
" 

result\ o( numerous other studies that have described certain 

minori tl\}' groups, the unemployed, the less educated and the. less 
-;:-f 

affluen~ as having social ties that are restricted to th~ir 
~, 

, II local a~ea and/or to relatives (Gans, 1962; Nuttal, 1979; 
I' 

Keller,i\?68; Sut'tles, 1968). For example, a Hispanic woman 

from the\ Brohx was robbed on the street o~ $100 by thre~ men. 

·Sh·e escape~d unhurt. 1\ When she reached home 6, she ca1J!~d her" 

daughter who lived in the same apartment building. Her 

daughter came over and calmed her mother down. The victim th~n 

called her brother, who lived in the' same ineighborH'bod. He ' 

accompanied her to the police station to report the incident. 

Later that evening, the victim called her sister, who also lived 
I, 

in her neighborhoo&. Her sister loahed her money to hel~ make 

up for the money that was stolen. 

Neighbo,rhood and social network ties also 

diff~rentiated victims wi tl) homogeneous and small suppo,rt 
I /}/ •• ~; .~. ~ 

networ,ks. Longer residence in the neighborhood, more relat:i:'Ves" 
/ 

in the. ',neighborhO'od ,}'lere posi tiyely related to having 

locally~based support networks. These characteristics were' 

more common among victims in Fordham than in Park Siope, but 

were most predominent among Flushing victims. Elderly victims 

o 

r ~: 
il I 

I 

,~ 
I 
I 

" 
,~"" 

o v 

Ij 

'® 
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who more often had,;,,,,,kin-based, ~ less ex't-ensi ve support networks 
I 

than younger victim~1 comprised a larg~r portion of respondents 

in Flushing than in \the other two neighborhoods. A 68-year-old 

Queens woman was kn9:rked down and seriously injur~d during a 

purse-snatching inc1~dent. She was hellbed by a school crossing 

guard who called an I~mbulance. Av neighborhood, friend, whom she 
i: 

was on her way to me~t, saw the purse snatching and accompanied 
II 

the victim to the hq6pital. The friend notified the woman's 
I' 

brother. 

was released 

He visi~ed his sister 
II , i 

did he~ shopping and 

in the hospital, and once she 

acted as her escort. The 
:1 

victim said that her friend called frequently to see how she 

was. 

The greater' number of victims with smaller, 

homogeneous support 

to be explained by 

networks fn Fordham anduFlushing~seems 

the greater concentration of lower I, 

status people in Fordham and by c';.::st,j·onger 
, -:..:~' .""; 

sO'cioecolnomic 

ne~ghborhopd ties ~nd,!a greater concentration of 

in Flushing. 

Did Victims Get the Help they Needecl? 

o 

(;0 

older 

) 

people 

~~~ )1 

• Victims .:rreceived in general °the rlon .... skilled\:aid tJ'lat 
friend'S 'a~d relatives could providec~such as 

~~,b,~by~i;;,tti, j, and help shopping>, but did ·'not recetve 
~Ot'F§kil~~? p'. sU;~ 0 as ~e~~~ c .aqvibe , counseling, 

repaJltrs ,'and flnanclal ,asslstance. 
i'" . ~ " (;'; 

• Lowei~('1i,~.socioeconomic status victims were less like, .. ,ly 
to r'~~ei ve all th. e help the n d d y ee e •. 

fJ 

~.' (j 

1/ 
,; 

II 

II 
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We "have 

130urces 

knew, '" some 

\J 

II 
" l\ 

o ~~.. ~~ . 

seel}t<~t;h<:lt fictirns 
e !~ JI" ' 
almi)st all 

Ii 

receIve., 'help a variety fr·om 
t:.> ~ 

they receive aisl c from people 

from pOlice and fewe-r from, service 
" ~ (I 

,5; r;:, I)') 

.s)rgan j,zatio'hs~ 
. . ~ 

I,p" "this' section, .we ex"amine whether' victims 
Vl~ (J., 'If:; . $J 

a:ssistance and whe~her certain groups~ had 
j' ~ 

more diffJculFY getting;;' th~e aio tney needed. 

Table 
,~ j) 

proportion " of v,ictims who s,hows 
,\, 

~:,.; ,~ ~r:.'b .' 
received various ;forms'~ df oassistance. The table shows" ,,' "" 

(; if, ,,~1~, "P {) t " G? 
that victims more oft~l1 rec~~,ived c?assista~ce(:; that" could be , f!' 

i.r '''" <.\ ,:~~. c:\p, {i· . 'J ,0 ~ 
, ",p~OVi~ed .bY. relati,ve~ ,~~f"7~lua~n~a~ees: .{ §luch ,as ~ ,obabysi t~j;ng, 

help", shoppl.ng and rldeS}~han "profes,sl"onaL ty'pe~, of assis,tan6e! 
t ,;, -'.! (; -;- I> • :",! 1) 1 0 \;, 

",,, ') fr;. iend S . and relatives' 

"coulct, not be'!e~;pec,ted ~o 'prOV~Q e ~I ~o!t: exanfpl ep" although only", 
•. r c, 

11v% ,\:~bf th~~' s'ampl'ef~wan'ted~~ither,Q ~~'gal,' advi@~e 'and Q 10% 
"11 '.;1 " V ~., °0 "CJ 

. (/" (),' , 

couns'eling, these'were the,;least likel,..:y needs to be met. 
o 
\i c: r::) ;:;.:1 ,_ 

Sixty-six percent of needing 
~ 

leg,a.l advioe and 69% 
. t)" 0 

~needingQ counsel5;I1g;"" said "t~heY' did not receive the'needed 
a o 

e, assistance. U Victims' also ,seldom received other 't,ype,s,pf 
.. ,;!,~ ,~? 

services that" 'their fr"j.~nds 'c:r relatives would ,be less l:i;J{71~~ 
,I -, ~k-~. 

o 
.,to provide, sucq as,changing lock"s, repairs,o.rloaning mO~;,ey. 

" Q" " \\ 
These results refl eot thefi'bdlng th'at "Il\ost victtfpssotight hel,p' 

"I -::; 

frolJl' people,j:.hey knew) but fews9ugh'~ ", help fro~l1 'servioe 

() 'or.ganizations. 
o 0 

o o o 

c.' 

o 

,;i 

o 

" 0 

@ 
,l 

TABLE 4.7 

PERCENTAGE OF VICTIMS THAT DID NOT RECEIVE HELP ON EACH ITEM 
(Ordered by frequency of request) 

Locks' 
~~" 

Borro" MO~) . ' 
~, 

,1' a 

Stay w~th Victim 

.8 

Rid.e o o 
(f 
I' 

S'OIlleOtie to Watch Home 

Help' Getting to"Doctor or Hospital 

Legal Assistance 

Escort 
a 

'I) 

"'COUUS el1ing 

Babysitting 

Q 

Number Requesting 
Help 

107 

73 

57 

5Q 

31 

31 

29 

GO 
28 

"26' 

22 

o 

I':::'::; 

" 

Percent Not 
Receiving Help 

33 

30 ' 

'14 

37 

13 
"0 

I' 

39 

10 

21 

69" 

G 

'-- ..;;..-- ----- -.,. -..: -- -- ------ ... :""' ....... - .. "-,.,.'------ -.,::- --- -~~- --- -..,..: ;..----:- ---,'"-jJ---- --- --
~ 0 <D .:1 ,,' II, 16D"~ 

% Not Receiving Any B:~lp Request,~d (e 

1;:,,, (J 

% Not Receiving At Least 1 Kind of 
Help Reques,ted ' co 

\\ 
'1\ 

II" 

'\ 

41% 
o 

o 

o 

c 

q 



o 

,\ri : 

.' 0-

-", 

o , 
- -- --- -- ~~-------------~----:----......--~-----------------o;::----....,..----- -------------- ---

1.1 

-1]1,-
" 

time, victims' Over need assistance abateO. 
" It' - . 

Fewer victims needed help at the time of the' fOl1'J1'~~1JP 
::; l(f 

inter'view than at the ini ~;ial interview (Tabl~ -D 4.,8) ~·I ~New 

locks or lock repairs remained the mo~t' 9." frequent /f~rm of 
1:" 

/~ 

.' assistance 'needed1 followed by borrowing. money, rides';'~P hafvin~ 
,. (i ~, . I), 0 .. {.'/ i' """l' 

someone ke'ep an eye on their residence, .~pnd having l~omeon'e stay\\ 

Oth'er types of assistange victim'SWe1'7~ as.ked about ":, ; 
I,. _-11,\ 

with them. 
. 7 ". 

were ne.eded by less than 10% of respondents at ithetime of the 

, ':Ol:lOW-U P • " . II' , 
I . ~ .. 

, ~'" '" 
A pr,inc:ipal q1?,\jecttve of the stu~11 was to find out" 

-j'" 

not getting the ,;{ssistance they. needed (,I 

,y \r.. 
whether victims 

J' 

,through either formal or infonmal
c
' sOl;lrc;es. To look at tr~is, an 

~( , ij) 

,index was constructed ~onsisting of the numb~~ of sepa~ate 

forms of assistance vic,tims' ,needed, but faile,p to get. 

(,r,' C 

,)~ ,), 

Not .surprisingly, the 

Ij 

dat.a' in 
~' -;r 

n 
\\ 

Table show 
, 

that 

had fewer 

unmet need'iS than other victi.ms. 0 Victims wi thlarg'er social 
c> 

network's', longer' time c in the neighborhood, ,.a greate.rnumber 
8 0 . '. ., 

relatives. 
. ", ~. .' . 

in t~,e nei~J1borhood, and ::,t'~elj.ng a part of 

"neighborhood Were 
,> ," f) '~~ 

o needed. 

'': 

\\ more 
I~. 

o 

get the assistance 
CJ 

o Q 

Q 

o 

of 

the 
o 

they 

rJ 

C) 

I 
[ 

cQ l) 

o 

II 

o 

TABLE 4.8 

TYPES OF HELP VICTIl1S NEEDED OVER' Tum"l, 

Locks/Repairs 

Borrow Moqey_ 

Stay with Victim' .:> 

Ride 

Someone to ~atch Home 

Help Getting to 
Doctor /Hospital. 

Help"Shoppi~g 

Legal Assistance 
jJ' 

Place to Stay; 

Counselling 

Escort 

Babysitting. 

Percentage of Victims Needing As'sistance: 

" Initial Interview 
(2 Weeks) 

42% 

26 

20 

20 

20 

12 

11 

,. 9 

10 

10" 

12 

~ 8 

/! 

Follow-up "Interview 
(4 Months) 

;; 
/I 

ii 
; II 

II 
II 
II 
" 

"I::) 
I, 
I 

30,% 

17 

11 

13 

'13 

5 

8 

8 

6 

7 
~ 

7 

4 

. ',';." 

*F~-r, compif:ison J?urposes, only victims who 1 d the 
follow-up ~nterv~e"l were i:p.cluded(n=182). C0nip ete 

·11 

\. 

" 
'J 

,,;, !~ 
';> ;; 

'I 

o 

o 

~. 

- .~ 

-172,," 

o 

_ 0 

"""'"*'*"~·~~~;!~A::~"=!.";!~~~!Z::;~::.::i'.::~~-:,_""";-4~~~~~_ .. _, ......... _.,.~,~., 

.... v', 

.,"'" 



o 

\ 

o 

TABLE 4.9 

FACTORS ASSOCIATED WITH VICTIMS' FAILURE TO 
RECEIVE ONE OR MORE TYPES OF NEEDED ASSISTANCE 

'" • ,,«j = " 
.' >: " Hean Numb-\~r%of Types of 

Help/Not ReC:~b'ved (R~p.ge 0- 8 ) 

~, 
I 

;' i 

m Soc'ioecor\omfc Status of Victim 

Personal Income 
";\ Les,s than $5,000 

if·' 

, $5,000, to ~15,OOO 
, ,';. I~ 

$l~JfOOO (~n4 over ,~ 
Education: " 

Did ',not \,graduat~ high school 

High school'graduate 
" '.1 

EmploYment Status; 
Not" Employed 

Employed 

, Neighb'orhood: 
Park Slope 

Fordham 

F14¢>hing 
"C '; 

Other Vdctim Characteristics 

:Age: 
Under 50 

.. 50 - 64 

# 65 and over""",-

S$,: 
Men 

Womep 

Ethnicity: 
Hispanic 

Black 

White 

P'f1:or Vitt;im: 
Y.es 

o 

& 1 j 

'! No" . 9~ 
\ , " 

,I ~ Grime~haracte:ristics 
O~'Efense Type : 

Violent Crilne 
" \'r::.~~ 

Property ~Crimeo 

Vic.tim/Off;pder ReJ,at~onship:· 
. Strangers '.' 

. Knew ~a'6h otheOr ~E%fore ,prime 

" t 

.d? -,;~ Q ~1' 

~' 

',":. .. 

,7:, . 
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i' ~" r/ ~ - {) \>1 f . 
lr 

l) j 
l & 

I., • 

,0 

0.72 
0.63 
0.80 

0.65 
0.78 

r-----,1 
0.94 

I' 

0.53 

0.45 
0.,90 

0.84 

0.78 
0.58 

, 0.7~ 

It:) '0 

0.70 
0.76 

0.82 
1.1.0 
0.52 

0.78 
1'0 0.67 

0".'69 

0.76 

rfi 

" Q 

o 

0'\ 

il 

~I 

TABLE 4.9(Continued) 

-,-----"--;--_-..:; -~" 

II 
\ 

\~~ 

\ Extent of Injury to 'V:ictim 

'\ :~;~:a~n~:t::::::d~OUght 
I, 

Financial Loss: 

\
Under $100 

flOO thru $499 

~~OO thru $999 
, 0$\000 and over ," 

Neighborhqod and Network Ties 
l 

Ad~;~in Household: 
~oo~more ' 

1 ' 
Number '~n Network: 

II ' 
Thre~ ,r less 

Four to\Six 
Seven antI, over 

o 

o 

Mean Number of Types of 
He±p Not Rec$"i'ved'i\, (Range rp II 8 ) 

0.80 
0:'65 

0.45 

~ ,- ' 
0.60 

0.93 

O~47 
,',[:' 

0.83 

0.8i' 

Q O. 67 

.~ 
,I' 

!(! 

iJ 

Time in Nef~~borhood: 

'LI0 

0.69 

0".56 ! 

Less t~~nrne year 
One to fiv~ years 

G \ 

Five· years and over 

Rel~,ti",e,S in N\KighborhOOd: 
" ::e or two ,,-

Three or more \ 

Victim Feels a Par,:tof Neighborhood 
Very much"' \' c 

Somew~f,t1'l ,,;\ ~ 
Not at~"al1." ' 

f.j 

i~. 

(> 

1. 3(j:, .') 

1.33 
0.94 

'[;0'-,',78 
0.83 
0.12 

0.49 

0.63 
1.17 

, 

! 
C:"~ 

,"\:, 1.\., 
";l\) 

1. Boxes ~dicatethat d.uferencesare s:tgnifilt at the ,.05 level or better byo 
. ~-tal.le9,; tests., Although the c:t:ta ;'has,heengrouped for presentati9l1, statistical 

tests" were performed on thedataml.ts continuous fonn- b ' , " . ,- . - -, . '. ~i( , .• 
0/ 
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" 
Victims with lower socioeconomic status had more 

difficulty getting their ne,eds met than II ~""" \ other 1 vfS'tims 
I: 10 '\, 

(Table 4.9). Specifically~ victims who were dnempIOye-~\ D 

and/or ;'"6'-'IIembers of ethnic minorities failed t"]' receive \ 

assistance more ',often than other victims. A 50 year-old Bronx 
'\~ <) () \' 

man had $60 and food stamps stolen during a robbery. For the 

victim, a public ~ssistance recipient, this constituted a majbc~ 

hardship. He, contacted public assistance, but the case worker 
" informed him that'once he had cashed his check ~here was little 

, , ". \$ 
The victim ~p,r.e9." attempted to borrow money from 

" """"'I) (\',':J' 'r' , (~ ~. cr \f'~ ,:0 

and his girl'l'r.iend~ "TqeY're both,living on tight 

she could do. 

his sister 

budgets. They couldn't help me." J! -':' Because the °victim's 

apartment keys "'. ~were ~lso stolen, he wanted to have his locks 

repl,~c'ed., "Ho\-lever, he ,0. was also unsuccessful in findin1g 
~~. . ,J 

"assfstance with this • . ,g: He used an extra set of keys he had 9;?d 

~,-~,qTiv'ed- ~~:;~ the thought\) that "his apartment might be burglafi iled 
~ °4' 

, '.. ./: at any time i' 

,." . / 
C" Tne neighborhood', victims lived in .is also lirela,ped to 

c "11 / 
their 8pility' to" obtain assistance. Victims wt,[O, ,;resided 

,r" " (, . ,I ' 

Fordham 

foll.owed bY 
,; 

respectively. 
·Be 

'I ' 

failing to get help wi th the nio"st items, 
'~ ~ 

reported 
o 

victims "in, 

'" Originally 

and Flushing in 
,) 

:' (" 

Pat·'k 
,/.1 

/' 

,Slope, 

it wa.s suspected th~t i:failure to 

receive help mi~ht be linked to the Ieekof divetf'seii. resource.S 
~~. " " . 1/' . \j ~ , 

q- ,) ':"'.: • f) '. . Ii '_ ,"~(.-, . 

in the 10cCJl and ki.nship-cbased support networ~i9f many ,Fordham' 
o ,'~ '" " /l Q 

resid Edi"'£;s (Gr anovet tel" '.0 ... ,... /;Warr en, and", .. ) . 
",'. 

! 

;l' 

"," 

o 

~\ 

'\ 
I',' 

, II 

~ _. p."" ....... , ... ",~ ,-,'~' "' •• ,_ .... "~~-~,, .' ••• 

d~ 

-176.., 

,,'I 
~, 

.{/ 
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Howevelj', when kinship . .and local ties of victims in each of the 

three, areas" were taken into account, the differences remained 
D 

among neighborhoods iri failure ~=to 
il 1\ II 

receive as.sistance. 
1\ II 

TherefoTe, kin~3hip or 16\\al based support systems are not 

.... responsible folf Fordham a'~_j,-;o Flushing victims' ~ailure to 
".' , f . J receive asslsJance. But When other victim characteristics 

(employment, edUcation, and ethnicity) 
~ 

were',i introduced, the 

difference between neighborhoods was no longer significant. It 

appears that 'soc ioeconomic status rather than homogeneity of 

~ support~networks was primarily responsible 
,;:1 

for the greater 
I) 

number of unmet needs of victims in Fordham. 

The finding 

the number of 

assistance with 

that socioeconomic sta,tus was 

different 

is ,. not 

needs victims 

surprising 

fail~d 

given 

related to 

to receive ., ~. 

the' greater 

crime-related problems that lower socioe.conomic status victims 
P • t 

had and the fewer individuals who lent them assi~tance~c 
- .~~~-

. (There was a "strong negative correlation (r=.14, <~05) 
'i ~, 

between 
, Q. -;;l ~ 

numbers of suppart~rs "and thEfenumber6~t~\"needsvictims failed to 
. '~., ~ 

Ipd,eed, the differe~ih~s' that resulted from 
~r, 

get 
. 

h,elp with). 

soc~oeconomic ,status might have been more pro'nounced had it' not: 0.' 

~' -:> 

. ~. . 

beeP for th,.fact that lower socloeconomic status vlcti~s m'ade 
r( 

greater of organ~~ations in s~eiing to recover 
~' • g 

use services 

from the e,ffects of tqecrim~. 
~ ~'I 

\\11 

<', 

.' - .. ~---.-.,~~-<--~,~-,~, ... --
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~J . 

--=~=~~ ~~b~eQf:01~e=r:eported fewer i terns that they 
; t> b " 

with. The ability' of former victims to get the help they 
j) ~ 

'needed ma~ be attribu£able, in part, to their greater use of 

si¥rvice organizations. 

DISCUSSION 

This c.,hapter focused on" victims' needs for assistance 

. and whether ~they were able to ~ely on'" the police ,"~ service 
i' 

organizations, and individuals for the support they required to~ 
<:// 

help them Ithrough this crisis. Our analysis indicated that 

most victims" required some type of c:lssistande and that few 

, dealt with the a.ftermath of c.riminaI vidtirnization aJ:bne • 
. R 

Since few victims were f.ound;, to useagencyse~'vices 
i {} ~ 

(except "for the initial conitact wit'h·'the police~,' most 

victims were helI;>,ed by non-professionals. The most important 
'\ 
" 

source of ,support info~rnal ti~:;;. Friends, 

rela,tives, and acquaintances were "the primary pr~viders of most 

erpptional suPP?rt, financial' asslst~nce, and other types of 

o 

'7\ , 

u' 

o 

.,:J' 

\\ !l -178-

practical services. Similar to findings of other studies 

concerning .help seeking b~havior, 

" m~mbers, of their existing social 

Al though these individual; played a 

most victims relied on 

networks for 8,ssistance. 

major role, 
'~ 

nonii-.'l1etwork 
~;;:{() 

me~bers were also an important sourc&Qof sUPPQft. 

h~lping victims 

to "support the 

by making information 

available to the public 9P how to help victims and by having 

service agencies provide the kinds of assi'~tance that place the 

most burden on victims' informal ~ies • 
fr 

,',\' 

In generaJ?!, supporters were succeSsful in providing 

victims with the help they needed. However, vict:Lms with 

require greater 

.~,;. ,', 

V 

'- ---.. --

o 
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" 
~ystem~ and fewer" supporter~~ this did not appear to effect the 

ti" .~, 

amount '\of' help they ~ece~~ed. In certain cir'cuIl!stances, 

therefore, the ~uality of relat~onshipa (indicated by kin and 
o 

strong local tie~) may make up" for t'h,e quanti ty of supporters. 
\::\' I) ': c: 

""" 

The types of assistari~i'e vidtimsl'eceived 1h:mld be 

only partially' l' d b victims ' It· h' to the exp alne ,." y re a~ns lP if?'" 

supporter. As gfmtght be e:lCpected~:~:friends,' ";~lati ve::{'; and 
() 

network members most often provided emotionai support and 
1.) 

long-term assistance) and landlords' help with repairs~ 

o 

However, relationship was not an important factor "in 
,!) 

determining who stayed ',with victims •. or whether financial 

assistance or practical services were provided. 
Q a 

Our ~data suggest that there is an important role for 

service organiz~tions to play in aiding crime victims. 
".:,:,t 

The typeS of services that organizations are best"able to 

proviae include both those most requested by victims (such as, 
-
o 

help with locks and repairs and financial assistance~ and those 

that'17 victims in our sample were least likelj t~receive (suoh 
~" . 

o 
~ 

as, '\ legal advice or counseling). . ··Morever; ec~nomic~lly 

who. appear to feel the impact of crime disadvantaged" victims, 
Co df \'f"" 

most severOly, hav·7e difficulty getting .all of their 
~ ~ 0 " . 

individuals alon~: The. Ji·aot. th;1most "~iotiI!)S w,ho 

of the ~vailability .of services f~om organ~zations 

need's mef' by 

were aware 

sought such 

(t) 

---- - -- ---~-Y-,.o;~- ----

a 
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assistance suggest& that, with appropri~te publiCity, service 

organizations could expeqt to aid substantial numbers of 

victims. .-

o 

::-! 

Q 

\~ 

o 

~., 

o 
-.3" 

o . 

, 
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CHAPTER IV - FOOTNOTES-
,) 

1. An analysis of "variance was perfor~ed on these factors. The 
zero order association between neighborhood and.failure to 
receive assistance produced an{eta of .15. Wh"en kin and 
local support variables were introduced, eti remained at 
.15. H6wever, with the introduction of other covariates 
(emploYment, educ?tionand ethnicity), eta ,dropped to .09 
and th~ relationshl'p between n,~ighborhood' and fa,ilure to, 
receive assistance was no;longer significant. 

',::: 

," 

(j 

(l 

\l 

" 

---ri':-~---
- --~--~--------~~~--

If 

o 

V 

READJUSTMENt AFTER VICTIMIZATIOif 

.Few longitudinal studies have been conducted that 

have examined readjustment among victims of criminal 
si)' ," 

have been cOnducted have victimization. Those studies that 

been largel,YJ,,"confined to victims of rape (e.g.'-},)'Burgess and 
:;, (I 

Holmstrom, 1974; 1978; Kilpatrick, Veronen, and'Re'snick, 1979). 

over the months following 
': 

victimization,emotional distress diminishes considerably, but 
" '\\' 

that victims may not ha;e fully recovered even years later. 

This 
l' t.ib '\1 ,_ 

section discusses adjUstm~nt of 182 robbery, ~ssault, and 

burglary victims . from the 
a 

,if' 

timea of the initial interview 

(conducted 2 - 3. weeks after victimization) to the tim,J of the 

follow-up interview(conduct~d approxifua~ely four months after 

victimization). It e~amineg the ex~en~ to which victims 

recover and return to no'rmal£:,uncti'oning,; the groups of victims 
Ji' :,\ .:,9 '-';, " 

who adiust less well tha.n pthers; and the role of social 

Qsupport in °th~ recovery process. The fit~t section will 

,iamine changes in problems between the initial and follow-up '} (:' '-J-.! '. 

in"Ferviews ~ The second section wi,ll examine changes in fear of , " . "" JJ" " 
crime over time and '. changes in the pr"ecaut*ons victims take. 
,. 
Finally, we 'will look at changes in the scores on the Affect 

'1 

Ba~,ance Scale and the effe,cts of the i.ncident on the, victim 's 

general !Sense of trust in people 

,.,'.' 

11 > 
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Crime-Related Problems 

• Four'mon'thsafter the crime "victims' problems ha<;i 
declined substantially, but many victiws still had 
ongoing problems. 

" ,." '~ 

• Although victims of violent crimes had more pr'bblems 
at the time of the int tial interview than burglal~y 
victims',"- four months after t,he incident, differences 
had disappeared. " 0 

• Victims with lower incomes, less education and from 
poorer neigh~prhoods, ,';j and minority group members 
still had mor'e problems than other v'ictims four " 

• 

months later. 

People with more supporters 
"agencies did not adjusi~ better. 

and those whowent~ t,g 
~ 

• Those who received a;Ll the help they needed had fewer 
problems af~~~ fou~ months. 

By the time of the follow-up four months 

after the crime, all categories of crime-relatec}'c "~problems ,. . 1111 

had declined sUbstanti%J;?y. Table ,! 5.1 '. shows p;~,oblems with 

daily routine, problems resulting ,from pro'party b~ing stolen, 

and di,fficul ty sleeping remained the m.ost common proplelhs at 

the time of the second interview. But roughly balf ,of the 

people who reported thesoe,o probleIlls on the first. interview no 

10nger,conside~e~t ,;,them a problem. Mean scores on the composite 
"I .:. ,j 

problem index dec,~ined'5.from 5.66 on the ,fIrst interview, ;to 2.35 
~ ~ .,\ \1 

on the second (t'~ -15.64, df = 181, p< .• OO1), a score roughly 

equivalent to one 'major' or two 'minor"", problems for each,". 

(j 

TABLE 5.1 

VIC~S' REPORTS OF PROBLEMS: FIRST }1.JD SECOND INTERVIEWS COMPARED 

o 

() 

" Movement 

Medical Expenses 

Property Stolen 

Property DaTJ1aged 

Initial*'k 
Follow-up 

Initia1*~" 
Follow-up 

~Initia1** 
Follow-up 

Initia1;',* 
Follow-up 

Initia1*"" 
:i FoJ-low-up 

Prqblems with Employer Initia1*"\
Follow-up 

i 
/1 

Lost Income 

Lost.Job 

n 

Daily Routine 

Family/Friends 

Sleep 

Fear Harrassment* 

Other* 

Initial'1,* 
Follow-up 

Ini tial;~~~ 
Follow-up 

Initia1*"r, 
Fo~!low-up 

Ini t ia1 ;';'1, 
Follow-up 

Initial** 
Follow-up 

Initial** 
Follow-up 

Initial.""*' 
Follow-up 

" 

Major 

8% 
1% 

5% 
0% 

3% 
1% 

41% 
12% 

14% 
3% 

20/ 
,0 

1% 

8% 
2% 

0% 
0% 

41% 
15% 

11% 
1% 

32% 
7% 

15% 
, 7% 

30% 
38% 

Minor 

8 
5 

3 
3 

2 
2 

27 
18 

14 
5 

. '1 
O· 

,...r;c. 
,'I 5 

1 

o 
o 

23 
21 

14 
, 4 

2';0/ 
16 

None 

84 
94 

92 
97 

'D .95 
97 

32 
70 

72 
92 

97 
99 

87 
97 

100 
100 

'" 36 
64 

is 
9,5 

~" 41 
77 

Total 

100% (191) 
100% 

100% (187) 
100% 

100% (190) 
100% 

100% (187) 
100% 

100% (191) 
100% 

100% (192) 
100% 

100% (192) 
100% '/ 

100% (189) 
100% 

100% (189) 
1-00% 

100% (18:9J~ 
100% 

,.'..0~ 

100% (188)" 
100% 

;;:;~ 

85 c, 100% (191) 
93 UOO% ".\ 

,70 
62 

100% (176) 
100% 

*For thes~ ,probh~ms ~ victims were not asked· to give a 'Jnajo~' or 
rating. C\: . 

'minor' 

,'~ 

\~ i. (?'';:;1; ,/ 

~b\-Percentages differ slightly from'" those reportedj.n 
they ar7. b~~e~Glon onlythos~J victims who responded 

'=-'ifj",3 second J.ntervJ.ews. 

Chapter 3 because; 
to both first a,nd 
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Althouh re~brts of crime-r'e1ated problems declined 

over tIme for alI sub-groups examined, groups ~ho had more 

serious problems at the time of the initial intervie~ had a 

harder time adjusting than others. Figure 5.2 sho~s the 
o 

change ~~ ~he problem index over time for those groups 90f 

victims" who "had significantly higher scores than other$ on the 

initial interview~vidtims of violent crimes, victi~s who were 
L" '~--:-"3\ 

cJ ~, 

inJured, victims who were less educated, v..ictci:ms who had lower 
-(~ '~; . 

incomes, victims who' were members of ethnicm1norities. 

Although respondents who were victims of viplent crimes and 

those who knew the offender prior to victimiza'bion repor'ted"a 'j 

greater magnitude of problems initially, they also showed ~ 
,~> 

greater decline in problems over time. Thus, four months'a:r~e,!'" 
\) )J 

the crime 
fl ,,' _ l,.S' 

victims who knew the criminal and thos~ who d'idnot 

differ significantly in the magn,1tude 
,<j 

of 
.-::;~.8 

problems they 
-,\ 

reported. Victims of violent' crimes did not ~iffer from 

victims of ,burglary by the time of the final interview. 

the 

injured registe~ e;reat'er ,scores on 

bl . d th' . t· I . 't --.. 'b t h d proem 1.n ex on e1n1. 1.a 1.n erv1.ew, u s owe a 

Victims who were 

greater reduction in 

" non-injuretl victims. 

time to relative problems 
o 

There remained~ however, a sigriificanto 
II 

difference in magnitude of reported prOblems b~tween injured 
" ' .. ~ 

Q 

and non-injured victims four, months after thec~ime~ A female 
" 

victim from Park Slope illustra£ed this pattern. Her ankle 
('tl 

was f~j~red in ~ ~pbbery and attempted rape. The ankle became 

o r; 

o 

"" "rf/I~' r". ¢-<:' 

(t, 
"\:'.' .. 
o 

- 1\ 

FIGURE 5.2, 

. ' CHANGES IN EiITENT OF vrC'I'lM&t l?ROBIDiS OVER TOO ACOORDJ;NG TO vicrJM/OFFENDER 
RElATIONSHIP, lNJURY, lNCXM:;, EJXTCATlON, 'NEIGHBORHOOD, 

ETHNICTI'Y, "AND 'lYPE OF OFFENSE <il, 
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(Continued) 
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" 
iJ badly infeeted and she couldn't wa~k on it. 

As a reSult, she 
was ~+ 'J 

unable to perform her 
a, restaurant hostess. job as 

Al though she reported that her empl.oyer was sympathetic at " 

first, he even bf'€I1 ly let her' go. " She was still out of work 

when i~terviewed the sec6nd time. 

C • A :different pattern in problems over time, is eo' 

evident 
.~ , '»0 to ~. 1 

the SOCioeconomic indicators of education, 

income, neighborhood, and etbqicity. 
Not only did lower 

SOcioeconomic status victims repo~t moie extensive problems on 
n 

the initial interview, Q,ut the gap betwe'~;n these v::ictims and ,,~ -

more affluent victims o~ tJle problem index was ,,!S large, at the 

time of the final interview ,as i tlhad been at th"E/ time of "the 
() 0", 

initi~l interview. In f~ct th,~e was even a larger difference 
:; "J " . '" 

f. '5-"I' in oproblems accord:i"ng to income" groups four months follOWing 

" \\ . 0 

the crime than th~re had been two weeks after the cri~~. 
Thus, 

at the t~me of thea follow-up in~erview(j' significant differences 

inth~magni tu~ e .of reported probiems remaineg ;ccording to 
o n y" 

income, education level , neighborho&d, and ethnici ty (See~ 
Figur~ 5.2). 8 -;.1, O. 0 

An example, of such a victim') was an elderly Bl,ack 
11 ' 0 

woman who lived .. in Fprdham and was burglarized four times in a 
Single week. 

The woman, who was l)egally disabled and liyedon 
0' '-: ".:.:6 
~-:t«l ~ . 

check 1. lo~{t all qer v1f~tXa1)les __ a . r:rs, /) " 
a me.J~~er social secur i ty 

~ . 0 Q ~\ , .", 

television, )"adios', '~nd a watch • 

had been ransacked. When 'J 

inter.viewedth;~ seconcP~ time, she 

'stitl had not. been able", to t e place most of the i tem.s. Toe 

Q " 

ti .i') 

\1 0 
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o 
woman, however, was coping emotionally with her sit~ation. 

thirlg that. most upset her was that " I can I t have fr~,ends oveT 

now ••• I have nothing wi~h which to entertain." 

,c) ., 

There' was some evidence that l?ocial support n~lped 

reduce the magnitude of crim~-related problems during the 
a 

follow-up period, but the relationship is not clear. The 

number of supporters victims had did not affett adjustment over 

t~me, as measured by the problem index (See Figure 5.3); no 
I .. 

significant differences in the problem index emerged by number 

of ~upporters either two weeks or four months after .the crime. 

There also were no differences in abatemen/t of crime-related 

over-time between the victims vInO sought help from 
-:~' .. ~~ 

organizations and those who did not (See Figure 5~3).· Victims 
o 

wno sought aSi~istance had .slightly (but not significantly) 

higher SOores on the probl~~. index both on the initial 

"interview .. and on the follow-up interview." But victims vlho 

received, "a, the, assl~;ance they needed jha~ significantly l~wer 
problem ySCOl"'rS aftero four months than those who ledid not 

!(.(: ~ \ (J 

r.ecei\~,.e'd;f al f~\needed services. 
\~:: 

groups of vict:im~ was roughly 

The problem~Jndex for these two;';-' 
0' /f" ~ I!? "',. 

equi~alent3ihiti~11y. These 

diff.erences "'sugg~st that support .should not beme"asured in 

terms of numberS"bf supporters but in terms of whether victims 

received th~ help they needed. Whether victims received the 

help they needed or not had more bearing on problems than " . 

number of suppopters. Most studies of networks anddcris{s find 

"~------------------~--------:'-.~~{ --~I";;';J;~~~-----------""'-----------
~ J~<: -
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a reI atio.nshi p between si ze of the suppor't system and outcome. 

Yet except for one group, su~h a relatizOflSchip did not emerge in 

thi s study. 0 (The 15 victims who repor,ted not needing any 

assistance registered t"he l'o,west magnitude of problems on both 
, ~ f)' 

follo_w-up interviews). It 'appearS that' ,.,\\P the in.i tial and 
J-S f,l9 

cr imina! victimi zation poses specifi;;·p~,obleITl'~~~t~o reaction to 

be addressed by,. the network of sUP~,ort and that, despite size, 
'\ 

if bhese needs are not met, probleo\,s persi st. The specificity 

of needs suggests that assistani~ ;to crime yictims through 

i'ormal organizations 'could signi(loantly bene,fi t victims' 
" 

adjustment process. 

" 

• Fear of crime 
inc.ident, but 
remained. 

0:",,". 

dec'line'd four" months after 
a $"ignificant res'~Fue,' of 

the 
fear 

.=Sy four months after, the crime no differences 
existe~ between men and women i~ fear df crime. 

• Higher"\~vef~",,9f fear o·f crime among lower 
~ocioeconomi'c?= s~'atus groups persisted e'{el1 four 

month~"",a--fter the crJ.me. 

• Victims with more social support had 
significantly less fe~r o~ crime four months 
later than those with less social support." 

", 
The increas~d fear of crime that followed 

victimization subsided substantially four months after the 

crime. 

t '~ 

! 

'/:, 

'i) 

I'J-
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" 

Scores on lhe fear of crime " (described index in Chapter 

a mean of l~~ 80 on the" ini tial intervie\'l to 1.30 

on the .follow-up interview (t= 4.84, df = 180, p<.Ol). 

Wom,en and long-term residents (respondents who had 
resided in their n,.,e. ighborhoods "fo.r tIt a eas 'five years) 

had' shown greater increases in f6'l ar of crime I~\ on the problem 
index shortly afiir victimization than men d' h t'~tY an "s or- erm 
residents. However, by the time of the follow-up interview, 

<] 

fear scores for men and W6~men and for ~,16ng':c ~nd short.-term 

residents were the same. 

.A different pattern in fear o,f crime emerged, 
ho~~ver, by socioeconomic gro~ps. The differences in fear 

of crime bet"e~n~icti~S Wh~ had 101!'=iocomes or who were less 

educated and vlctlms wlth hlgher i~cbm~~ or more education were 

just as large (in fact, by income, slightly larger) on the 

follow-up interview a~Dn the initial interview (by income, F 

(.1 , 161) = 3. 86 , p < • 05; b ye'd u cat ion, F (1, 1 77) :; 4. 02 , p < • 05) • 

A victim of attempted robbery 'l"n the elevator f h o er,apartment 

building said, on the second interivew, "Every day when I come 

home I get a horr~ble feeling. I don't know what I will face. 
(J ..:> 

The dange'r z0l!e is from the 10b9J' to my door. I'm still upset 
[J " 

and on my guard." The lo'hger iastin'g impact of crime on 

victims with low socioeconomicprofil~s reflected in the 
[) :~ fear 

of crime scales~ Ita was also not~d in regard to problems. 

----= 

1\ 
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There was some evidence that 'social 
(') 

support led to a 

lessening of respondents' fear of crime. Figure 5.4 shows 
'-C 

that victims who had three or more supporters showed' 

significantly less fear of crime at the time of the follow-up 

interview than victims who had two or fewer supporter~ even 
" 

though the two groups 01' respondents had not differed in fear 

of cr~me shortly after victimization. In other words, social 

SUppOl7,t appeared, during a four montl1 period, to counteract the 

heightened ,fear of crime that accompanied victimi zation. 

other measur~-!) of social' support, such as whether 

victims received all the assistance they needed, and 

whether they sought help fr6m an organization, were associated 

(although not statistically significantly) witb a reduction in 

'fear of crime. Victims who received all the assistance they 
" \\ 

needed had lower scores on the fear of crime index initially 
,~ q 1!1. 

tban persons who failed to get one or more forms of needed 

assistance. The differ"ence in fear of crime between these two 

'g-roups of victims was even greater at the time of the foillow-up 

interview, but still did not teach stati sti;,oal significance. 

(The 
~. 

15 victim$ who rep~rted not needing any 
~ 

forms of 

oassistance registered the lowes~ fear of crime on both initial 

and follow-up interviews.) 

6rganizations had slightly 

Victims who sought assistance from 
II 

~ ,:;; 

(but" not significantly) higher 

scores than other victims on the fear of crime index initially. 

o 

----------------------------------------------~--------------------------------~~---------~----~------~~ 

'n, n,.~'co.""""~'~''" 

,} 
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• I': 

By the time of the follow-up . t ' ln erview p victims who h(~d h • sou(5 t 
assistance and those who had not . lndistinguishable on the 

'of crime index. 

f j 

fear 

Unlike the problem index, the fear of orime was 
associated with the number of supporters: 

<; The more 
supporters, the greater the decrease in fear. 

Precautions 
--"-.-~~'=" 

• 

• 

Nearly all respondents wh9 
precaut~on$ after the crime were 
precautlons four months later. 

started to 
taking those 

take 
[flame 

More than half the victims 
precautions at the time of 

, 
,'I 

reported taking additional 
the follow-upi~ntervi~w. 

-- N 
1/ 

Although the increase . f J-
victimization 

ln ear of cr~:me th~c followed 

had subsided sUb,stantia11y by' tJe time of 

the follow-up interview, nearly all I t" respondents cPO lnued to 

take the extra precautions they had begun ai'ter J~. \' 
v~lci>'imi zatiori" 

Ninety-eight percent of those h f '~" .:! 
w 0 reported on' the ~nitial 

interview that, th~~Yu~,'ft·n':~ad b t ' 
_ II egun 0 check doors and windows ~efore 

going out'" still did so at the time of th,e fCiIIOW-U,~,;l.nt~~rWew. 
Eighty-five percent of those who had G =, 

,_, begun '"leaving lights, 

t~levision", or', radi~~' on when gOing out ,st.i,ll did so. Eighty 

percento of those""".,who had b~g . d" un aVOl lng p,articul ar areas ISJstiLl? 
did 

~-

And 95% of victims who had so. 
begun 1.3' taking other 

precautions (not going out ~lone at nig' ht, 
f< ~ "-' r i~ ing 0 in cabs at 

f) 

il 

il 

(i 

o 



oila:; ; lJ '\ _"; 

\' u; 

2.5 

2.0 

1.5 

1.0 

0.5 

o 

FIGtJRES.4 

. CHANGES "IN ~AR OF CRll1E, OVER 'l'll1E ACCX>RDlliG 'ID 
c':-:k~illII' OF,,~SOCIAL SUPPORT: fJ 

o 

2 or less 

3 OlflIDre 

2 4", 
Weeks M:mths 

2,.5 

2.0 
$ Q,) 
'C.;; S c 

,~t 1'.5 
u 
4-l 
o 1.0 

~ 
Q,) 0.5 
~ 

2 
Weeks 

\r::J 

l';lo 
Yes 

4 
:t-fonths 

------.--""-~--

-------- --~ -----

" 

-196-

,,' 

night, corning horne earlier," hiding valuablBs= or removing 

v~i~ablesfrom their residence, or no~ carrying valuables on 

the street) following victimization still did so four months 
,~ 

later. :.::;' 

" 
In the interval between the first interview about two 

weeks -tl after the crime and the follow-up interview four 

months later I!tore than' half the victiims had begul1, taking 
'\~\ 

additional precautions. Fifty-three percent reported 
=: 

;: 

(F(l, 176)=0. 83,n. s.) (F(1~177)=3.95,p<. 05) (F(1,179)gO.66,n. s.) (F(l, 180)=0. 00 ,n.~s.) additional behavioral precautions (not going out 
~ 

alone at 

II ... 
'-,I, 

:! 
5 

,\ 

Number of Supporters 
\1' 

2.5 

2.0 

, 1.5 
f1 

,.:' 

1.0 

o 0.5 
< <;~~ 

c3 
,J 

,'= 

;', 

Sought Agency Assistance 

1"" . ",," ", 
.~ ;._",,;' ..... /~; -, " 

,~,' ,')~~:.a, Didn't get 1+ types of help ,b ........ ~4 >~',:t \] /£~ Got all hE;lp needed, Q 

"/ " '0 Help ~t xleeded 
,.(/ 
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night, riding in cabs, and so forth), ",--"'~ahd 52% reported 

install ing'new locks on doqrs or windows. Thus, the measures 
>; 

stemming from heightened fear of crime persisted even after the 

o 

c 
fear· appeared to have subsided. One 71-year-old woman whose 

apartm'ent in Fordham - had been burglarized feared for her 

safety.s When interviewed-the second time, sha had, with the 

help of a social worker at a senior citizen's center,been 
o 

relocated to a new apartment. Although she reported feeling 

secure in her new horne; she nonetheless repQrted having an 

alarm installed, never carrying ,a purse when going out'" and not 
? ' 

. '!:' 

replacing 
\~) 

the jewelry that, had baen stolen for fear that it 

might be taken agatn. 
(\ 

't,'- ' 

o 

; 0 

4' 
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Affective Reaction 

• Scores on -the affect b:aJ.anc;::e scale four months aft-7e~r 
the incid ent indicated that victims' moods had 
improved. ~ 

• "'Those victims wi th two or few~r supporters did .not 
differ from those with more supporters on the affect 
balance scale either on the initial or the follow-up 
interviews. 

• c Although differences in the aff:ectbalance scores did 
exist initally among victims with fewer network 
m~mbe~s compared to the others, bi the time of the 
follow-up., no such d~lfe!:,\ences existed ~ 

, .,. ,I ,') 

In light of pr~Vious ~tudies, it was apticipate~ that 
c· ,{j '._ 

respon~ents' scores on the negative subScales of the ABS _ 
c::;;) , " 

particularly depression and anxiety 
J 

fll ' 't' .1[l t ·· o oWlng V1C lmlfa lone 
e? II 

(although less strong19) that scbres 
o ~ 

would 4ecrease in the 
-" months ''It was also antipipated 

pn the positive mood 

scales wo~id increase as time passed. 

shows that these expectations were 
'-'it 

the ., t'ollo,w-up 
0' . 

interview, confirmed. At the time of 

victirn~ scored Significantly lower ~onu \hr~e of the four 
.' 

'0l 0 negative mood sdal~s (Depression, Aniiety, an~ Hostility) than 

had at the tCime of the ini t1i""al i.nterview. t~e~ 
J' 

Only the. Gu"ilt 

~'tc_ale showed 1 it tIe .change over time. 
,(I 

Moreover:, at the time of 
~ 0 ". " 

the follow-up interview, victims sj}ored s:ignificantly higher on 

the positive subscales of thel'iABS'(.AfJfectldn., ContJ~ntment, Joy, 
. ~ ~ 

~ 2~ 
~fna 'V,igor) than they had at th.e time of the initial inte,}"v,iew. 

, .;;:':'J 
C"'~~~~~~'T -;;>!"""', ~"rF"~."'~-'''teI+_ .... ~~-:r-\ .. -' _..;........ ________ _ 

e' 
n. D 

o 

.. ) 

o 
(I" 

o 

Scale 

Joy 

Contentment 

.> () 

Vigor 

Affection 
C\ 

Anxiety 

"Depression 

Guilt 

Hostility 

. --.- -------~~---

o 

TABLE 5.5 

o ABS SCORES: ~~ . .'(i'::." 

FIRST AND SECOND INTERVIEWS~COMPAR?P""\ 
H ':. 

.~ 

Ini tialHean'ldl:' Fo 11oVl-Up Mean 

10.L, 

, 10.1 

11. 0 

12.2 

5.1 

4.3 

/! 
j)1I ;/ ! 

o 

/i 

12.7 

" 12.3 

12.4 

8.4 

5.5 

5.0 

3.4 ,. 

Significance 

t (105) = -4.93* 

t (105) = -4.48 

t (104) = -3.33 

t (104) = -3.31 n 

t (104) = 2.60 

[~ 

t (104) = 2.79 

t (104) = 0.36 

t (104) = 

o 

*Differences between initial and final scores are significant at the 
c • 05 level or better (two-tailed test) .. for all s~bscales except guilt. 

**Means differ slightly from those rej?)ort~Chapter 3 ~ecause they 
are based on only thpse victims who responCl.ed to both f~rst and \] '.1' 

"second interviews. qp, 
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o 

that 
'{D 

victimization produces 

both ~ suppresslon of positive moods and an augmentatioh 
;. 

o~ negative moods followed by a return to more positive and 

less negative" aff~ctive states. Whether .' the sample had 
',' o recovered completely by the time of the follow-up interview 

cannot be known. 
'-C. S~1':: 

Significant difference§ between the v~ntims 

s'ampled and the test norm ;(sample'still existed on six of the 
""'" 

affec,t bala,nce subscales (Contentment, Vigor ,Anxiety, 
o %' ':~l' {f}",;;:y:" 

Depression; Guilt ,a;pd Hos,tili ty) at the time' of the follow-up 

.,';"intervie~ •. ~ ;hese d~!fferences rna;D indicate that respondents had 

not reco~ered f~lly four months follQwing victimizatiop~o~. 

simply that the victim ~~mple differed frpm the norm sample 

prior tov'ictim4. zation. the norm sample consist~d o~ col~ege 
-

students. U 

,) 

Norm clata from . "" 
balance~' scale 

~-..".-
on samples the affect 

with charactgristics similar to those of crime victims 
':"-~~ 

o ," ~ 

would be useful in interpreting the "results presented here.. We 

can conclude, however, that one' ,of . the reactions to 

<0 victimization is a tempor,ary imbalance b.etween positive land 
o 

negative affective states ,and that the affect balance scal.e 
',,;, , , 

ap,Reprs to be sensi tiNe to .:c:4,?Higes over,··.time. 
,.--: .. .:!:. 'f'" 

,': 'b " l1i c tims 
;~. 

,smaller 
.' " d 

net,works ," 'had l'ower social with 
;'!! 

positive scores on the affect bal,;ance 0 index '(Le.,' lowe'f" 

scores o,n 6 1ihe posi biv~~'Cf11e~ and higher s'cor-es "on#' the negatiV,e 
',0 0 ~~~e:Jtn ' '-;" ,v' 

" lJ'~ ~ 
,~ q. 

z; -"~ 

c.:~-:;~~--:; ' __ ~~"XQ.,.~~~~=-'_~_fr =;: ___ ",""",,_-_.~------,~, --,rp ...--.~--~--~~--~~"' 

";'7 n,: 0' 8', -
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scales) than vicJ~ims wi~,h larger social networks (See Chapter 

3). Fig'ure 5 .• f/1 examines changes over time in \''this index for 
" ' 

victims wi th ''':large, medium, and small social networks. The 

figure shows that by the time of the follow-up interview, 

approximately four months afterpvictimization, scores of all 

three sub-groups of victims on the 
If, 

become more positiv~; victims 
, '.' i 

networks, whose scor6"S werce' most 
" ~, 

affect balance index had 

who had th~ smallest social 
Vi 

depressea ini~ially , showed 

the greatest impr:§vement. Whi-o;le these victims still had'the 
~.;") " 

;':\ '0 

balance~.\~ndex after fobr ~!;~"" 
I' 

least. positive scores on the affect 
C\ 

'" 

months, 
. (} ;. \\ 

.the dlfference betweeq subgroups of victims defined b~ 
o ~ 

size of socia~ networKs was no longer statisticallY \ 

0~, ~ \ 
~, 

significant .' 

Changes in the affect balance -index over. time were 

examined to determine whether there was evidence that the 
" receipt of social support aided victims in regaining a more 

positive mood. Figure 5.7 does ~'not provide any support for 

this c> supposi tion. Victims who had trro or fewer supporters did <}I-O: 

not have significantly different affect balanc'e scores 

those with three or more supporters. on either the initial 

int~rview or-the follow-up interview. Nor did Victims who 
IT4-

they;;'t-equired differ fep6rted ,receiving ., all the . assistance 

1\ 
\\ 

significantly from victims who failed tQ get all the assistance' 'lC'[:J 
e, 

~hey needed or victims who reported not, n"eeding assistance o.n 

ei,ther initial 
Q 

or follow-up interview~. Similarly, there was 

o 
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, '.J 

" no difference in affect balance scores on either initial or 

f9llo~-upint~rviews between vict'ims who sought assistance from 

" an agency and those who did not. This. appears to contradict 

the literature that 
'. ~) 

associates psychologlcaY- h.ealth and 
l 

adjustment with network size and support ~ystems, buYman.y of 
! 

those are studies of the psychologically and physically 

severely impa"ired and the'same relationship might not!hold for 

~n otherwise normal population in crisis. 

\'~) 

~The Effect of Crime On Victim's~eelings About Pe:ople -
General 

" 

;\ 

• One·.£'t.hird of the victims felt their 
"C' ~'i i(h others had deteriorated "becaUse. of \' '.) '~: . ,., 

reI ati. onsh'tips 
• H thecr J.me. 'i 

': 
\ 0 

• Mo{e than half felt better about peoples' wi~l ing,~~ss 
tOIl help. 
,: \ -

a Victims with more supporters 
police were s'ympathetic felt 
people .• 

0;, 

The 
~ ~ g 

long-term effects 

an. d those V!.h~ .f~5.l t t.,. he 
more posJ.tJ.vft~about 

1,.:::0 

:"~ , 

of 

@ respondents' feelngs about people 
~ ~ ~ 

was 

II 

In 

on 

Many 

victims feel bitter toward the offend'ar, and these feelings may 
,;. 1! o 

generalize toward .other people. Victims also ma'y perc~ive the 
il 

reacti0nsof people as unsympathetic and this· may ~lienate 
'(', .':\ 

them. bn the other hand, if people do g.et' the help t'h¢\,y n~ed, 
:; <;-, 

particularly () un eXp!.ected 
. =: :~-

from assis'l:~ance other 
~ j, . 

victimization may lead to a greater appreciation of the':igood 
:1 

o 
/I ' 

·11 

Ii 
Ii 
!:~ 
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FIGURE 5.6 
r; ~\~ 

CHANGES ~N VICTIMS' AFFECT BALANCE OVER TIME 
ACCORDING " TO SIZE OF NEn..rORK 
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side of human nature. These issues are addressed in this 

section. 

On the follow-up interview, victims were asked two 
~ 

produced contradictory resul ti's , somewhat questions that 

whether crime affected their relationships with other",~'~peopl e 
• .. W, 
~i\ 

and whether their experience 

about people's willingness to help other people. 

percent said that their relationships had not been altered. 

But when victimization did "affect relationships with other 

people, th~effect was usually negative: Thirty-two perce~t of 

respondents felt that their relationships were worse while 3% 

fel;!; they were improved. Distr~st seemed to be the reason why 

some, victims felt that their relationships with other people 
I 

!: had deteriorated. For example, one victim said, "I used to 

it talk to anyone. Now I other cas~s, ~-he 
f:: 

deter iorat :ifon seemed stem from~ the victim's belief that 

other people had be~n unwilling to help. (One robbery victim 

said, "I "don't talk to pe9ple ;!a~ m,uch anymore. The only people 

who helped f'amilY. ") • 
" 

Some victims i.solated were my 
.jJ 

themselves because they'felt people did not 'tant to be around 

them. (A man in Park Slope who had been mugged said, "I 

very d~press~d, so people didn't want to tie near me.") 

Q 
r~ 

o " 

, 
\ 

(> 

il 
II 

\ \ 
~ 

.. , 

o 
o 

Q\ 
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" 

In 
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the question "Did your experience make 

worse about peopl~'s willingness to 

help other people?", 51% of the respondents said that they felt 
o 

better 
\:~ 

about peoplefs willingness to help, while 26% r~porte~ 

no change, "and only 22% said they had +.ess confidence in 

people's willingness to help.o The response of other people to 

them prompted several victims to say that they would be more" 

willing to help others if the need a~~se. A 45-year-old man 

Flushing whose apartment had been burglarized cfhd 

vandalized felt that others had,beert sympathetic toward his 

problems. He said "You '1\ al wa ys want to help someone else 

because 'you know how it feels to go through. it." 

The amount of, support victims received affected how 
o 

the victims reacted to the crime. 

Victims were more likely to ii feel that people were willing to 

~\eoPle following 

help if they had ~~ree or more\~upporter;'~r if they felt the 
. . . .. 1\ ." 
. po11ce had responded $Ympathet1cally. They were less likely to 

feel that people were willing ~;!o ~elP ,if they reported that one 
J 

or mo~e individuals. whom ~heYjsPoke to about the crime had not 
1 

'been helpful, or if they faile
Ji 

to receiv~ one or more of the 

forms of assistance that u~\ey had needed (See Table 5.8). 

Similarly, victims' assessments' 

othe,rs were more negative if 

of their relationships with 

the' police had not responded 

sy~patheticC!lly, if one 0 or 
Ii 

m:ore individuals had not been 

helpful,. or if they fiiled tJ,get one or more of the types of . 
.. II' 

~ . ' 
~~~~~~~~~-""'-'''''~ ____ '''''''''''''''-'''''''''''''''_._'''''''_'_'''''''''-'''''-'''''''''-'''''-'."1.\ 

o 

I. 

o 

o 
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TABIE 5,8 

HOW EXPERIENCE AFFECl'ED VIcrIMS' BELIEF ~ PEOPIE ARE WILLING TO HElP 

BY .AMJUNI' OF SOCIAL SUPPORI' VICrIMS RECEIVED 

Belief That 

-People Wil1:ing 

To Help More 

No 

Change 

Belief That 

Pe0B:J.,e Willing' 
To ;-Helj> Less, 

- ---'-----~ 

o 
o 

Total 

" ~"]t: (~~, "- '''~ ,,' .... ----------------------:;::-;~....:------:-7l Number Of' Sl)ppofte:t:;:S "" ~ 320'/0 " 100%~'" '(t:; 

2 or le~s;' " ~, 36% 32% Ie"", Ii (n=28) 
~~ " ",,:::::, 

~56 

Police Response 

'" Went out of way 

Just did their job 
(., .\~ :) 

NotQ'helpful 

o 

Anyone, Not Helpful 

Yes 0 

No' 

~;~.~" 
-",,"-. 

62% 

51 

33 
o 

44% 

57 a 

26 

27 

33 

28% 

, 23 

18 

28% 

20 

loa 
(n=lOl) 

Help Received 

Got All Help N~eded 

1 
~5~-~------~-2-5-%~--~~·----1~-%--~~~--~10~OO~%~ 

',,:0 ,(n=68) 

Didn't get 1+ typeS 

of help 

" 

44 27 29 

, 
1 'gnif" 't t .05', "l'eu el or better by two-t"ailed test~" Associations are S1. 1.can a ,v ~7 

2Associati~ ~~ ~ignificant at ,10 level or bet~er by b;.;u-tailed tests" 
o -206- !i 

" 
,-'t 

o 

100 "n 

(n=55) 
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, ' 

help that the'y needed (See 'Table On,e disillusioned 

assault Victim, a m~n in his mi~-twenties, 
,) 0 ' ,I said, "It's hard to 

tr~s:t people ••• Nobod;y wouHLhelp me when I was held up, I 

"S::.-.~"q:J'J~~amed, asked people ,u to 11elp but they didn't." Victims' 
!' ',< , ~Q, ,.:~~ 

assessments of their relationsh,ips "with others were also more ~ ", q . ,~ , 
,i, negative", 1"£,'>"", victtms named two or ,less people ,as providing 

~~""", < ~ 

o 

'b, ,suP1:)"ort, but' tnl.'S",;,relationships ,did not approach statistical 
I~,

srgn~ficance. 
't.."")~\.a 

In sum, victimization had the '\\ paradoxical 
of adversely affecting victims' abiliJ,y, 

:t;1P 
or 

willingness 
f::" 

to relate to other people "yet giving 't-hein mo,re 

~. faith in human nature. 
'l' 

~ .-.:,.:!:; , ::; \:) 

to play 0 8' key Social support seemed 

'. role in how . ~ 

vi6tims perceived others after their experi~nce. 

Si'nce most' victims had had,prUy one. 
, 

contact with the police 
'd 

severa.l month~ ~arlier, it is noteworth¥ that the response of 

the police played an infl uential role in formulating these 
perceptions. ' Perhaps because their 

, 'i 90ntact e\ wi th yictlms 
II "- - c::ct'S:;-; 

occur,s when "Victims are most" distraught, police .may play a 

critical role • " D 
insetting the tone for the"adjustmeQt proc~ss 

vi.ctims undergo during the months following the crime. 
c' 

jf 

,-,0 

~~~' ,"" 
-,;1'.&"\ 
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~5.9 

HOW EXPERJENCE AwECI'ED vICI'IMS 'REIATIONSHIPWTI'H OI'HERS 
'\ 

v BY AJ:1)OO OF SOCIAL SUPPORT VICI'IMSRECEIJ;lfID,.. " 
" 

\' 

p-
.1 

Number' Of Supporters 

2. or less 

30r'nnre 

Police Respons~ 

w&lt out otway 

(r) 

Not helpful 

Anyone"'Not .Helpful 

Yes 

No 

Help Received ~ 

.tt' 

op.GOt all' help needed 
~- (g ,', 

'I • ...:. 

." 'Didn't get 1+ types 

() 

Effect Of Criml= On Relationships: 

Relationsh,ips 
'~\'";l 

Better 

4% 

3 

': 9% 
-~ 

,. 

2 

0" 

0% 

Relationships 

the Same 

57% 

68 

") 70% 

65 
0' 

56 

52% 

G 

\) , 

Relationships 
n 

Worse/Victim 
'lvbre Wary , 

39% 

3b 

22% 

34 

44 

48% 

Total 
~ 

(f 

100% 
(n=28) 0 

loa 
(n=120) 

1 

100% _, 
(n=2,3J" 

u 

100 
(n=107 

100 (~ 
(n=lO) 

100%' 
(n=60) 

lOa' 

'1 

(n=89) \ 
I 

" ~ 

\\ I,', , 
I 

Jf 1 
.. _~~~~_..,.--..,.-______ '2....'" ~.~?, ~--:-'""Q __ ~~'" '"I. ..-- :"\ l 

~., 70% 26% Q 100% I 4% 
(n=77) 

2 59 39 100 , 

/. 

::, . 

of help 
'il 

(n=61) Q , 

, 1 . d' --t ih t associa~ionsal:'.e significatlt"at . 05 feve). ~r better by . ',~Boxes ~n ~ca e a ',\, . " ." " .. ~'- ",," ··t '" -t °1. ed test's. 'l ~,.. 0 , "wo 1/ a~ " qj 
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this section ')' q shot., that "'the impact 

on ';,i people's Ii) lives subsides substantially in 

months following victimization. During the approximately 

initial and. follow-up interviews, 
o 

of 

the 

14 

, \\ 

incidence of crime-related problems dropped, the increase ir;t 

fear of cr'ime that occurred immediately following victimiza'tion ,0 

o 

abated, and viQtims' moods Jmproved. 

If There was some evidence tpat "socia1, support moderated II 
l' ",- 'I 

,the. effect of crime ""upon victims' fe~lings. about people. ":Even: 

tho~lghth"e police usually only interact w~th the victim br,iefly . 
"immediately after the crime, the degree'! of support .which 'they 

(~ 1,,\ ;1 ~ 0- r: tJ, . '''!-; .\ t: !~, 
". "-l ~ • ". ~ 

are" ~~rce~~~d '" to lend to the victi:W,at the time of particul~ar 

vulnerability seems to set the tone of the victim.$' responses 

to o.,thers for:r many mon~hs,to:'come. . ~ ~ 

Although readjustment substantial 'Was'Qbserved among 

t~e study'irespor;td~nes, recovery wds npt 
" i' . U ""~ <.J: 

complete" even foqr 

were experiencing ~ome (' months after victimIzation. Victtms.still 

" crime-related pr'oblems .and 

pre~viotimi~~tidn levels. 
" 

were' pC! r ti Cl1 1"a rl y' e:v;ident 
~ " 

~;' 

,::,:), 

fear 6'f 
b ' 

o 

\:;!:> " '-:.' . 

crlmer,emained above~ 

. vi<ct'J:ms~( who 
':'.::'~ .' ,\'., ';-c, -

had greater 

Residual effects of v.J.ctirr~t z,~ion 

among lower ~ooioeoonmio ~~~ 
residual level,s of' crime-rel?t~,' 

.9 

'J 'problems and 
,

i , 

~~.~ "0 .,0' '''' ~ .;,. 0 

~. I', 

·:t;~ __ """"~~ ___ ~~~'~j~_,'_" 

o 

- :t' 
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greater residual crime-related problems). If these groups of 

victims are to recover from viclimization, they appear to ~eedz 

greater a~.sistance than they are currently getting. 

Of to victimization measure~ in' the 

study, taking .o,f 0 precautions showed the lea.st change over 

time. Nearly gIl of the extra precauti?nstaken by respondents 

shortly afte~ victimization were still being taken four months 

later, and ,many new precautions we,~ taken as well. Thl.s 

f'ind~ngis of partrcular significance in light of the fact that 

the inc.rease in fear of crime that followed victimization' did 

abate over time ,(or p;rhaps victims became adapted to living 

with greater:" fear" andha ,longer regarged their level o,r fear as 
c· 

hj.gher than'TIor,mal at t:he time of. the follow-up interview) '" 
.~. 

These r'esults ' suggest a parallel to" avoidance l,earniqg in the 
, l':''';;::~' 

experi~ental psychology 
t'l \) ',':,-

persist long after the 
I)()) It I) 

Ii terat}§re :t'n· which 
~ .. \.-

noxiou}' stimuli that 

avoidance responses 

gave rise ,to {them 

have been removed; 'and even after the subject no longer appears 
\!\ 

\\ 

to,. show ~signsof distres~~ 9 Moreover, the . finding that" 
" ' 

~ .~ 

~r~Gaut~ons gen~rated?by :;-ricflmizat:i.on persiSt even after the" 

'" vic"tim' hasrH~cover,eQ, sugge.sts theY-maybe qumulative. That·", 
~ 'I. • . \) 

(/ 

.is, ea~h time a person is victimiz.ed (or learns' that an 

acquaintands is victimiz~d), new precautions may be added to 
~ c;. '\\ <:; y .:' ' 

the precau.tions the, vi.ctim already engagesin~s 
,'Ii '- r.'.- , " 

pr.>evio1Js 
;~" \~ 

y 1,"C tim i za t :i.pns .' . These ·Pr',ecautions" 

a 

"'11 
p 

result of 

may reduce 

vulnerabili'tyto.. crime' .andmay have also he:lp, cYic.tims 

,Q 

" 

~~~""'-""f1r'1"~~..!:!:tt'Z:::".:::tt"""""'~~"""""=" ____ """""'''''.\'f,.=,1!ii.\"", ,~ 
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regain, a sense of cotl;trol over their environment. " 

However, one 
0'" ' 

Speculat~ that the logical conclusion of such a process is 

a society in 

\hiCh people 

, ~ighbOrhood 

() 

which residences turn in-to. armed fortresses from 

are reluctant to venture out, public spaces ~n the 

decline in use, and the feeling of' 'neighborhood' 
~. 
g1ves way to mistrust and suspicion. 

Such a scenario is reinforced by the fact that a 

third of the sampl&" report'ed " a worsening of relationships 

with other people and/or increased suspicion of people as a 

result of victim' 1·zat1·on'. On th .~. . e POS1~1ve Side, though, it is 

encoura,gi,;ng that half of the sample felt more optiriiist;ic about 
' ~~, ~ 

people~s willingness to help as a result of;tH~ experience. 

t'j 

~. 
I, 

o 

. il 
'I 

~ II 

" 

" 
'I 

" ,. 

- , 

;.~ 

,., 
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People who 
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THE EXPERYENCES 6F SUPPORTERS 

,~ 

\ 
\, 

\~ 

z 

',' 

undergo 'the tr,auma ", of b:e,;ing"a crirne victim 
I, ~. ( 

o c:' 
(J \- ':; '-- ':' 

need psychological suppor,t and pr,actiea16 help £:rOlJL,those, ar,qund',' 
,to ,~ .. ,. -' .... "., a 0., c::~;, 

them. IroniCfally" ho,wever, at the time that ~eoPle mos~ need 

~up'porti ve , rel~~~pshiPS, others 

away from them. Coates, Wortman, 
{j 

may ,be, most likely to turn 
c 

, c' ~ 
and ~ Abbey (1979) ~ review 

evidence that people 
<, '!"\ ~3 

frequently don't want to hear about ihe 

victimt~s 'problems or shun th~ viotim altpgether, and often 
\\,., 

o 

blame the vi6tim forohis or her misfortune~ 

People close" to the victim,,'are ,caughtl'uP}.in an 

appr9acb-avoid c\nce 'confl ict. Th~y sincerely want. to help, 

experience 
~0' 

considerable costs 
.' \) (I 

'I 

in Cdoing so" 

Psychologdsts h~ve suggested t~at peopl,~ 's victims threqten 

belief lin a just, 
o 

orderlYn .world: Lerner (197}) argues that 
Ii 

i! 

peopl_e/have a need to believe that the world is';O'a fair place 
.. :; Q y , '-" 

t; ,: 

wbete# bad things do not happen to good p~opLe~ Victims 

chall;-e,nge this, bel. ief 
. -- ~ ~. 

own q,f,tbeir 
<.~~ ... 

, 

falibility. Studi.es have suggested£hat.~ people around the 
: _.S', 

victim frequently experience a heightened fear 'ofc~im~as well 
.' . 

as serious mental/emotional suffering (Knudt~n, 1~t76}. Conklin 

Q (1971) has referred t,o as , secondary' 

victimization.' . (,' n - :.~ ,- > 

'I a 

("i 

t? Ii 

G' 
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Those around the victim may also become secondary 
1\ 

victims by virtue of the fact 'that they ar,e called on 

the 
(i 

victim to provide fi,nancial assistance that they are 
" \' 

ill-equipped top~ovide. This burden may faIr most hea~ily 
'" 

supporters of economically disad'\rantaged victim~ because these 

victims need th~ "assistance c. and greatest financial 
" b,ecause 

their supporters are l,east able to affQ."r"d it. 

fi.) 

Because of the., ,threat that vic'tims may pose to those 

around them, some people s-imply avoid contact the 

victim. Others who do try to,he,l~ may un~i ttil1gly e:xacerbate 

~ "'the vi.ctims 'proble~s. " may 'blame ·the They ,victim for 

,mi~for~une"~- and ~ncourage the victim to blame hims.elf ,,- (' 
0_

1 
., :::I 

a 

because by attrf6uting 
~n (j 

~b1e,to~maintain thei~ 

responsibility to the' victim they 
, u are." 

belie,f tha't' "i,t. can 'thappen to~e." 
c,. 0<1· 

c· 

fr9.~· talking <about. their 
c 

may disc.burage 
• Q ,~ 

vict,ims 
,,~ 

experiences or problems becau~ei:"i t makes them fe.el 
~-:.~ ~'\~" ':'r=~!;l (I'~" ' ... 1 

vulnerable 

a 

0.[ becaus,e. they belie\{"e ... j;hat i\ i~ not he,~lth~ for "victims to 

dwell on their problems. Yet" a6cording t'o Silver & Wortman 

(
. \\ ....,.. . 

1980) a~d B,arDf and Sangrey( 1979) ,0 the oepdrtun~ ty to ogo over., 

the experJ.ence r~entallY and to 'ventilat.e 7,,~eeli''ngswi th other 

people is an important p~rt of the", readju-;;stme~t pr.oces§ for 

victims. 
", ...... 
'~ 

0. 

o ' o 

c' 

c 
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Even the best-intentioned suppc>ft~e,r s 

sustained 

may h~ve a 

d.ifficul t time 
" 

giving °Victims PsychoI:ogical 
. '\ ., ,~n . 

assiwance. "If a victim is seriously depressed, attempts to 

provide understandin~ and reassurance may meet with ~little 
~ .. 

visible success. When th~se inij:.ial attempts fail, -',' supp'orte,gs 
Sf 

may become fruitrated, first giving unintentional cover~ signs 

of disapproval to the vi~)tim, and finally losing patience and 

demanding that the victim stop indulging himself and re.t:urn to 
o \iL 

Irving a normal l~fe.' Bard and Sangrey' (1979) state, thai:~1' 
" 

"People ~. t·c and judgmen1;.pl; during the ••• may become mora<1s 1 

They seem to be saying, an 

adult. 
,i? 

Act like one." 

response is often counter-produclive. 
" 

" ;! 

ThllS 'supporters, 'no matter how sincerely they,')v.iish to 

help the victim, may find it hard to do. so b~cause of the";-=, 

emotional and ~ometimes finadbial pr06lems it creates for ~hem~ 

At they can; provide valuable assistance and speed~Ghe 
~.~::}.-' ""_ ".'1 . 

best, 

victim's recovery. But 0 at worst, rather than helpil1g the 
b 

victim, they may insist that ti'be vi~tim assume r~sponsibiii~y 
G) ~ 

·for his misfortune or' that the victim not discuss ""'hJs 
f:~ 

. as implicit prerequisites to giving support. ex~er1ence ~ 

~?ast "research suggested 
o 

factors which several has 

irifluence the reactions of ot'hers to victims .• P~oPle 'have 
" 

been found to rea.ctI)1ore positively to victim~"jkhen v~ctims(f~ 

o 

-------------~------------.. -~---.,---, 

' . ...10 {. 
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(J 

n~t·ex~res~ their misery or need fqr consolation (Coates, 
() 

Wortmap, ,nd Abbey, 1979) and when they think that the chances 

o ,,0 of their own Victimization are high (Cha'iken "'and Darley, 1973; 
d' 

Sorrent.ino and Boutillier, 19740) • Research results on the 
() \i 

ef,~f..ects of self-:':·blame by vict'ims"O"n their supporter's reactions 
G .. ~ 

have been mixed •. One study has found tha~ vi~tims who express 
, blam~ 

blame 

are responded to more posi tively than victims who do <,lfg t 

themselves (Godfrey 
o 

however, • have ~ traditionally 

malad jUst'ment (Jal1offo .. Bulman, 

Wortman f ' . cmd 
J.~ (i 

Abbev '.~ , 1~979) 

" 

~....:,:,,r~- . 

and Lowe, " 1975)sr Clinicians, 

regarded self-blame as a sign of 

19~2:J and one study ('Coates; 

found that this was aldo true ~f 

college students ,.acting as subjects in a laboratory experimen,,1:;,. 
·-3i 

are explored 
-,) 

in this chapter 
on the experiences ,of II .' 

supporters, on based the responses 

of 152 supporter)S whq had. given some type of help to victims in 
0,. ·1\ 

oUrsample
i

• As discussed in earlier chapters, th,e most 
frequent type of help was, 

o c::J. 
talking or:; sympathizing with 

emotional suppo~t in the form of 
=(~, . 

the victim. The seco.nd most 
frequent of 

l~ 
help ~as services, such.as staying with the type 

I] "[;' 

Victim, doing repairs, or escorting the victim. Finally, a 
small segment of the supp'orters provided the victim with 

~inancial assistance. 

-

\\ 

~t 
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if t 

• Twenty-thrie percent of supporters thought the '~ictim 
had some responsibility for the crime. 

• Supporter attribution§ of responsibilty were not 
consistent with victim's attributions of 
self-responsibility. 

Twenty-three percent of the supporter~. interviewed 
o 

agreed that the victim "could have been a little more 

careful." Most supporters who stated tras belief fel t th~t 

victims could have done a bett~rjob of securing their 
~ 

residences, that victims might have avoided dangerous areas of 

the city, 
to 

or that victims would have been wiser not to carry 

valuables on the street. The nephew of a 75-year-old woman who 

was the victim of a robbery at gunpoint outside of her home, 
" '~1 

suggested tongu~ in cheek, that his aunt should have "hit the 

guy 'with her cane." 

The proportion' of" supporters who th"ought that the 

victim ., could have exercised greater 6~ution (23%) owas 

smaller than the 40% of victims who repo.rted .;othat they might' 
.0 0 ~ 

have done som~,thing to avoid victim"ization. We do nO~~know;if 

t.his discrepancy stems from victims judging th~ir own 'actions 

more ~arshly than others do, or from 'a more thorough knowledge 

by the victim than the supporter of events that preceded the 

crime. There was no °co~r€spondence between supporters' 

attrib~tions of t.he victim's responsibility for the crime 

--------------------..."...---~------- ~--~-~-,-~---------~~- ---.~~.-~-

o ., 
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and the victim's own attribution (See Table 6.la). Howgv",er, 

wl1e,,n~, sup,porters attributed some responsibil~ ty~ ,for th~="'~rime to 

the Victim, supporters were more likely to state that they 

believed that the victim blamed himself partially for the crime 

(See Table 6.lb). This SUggests a dissonance' reduction 

mechanism at wor'k among supporters: Supporters II have been may 

mor~ comfortable attributing responsibility to the victim if 

,S'.")tr.pey assumed that. the~i.,Ct-',imC"£-I'el t the same way. (e th h l' n 
J"ciI ~ 0 yen') oug , 

fact, victims' did not fe,l that way). 

As reported in an earlier chapter, victims of 

bu~gl~ry were more likely to bel1'ev.e th t th a ey could have 

pr~vented the crime than victims of violent crimes. However, 
D 

type of crime was not a factor in \ihether s'upporters attributed 

responsibility to victims (See T bl "6 2) a e • ,nor was whether 

supporte~s had been victims themselves. Closeness of 
o 

supporters to the Victim, as measured by tYP~~of relationship 

between victim and suppo t h th . r er, w ;, er supporters felt rlose ' 

to the vlctim, whether victim and~ypporter normally discussed 

problems with each other, and whether victim and supporter 
" lived in the same neighborhoodr also ~as' n~t related to 

Gupporter attribut.ion. 

Table 6.2 shows that ,> 
supporterst attributions 

related to . socioeconomic status. "Supporters who 

assistance to 
:::' less educated or 

" . lower income victims 

.0 , 

were 
';] 

gave 

(who 

(\ 
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TABIE 6.1 

f,9 ..-'J 
.?,-;;;;;g,7 • . , ' "" 

'RE1ATIOi~IPS AMONG SUPPORTER ''S ATI'Rp3UITON OF RESPONSIBILITY TO ~ ~. 
VIcrn1, 'mE VICTIM'S OWN ACCEPTANc& OF RESPO!~IBILITY, .AND 

SUPPORTER ''S, PERCEPTIONS OF THE VXC1'TI1' S ACCEPTANCE OF 
" . RESPONSIBILITY FORt\rn: CRn1E"'" 

6.1 (a): . Vic~ims' 'Att:rili!it~bY ·~ers' Attr:ti';;"" 

'" #9 • \\Supporter Be1~ Vict:im c.ow.d 
'Have Been Here Careful°: 

V)::c.t:im believed he or she 
cOuld have prevented 
the crime frem occur:i.ng: 

Yes 

No 

-\~S No 

\"" 2~\ 74 

23% \ 77 

\, 
v """'- ,'\, 

Total 

100% (n=54) 

7ioO% (n=75) 
;J 

6.1 0:»:, 

., ~" \ 

SWPo~~:,,~;·· At:;;iliutions ~ Sglp~\" Beliefs 
'~f, :, .j'" 

" 

I'I~ 

'II 

t' supPorter,·J3elieved .Vict:im B~ Self: 

Supporter believed 
vict:im could .have been 
IIX>re careful 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

~)"\ 
o 91, 

"lBoxes . indicate that difference~ are significant at the .01 level or better 
by two~tailed tests. ' " 
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TABLE 6.2 

I' 
() 

V 

I 

\ '";',, ." 
FACI'ORS COi'l"Tl1IBUTlliG ' TO SUPPORIERS' BELIEF TfiAT TEE VIC1'TI1 

COULD HAVE AVO~ED VICTTI:1IZATION BY EXE:RCISrnG GBEATER CAUTION 
'" I 

SUREorter-Vict:im Ties 

lived, in ~e lI)!.eigh1orhooq. . (n = 71) 
Lived in different" neighborhood. (n ~d 57) 

. Supporter ~~t t .~_c:lose to vict:im (n = ,109) 
Swporter IlQt~cJ.~'Se ,1:9 vict:im (n = 18) 

"u: 

Jil,' 

"Frequ.entJ,.y discussed problems (n = (76) 
Discussed prob~ems occasionally/never (n ='58) 

,~ '\ 

Blood relatives/lovers (n = 99) 
Other relationqhips (n = 34) 

Socioeconomic Status 
, !l)? :'" .> \') ,. 

Supporter lived in F6rqham (n :;: 24) 

Proportion of supporlb-~ Who Believed 
'That Vict:im,.Could Have Prevented Crime 

23% 
23 

22 
28 

26 
19 if ~ 

22 
24 

(It) 

17 Supporter livedin Flushing (n = 29) 
Supporter lived in Park Slope «p = 0) " 
Supporter lived :in other neighborboOO (n = 57-1" 

'~6 1 

o 
23 !I )1 

Supporter was Black (p = h2~j " 
Suppol:ter ~as ~Ii>panic {il =20) 
SUpporter"Was W'tfite (n° = 88) 

o ,) - ~') 

Vict:im! ,sinc~ was l~~'s than $5,000 (n = ,33) 
Victim's incomeowas $5,000 - $y.,scl,O@O (n = 39) 

."Victim's incane ·was 1IIOre than $l.?',OOO (n =46) 
~>I' ~ 

Victimgt-aduated l1.igh 'ischool(n = 89)' 
Vict:im did not; gradl~te hig!J'pchobl (n 7; 4(;» 

[ill.
6'" ~' 

35 ~ 
'.' 14 

[IDI 3 
26 

, 15 

" T19l 2 

l2QJ 
,,' , l',.."", \ ~ 0 ~ 
'l~4'YPe ,of Of:tense \. 

, , . .~~ 

ISignif·· " 0' 1 1 1 :. ' ,,~cant at·~. ,eve 

2S~ificant at.05 level 

3significant oat ", .10 1SV¥1, ,j 

'I 
" f,) 

o 

o 

21 
23 

o 

j 
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o 

o 

themS'rl ves 
\:-. 

presumably were less educated and less afflue~t), 
\\ m 

"c, supporters who lived in Fordham, and supporters who were 

members of ethnic miriorities were more likely to b~lieve than 

other supporters that the victim should have been more c~reful. 

The{,)relationship betwe.en socioeconomic st11;uS and supporters' 

attributiq,ns of victim responsibility \is opposite to . the 
11

0 

relationship between socioeconomic statu~ and victims' own 
II 

(j 

attributi"ons (In Chapter 3' it was re!~orted that higher 

socioeconomic status victims were more likel.Y to believe that 
',~ 

they might have prevented the crime than lower socioeconomic 

status victims). 

One explanation of 

respon~ibility to victims 

the 

by 

jreater attribut{on. ,r 
lower soci6ecoriomic ~ta~us 

.I 

supporters is that most of these ~upporters, like t'h,e viptim, 

lived in high cri~e areas;'bY ~ttributing the' prime in part to 

the, victim's carelessness, supporters, may have been trying to 

deny the threat 
,; Q, 0 

of crime to themselves. \\Tt:.Y~ e,xpla,pati(m is 

supported by the fact that of all socioeconomic m~asures~ the 
& ; 

iupporter's neighborhood was most strongly related ~to 
r) \ 

. attributing re~,ponsibil~JY to the v!ctim: Suppbtters who liye 
o '~ \ 

in Fordham, tile hig.h crime neighborhood, were th~ee timesa:;f 
J \ 

u' 

likely tp blame the victim. as sUPl?orters liVin;,," in G Flushing ;\ 

,t'he ,moderate crime area. 
II D 

() 

" 0 

,~,jlj 
.. -,\ . 

I 
H· 

\\ 

\~, ,. 
':~:,t D 

.]1 

'~.' 
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little . evidence that 
o 

supporters' " There was 

perceptions of victims' self-blame affected the " 

sl.fpporters' opinions of how weI1 the victim, Was coping , either 
• c 

positivity or negatively 
;'/ 

(See Table' 6~3). 
v I. \' 

Supporters who 

believed that victims blamed themselves were more likely than 

othep supporter~ tb believe t~at the victim talked too much 

0, about the crime. There was no difference, however, in 

supporters' belief~ that victims were depressed or that they 

. were upset or frightened according to whether th~: supporter 

~believed that the victim blamed himself. 

o ~, 

Fear 6' Crime and Taking Precautions Amoni:supportersO 
o 

• Asa'resul t' of contact wi ththe vic't'im, about 
qii"e";';'thi'rd of supporters reported {lfeel'ing/ n~rvous .and 
frightened; more than one-third s'aid they were more 
suspicious of people and that they fel~ l~ss sat~ at 
home and in the~neighborhoo,d .. 'c .:;' , 

" /1. (1 r, 

• Nineteen pe~cent of supporter& report~a ~aking 
precautions in their home~.-·" 0 

extra 
r~, 

IV 

.' ),' l~/" 

• .,Supporters who fel t close to the vic;ti~. ~11d who lived 
"c,; near the victim were "more fearful and, tc:ok more 

"'precautions than oth'er supporters.:' 
" ., 

/"'., 
""f 

() 

Data. from the supporter int~rviews st~~nglY con~irm 

previous studies suggestlng 

fear "of crime 

ProJec,t,' 1978). 

(Conklin, 

Thirty-two 

~; {) 

that knowirl'!scy a 
',' 

viptim D enhances 
a 

'/ c' 

197Ia ,hd 1971b; :Reactionsto Crime 
,/ ,1 

" 

per,;cent of s,upporcters reported 

feeling nerV,Qu,s and'frigh'tened ,:as a result of t:he±,;rinteraction 0, 

victim. 
"", c / .. 0 , "' 

percent 

"!P' 0 

o " 0 

;~ 

" " 
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f) ~ TABIE 6.36 

SUPPORTER PERCEPTIONS OF VICI']}! ADJUS'lME:NT ACCORDING, 'lb SUPPORlERS I. 

BELIEF THAT THE vrCI'n1 BLAMED' HIMSELF FOR THE CRIME " 
. l) 

? . 
Preportion ef Supperters who saw Victim As:' 

t 

'0 

c " 

Depressed/ 
Unhappy 

Upset! 
Frightened 

,Ta1.lqng Teo., MUch 
About The Crime ICc 

Supporter believed victim 
blamed self: 

o 

Supperter did net believe 
'~" vict:im blamed self: 

57% 

53 

, I, 
'I 

\\ 

19% 

o 

18 12 

p. 'l, 
,\ ~t.~ ;) 

", 

o . Q~ 

lioxe~'):indi~ate that differerlces '~~~ sigrrifi:cant at the .10 level or Cbettei by two-tailed tests ~ 
"(::1 Ci'-' 1\ 

fl 

Q 

·0 

J! 

... 2;22-

D 
{\ 

(/ 

p o 

.0,'0 

. t.~ 

. ' 

-;, 0 

" (. \\ , 
,- \1'-' 

o D 

oi 
j 

/1 ! 

I ;(" I " h II 

(J' 

o 

o 

o 

.-..... ....... , 

o 

u 

o 

o 

D 0 

o 

'0 

Q 

0,0 

o 

--',;: , . :1' 

o 

() 

Q 
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suspicious of people, while 38% said they fe1~less sat~~inthe 

horne and 35% felt less safe in the neighborhood. The" ef;$ects 
\); " 

of the '" ' " t·he· refore, ~u1tip1ied to include origiha1 crlme were~~ II)) . , 
CJ ~ 0 I d 

~those who heJped the victims: Four out Q ,.of five· t suppo'r'te~;.~,,, 

)) 

- c~ 0 ~ c' 

"t " respqnded affirmati vely~ to at l~ast one~f,the .fear t ems.,. 

. ' Mor:eover, 

supporters may-

('; 

these data on 

underrepresent 

fea~ of crime among 

because many supporters 
o 0 

fear 

were 
l,' , 

already adju~ted t; the idea of living with the threat of 

. "t Th nd other of a burglary crime as a constant r:.,eal,:!, ~., 0 . e gr,ac~ J .... 
" '" 11 1t=-~ the vict'lm reported 00 inccr~ased ,fear of crinfe as 'a resu 06' '''-_ '. 

r,ovictim's experiene'e; yet she al;sosaid, "We liv~e in" a jungle. 
, ,t·· ' -:; C! '; (1 

0" 0,.( All we "can do i;) try fq prtot~ct ou~scel))V~s and trustr;o in God." 

'The victim in this case expres~ed as1mi~qr"t;,atalism D\ofRen she 
~) 0 

p~~rled anoth~r family ~e~~er to infor~ hjr of the burglary, a~~ 
. bell an t"he conv,er~~ation by ~,~Y:bn~, "Well! th:y fiilally :ot me." 

1\ ~l:} . 'i, ,. 

-:.1 (p 

As true ihe ,victini" ?samp1e, m~ny s,upporters was among 
\';1 

'.' 
f th felt im~ediate1y reported that t,heincrease "in . ear c:' ey 

o 

hear. ing" of the' v~'cfim t s exper~.ence.abate9 ·afte'r"'''a'''''whIi''~':'' ''''''c''~''~f 
upo,n " ,,'" , v, ~ 

[} 

,c' t l" 't 'I, "'orter "$aid.. As "It,,, affects" you~ for a month orwo, one' "-"':St!-yp '. (, 
' . 0 " ~. 

, .. ho'· wever, , it i.s .. "no. t clear whet,her' fear 0 declined, viGtims,' IY 
.0 /' (}. ,;, ~ , g-

merely bec~l'Ile assi'mi1at'ed lUtO 

with 
o , 

'\supporters' 'though'1=. . 
'?1~ i, 

, °s.\u~po~£~r I;'who:,ii:afd ,tfi:~t, the crime affected' prQ,ce",~~es. .The ,s,pme" LJ" ~ Co ' ,.e " " 

h~r'fo.r ;;'a 'monthOqr two"',' wh~n intervi;w.ecf sever~I\~m~nths a~ter 
'" neighbor fS " victirilization," ~)~po\,~~eds,til+, taking an her , "" 0

'
" c., ~ '"",,,.., 

:1'> 
." 11':' 

~:_:':;~:'~:27~~;::;~""'--'-"';:A:;_~'''''''~-' ,..,.......-_~_---.,.4 __ ~~"~~,, •• ~Ji~~ ... ~~,z,.;;.9.,t. .. '''·_~~ A\ 

, ~,:; 

I 
! Ii 

~. 

t,'" 

n 
""-'-'.'»~'.~~'*""-""-'-'","- .--., .. ~,-,,"~-~<--- .. 
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e1abor8te series of precautions. 
:) c, Each time she left her 

o .. I 

residence.she would check the windows; put on the radio and one 
fj ,~) . . ~ '.' . . . ,', 

light, lock the door and the check the epoor ag~n to make' sure 

it was locked .• 

Supporters· took added 
I' 

pree'autions following the 

victim fs experience" 
" ,0 

a1thougp at···· a lower rate than 

victims • Sixty percent 
o of supporters reported that they hefd, 

bepome more cautious since hearing about the victim's 

experience. Nineteen perce~i.t of 'supporters reported insta11ing 
, I t, 

new locks or ot6er measures to protect their residences from 
I:' bre~k-ins (checking ,to make sure doors/win'dows were ~ locked " 

b,efore .going out; le'aving1ights, television cor radio on wben 

out; or remoying or hiding va1yables). Some also 

reported Q r'estricting their outsid'e activ.ities. Thirteen 
';:,;" 

percent reported going out less at night and 3% less duripg the 

da1. One :supporter,' a neighbor of a burglary victOim, reported 
;~:,"> '-

• that she had b,gun c~rrying a machet~ to, go ~he mai1bbx. 
~ c 

c:? 

Table 6.4 displ,ay's the factors that contributeCl to 

increased fear. nand . prec~ut~ons among su~porter8. 
(, 

summary 
D '! c.~,-, "or. ,] 

measure~Df fear or crime bsedin, the tab1& ~as derived 

"by suDtmi,pg resp~,nses to tbe que"tians, a,bout feelings, of , ,afety 

in the,,, home, feeJi,~gs of safetor in "t\le' neighb~~OOd, , fe~t .. 1,,1. n.gs 

t) of'o nervousness or fear ,0
0 

being . mor~ ,cautious, and lncr~'fs.ed 
..., o ,(I 

suspicJon of peop1-e. For all but ~l,:le" last coniporyent, one pOiq,t 

>-i " 

\~ 

. D 

" t) 
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TABlE 6.4 

,'II i' . _ ' 

FACI'ORS mNTRIBUTING TO INCREASED liEAR OF CRlME ,AND 
/I 

PRECAUTIONS .A1:lONG SUPPO~~ 
';.' , 

Proportion of Supporters Who: 

Had Scores Took at least 
of 3 or nx:>re l~ecaution 
on t4e fear ",~~ :in their 

Took at least 
1 precaution 

:in their 
of crime index hanes . neighborhood 

Attribution of Responsibility. 

Supporter p1am:d vict~ (n == 3I) 4Z% 
Supporter didn't blame victim (n = ~04) Q 48 

Supporter ·believed victim blamed 
self (n ='23) 

Supporter didn' t ~lie\7e victim 
blamed self (n = 112) 

o SupW:rter-Victim Ties" (/ '0 

1 
L:!-ve ~s~ .neighbo-:hood".:'(n = 78) rsn 
Live m different ne~ghbo:r;hood (n = 67) cL1U 
Suppo;ter fe~ls "'I c1~se to VictiIhO (n :;;, 120f4fl

1 

Supporter not~c1ose to victim (n = 23)" ';l2£J 
.. 1 'JO ,,,- G<: 

- "1 

~casionally/never dis~s I' , 

\1 C' 

Frequently discuss prob1ans (n = 83) W51 

problans (n = 67) 36 'l 

3~ 

Blood relatives/lovers (il = lB.) 
Otherrelati~hips (n = 39)" I) 

('i0 

Victim Adjustment 

Victim score p£ 7 or IIDr"e on 
prob1elf index (n =82) 

"Victim score ef 6 or less On 
woblen i.ndex (n= 70) 

Victim scgreof ,2 or more con 
fear index (n = 79) 0 

Victim score ofl 0rless on 
fear index (n = 72)' 

,"')' 

:-', 

o 
"1 

',,' II 
iJ 

<0 ~ I j~O I 

1\ 

48 

39 

43 

1.':) 

Ji . o!;..~ 

" -.225~· 
'.:;' 

}) 

58\ 
" ;65 \ 

,\ ' 

13io 
15 

13 

13 1::'1'\ 
1 \1 

[[J 1\, rn 
, , \ . 

I~~ r \ C:6::f 
.~ 

°CJi 1 \bJ17 , 2 
II " 

. 54 ~ .1 
1 'I: 

'f68l J~ 14 
I, U!:2.J ;. 13 

" 
i: • 
I' 

~ 
f,} \ 

61 ~-, 16 

\ 66 {;, 1..3 /,.~: 

I! 
J' 

.58 
II 

lSf (-s 

DO. 

66 14 

~\ 

o 

~ 

<l 

i" .J 

Q 

-"I\! 

TABLE 6 ,If (CONTJNUED) 
o 

FACI'ORS CON'I'RIBUTING 'IDINCREASED FEAR OF CRTI·1E AND 
"PRECAIJrIONS &DNG SUPPORTERS ' 

Proportion of Supporters Who: 
!) 

. Had' Scores Took at ieast 
of 3 or more 1precaution 

On the fear :in their 
ofcrDneindex homes 

. V~ct~ dePres~ed/unhappy (~c;::: 80) 
V~ct~ not depressed/unhappy (n= 60) 

c" 
. 

Victim frightened/upset ... (n = 27)" 
Victim not, frightened/upset (n = ,~09) 

Victim talks too much a~t" '" " 
crDne. (n = 21) 

Vic;tin'i' doesn't talk too nD.lch.. 0 '. 

about crDne (n = 122) I' 

~ ,Socioeconomic Status 
' .. \ ..... ® 
~~ 

-~~ , . . 
" ·1 ..• ·· .,' SUpporterolives:in Fordham (n = 26) 

. Supporter lives :in Flushing (n = 34) 
.. ' §upporter l~ves =!n. Park Slope (n = 23) 

, Supporter l~ves m "other i/ 

in" neig~." rhooci(n,.. = 69) t ® D ' c. 

l" Supporter is Blaqk (n = 26) 
~ supper. ter ~s .ffis.,. Panic. ~n .. ;::: 221 
l~ , Supporter ~s WI:rlite (n = 100) 

49% 
38, 

44 \) 
46 0 

3 

M 
W 

58 
44 
57 

33 

31 
59' 
44 

fl· 0 Victim .. I s:inc:nr- 1e~~'than o'~ ., 'f ® $5,000 (n -l.34)\\ 47 

.• 
'.1 V.ictim.' s:incqine$5 ,000" ..$15 O\~O' J "'en = 49)1 .... ., " ,,, II ,) 0'43 

.J Vi:$i~ ~o'O ~~a:=51)re than ~1 ,~" 37 

.• ~.I ® V~ct~ ~aduated high ~~chool (n =~, 101) 4~' 
il V~ct~" d~d not graduat-e high "scoooi 

f1 (n= 51) \' 47 

o 

,,-----~~-

'" 3' 

n.Ql~i 55 

63 
66 u 

76 . 

64 

8b 
66 
'76 

54 
2 

-/ ~ /e 

.59' 
~ 

53 

71 

63, 

63 

··.I.;j J> "c 0 00 \\ 

1 " () /1... 0 ,,' ',0.,·0 

/1 t " > '0 0 ." -:26-i 
d 0 0' 

~~~~~ot~=~~~~~~~"",~~""u~~~,..,l __ "'~""c-......_>",_~ 

Took at least 
1 precaution 
,in their 

neighbOrhood 

_ 3 

ll~%/' 
22 
15 

M.,3 
W 

24 
28 

.t> 24 

2 
~ 2 

[]J 32 
11 

9 

14 

12 

14 

16 

0' 

c 

; ;,l 

"n 

I 
i. 

l 
~ 
E 
f 
~ 
! 
I , 
i 
1 -:;-, 
I 

i~ 

i '" 

i 
I 

I 

t 
, 

g 
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TABLE 6.4 (CONTrNuEn) 

" \, 

.~ , ",.' 

FACl'ORS CORTRIBU'I"rnG TO INCREASED' FEAR OF· CRJNE .AND 
PRECA.UfrONS A}DNG SUPPOR'IERS', 

Propc;ttion of Supporters, ~: 
,-' ~:o 

'~" '. 

Type,' of Offense' 

Burglary (n = 87) 
Robbery or assau1i~ (p. = 65) 

\\ 

,~porter a Prior Victim 
;\ 

Yes (n= 24) 
No (n = 126) 

;Significant at .01 level 

2Significantat .05 "level 

3Significant at .10 level 

o 

"i 

q 

Had Scores 
of 3 or IIDre 
ontre fear 

of 'ct:tme ':index 

46% 
40 

2 

{%~ I 

" -227,... 
o 

o 

" 
Took at ,least 
1 precautioq' 
:in their '. 

, ,'" 'hcmes 

63 
64 

" 0 

.. ". 

Took{ at lea:~t 
1 priecaution":\ 

:inj'their 
neighborhood 

,1 

'(.:.29 " 
12 

(I f 
,I 
r 
j 

r 

,I 
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o 

" 

was given for an answer of 'somewhat' and two points for an 
o ' 

it (J 

answer of~tl.1 very much,.' For incre:asecf suspicion of '!,peopl e, {, one 

point was given fqr 'yes:, and none for 'no' . 

\\ 

The '"table and precautionsV' aril0'ng 
(' ,,' \1 

the b stren'gth of" ties 

that' "shows fear 

supporters "were $trongly 
0- ,. " 

affected by 

between victim and supporter., For example, f~ar of crime, 

added precautions in the horne 
o 

and precautions the' added on 

street were all' gr,~ater among sup,porters who lived in the 

victim~s "rieighborhood than among othersup~orters. A supporter 
", ([) 

who liv~d across the, hall "from. a burglar'y victims was extremely" 

fri~htened beca~~e the victim suspected-that.the crime had been 
o • 

c 

comm~tted by tenants ~~ving downstairs0'h the same ,," building. 

Increased~ fear "and 
I • ~ 

precautions w.ere also more common among 

supporters who felt close to, the 
o 
Victim, supporters who 

o . 

report'ed frequently discus'sf'ng °pr6bl~ms wi th the victim, and 

suppor~erswhowere bl,ood relations or lovers of the victim, 

than among suppor~ers wi th lecss close ties to, the victim. The 

mother ofa victim said that sh.e "never had ('thought about bel.ng . 
• c~ (\ 

robbed" ,,,before her dapghter J saP9rtment had been burglarized. 

She added that because "her daught~r lived in a better area ~han 

she did, "It makes me think more." D 
() 

,0 
1...'0 

partial ~respcinsibility 
~ .' . 

for 
ctJ 

When supporters attributed 
" 

the crime to the or when supporter.;s believed tQat 

victims blamed tnem~elves,- supporters were less likely to 

o 

/1 
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,_,0 

'.) 
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Howey.er, 
(\ 

only one of' the ~relationships between blame and supporter 
" " reactions rea66ed ~ven a marginal" lev,l of 'statistical 

\J 

T.n.. supporters thought victims blamed themselves significance: wuen 

for the crime, they were less likely to tal{e added "preca'utions 

in their homes. These data pro"vide at best weak support for , 

t o t'hat attribu.ting responsibi.J., ity to the viotim the' propo si ,lon c, " " 

reduces supporters' beliefs in his or he;'~''''own vulnerability to 

crime. 

'IT~ ° ° Sl-lrprls;ngly, 
'tJ ' 
'" 

fear 

was ftot strgngly relBted to 
, 

experience. Supporters 

an<r \' 

the 

of 

e 

precaution among supporters 

reactions to his 'victim's 
o 

victims who r1eported, more 

serious/extensive problems, more fear of crime and who were 
<1 

judged more upset' by. supporters did not fr ightened or 

consistently experience a greater fear of crime or "take more 

precafit~ons inside ot outside of their residences. Marginally, ~ 

°fo t 1 t' °on"sh lo,ps were fO,un"d,' howe''ver, (a) between signl l~an re a ~, . . 

t 'bel.lo.efs that v,loctims were depressed and supporters' support;rs ':. 

pre'-d'~ution'§,"inside and outsid'e of 'their residences, and (b) 

between supporters' beliefs'that viotims talked too much about 

the crlme and support,ers' fear of crime imd"precautions . , 
take~ 

the street. 

.0 

~--------.--------.------.---------------.----------' -------~-,,-

:';1 

~i ' 

" 

.l 

o ' 

Socioeconomic status likewise did not have much 
o effect on supporters' fear of crime", and precautions, in 

spi te 0 of the fact that, as. noted in Chapter 3, low 

socioeconomic status victims experienced greate; increases" in 

fear than higher socioeconomid status victims. Moreover, the 

significant re~ationships between socioeconomic status factors 

and "supporters' reactions are hard to explain. 

s upppryJ~r ~::ir e po 1" ted 
1~:(( , /1 ?, 

the most fear of crime and the 
precautf,on~, '. Bl ack 

q 
supporters ~:\ " ' 

reported th~ ~eas~, and ~litea 

were in the middle. Supporters. of victims in the highest 

income group were more likely than other supporters to take 

added precautions inside their homes., 

G 

As was true among ~he· victim sample, nature of the 

offense affected types of precautions taken by 
s'upporters. Supporters of robbery assault victims and more 

often reported taking precautions outside of their homes, while 

supporters of burglary victims more often took precautions in 

their residences (the latter 

statistical significance). 
'" 

relationship 

F:Lnally., whether suppo'rters had 

victims of crime influenoed the fear 
':1 ~ 

" 

did not reach 

themselves been 

they , felt and 
precautions 

<) 

they took. Sup'porters who were previous victims 
reported greater increases crime and more 
precautiollary 

0';; 

b~havior on the stre~t than other supporterS.For 

o 

'~ 
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'J 

I) 

example, a suppo~ter of "an as~ault victim (who was also an 

eyewitness to the incidentj had twice ,bee~ a victimqof robbery 
o 

previous year. 
o (.) 

At. the time of the inter,)view, she ( 
~ , 

il 
if 

saidc
" "I don-'t go out a~ night. , ~~ I dontt~let anyonEl inside' my 

door unle~s I know them and they identify themselves~ I'm 

suspi~ious ~f everyb6~Yi" 
() 

Supporters' previous expe~ience with 
f-, , .' 

ocrim,e, in otHer words, seemed to sen~litize t,hem to its dalJgers. 

" 

,) 

'" Supporters' Reactions to:Giving Aid to Victims 
o 

• Almost half the~ supporters report,ed"'~ feeling 
uncomfortable,' as a result of listening to'the victim 

() talk about the crime. " 

• supporters who felt close ot'o the v_ictim and 
aiding victims' with more pro6le~s reported 
discomfbrt than other ,supporters. 

(~ i) 

those 
':0 

o~ 

~ Nearly half of supporters (46%) feeling 

unoomfortable as a resuLit of listening to the vic,tim talk 

about the crime. This finding confirms' the rihservations of 

other research~rs and clinicians, ,ci tect in the introd'Gc"tio~ to 
f'S 

this chapter ,that people - eve~ those who do'::': not" trtif'h away 
0, /1 

have a diffi~U,lt time deali~ thviC:ims. 

In most cases, the 0discomfort B that ,felt 

was a '1r!;esul t of their own, feelings of increased 
'Ii 1 

vulnerability. A roommate of '.!;~ 'victim thO 'was beaten in an' 

unsuccessful robbery effort in the hallWj'j of their apal'tment 
~ ~ Q 

house arrived hOf!le s,hortly after the attack occurred. She 

o 

o 

o 

" 

, ~, 

1 

0 1 

,I' ') 

" 

D 

o ,,-:.: -232-
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o ~o £) 
Q , .• f/ .. "I) 

'" " 
°0 I' 

calmed the victiM down a~d got her to call the police. But, as 
~, " a resul t of the incident, the victim's roommate ~as left ~ery 

II - I~'jj~ , 

/iH~r'vou~ ~.n~" frightened be&ause, 
0" 
The" sUpporter" ;J(Gouldn' t 

II 
she said, "It "could have been 

even relate' her fears to her 

o 

IJ 
o I, 

I, 

" g 
.~ . 

. ,~ 
:i' ,f; " ~ 
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TABIE 6,5 " II 
\'J 

FACIDRS CONI'RIBUI'ING TO SUPPORJERS! FEELlNGS OF DISCCMFORT 
" (' '" 

G 0·, 

Attribution of Responsibili!:X, 

" Proportion of Supporters Who Felt 
Uncomfortable tv.hile Giving Assistance 

\) 

Supporter blamed Vict:im (n= 29) I' 

~Supporter didn I t ,blame vict:im Cn ::!!,r:iOl) 

Supporter bel~eved'Vict~ bl~d 
self (n = 23'~"," ',' 

Supporter didn' t belie'vT~j victim 
blamed self (10 ,7'" 108),,~. " 

Supporter-Victim Ties 

Liv~ fu same neighborhood (p/= 74) 
Lived in differentneigbborhood (y = 65) 

Supporter felt_ close tct'Vict:im (n.
D 

=0 11,,6) , 
Supporter not close tovict:im (p.:;>:: 22) '0 

" 

o Q 

Frequently discussed problems (n= 81) 
Occasionally/never discussed probl8ru'? (n:;=: (4) 

Blbodrelatives/lovers Cn = 108) 
Other relationshil1 (n = 36) 

Vict:im Adjustment 

Victim scored 7 or more em problem 
index: (~= 82) , "', . 

~ Vict:im (I scored 6 or less on problan 0 " 

index .(n =64) " , 

: (i 

" , 0 " 0 

Victim scored 2 or more on fear index (n = 78) 
Vict:im scored 1 or less On fear index Xn = 67) 

"i) 

Vict:im depressed/unhappy (n = 78) ,. , 
Vict:im not depressed/unhappy (n = 58~ 

Victim, frightened/upset (n"= 26) '& 

)Q.ct~,;:rot "frightened/uposet '"en = 105) 
C.ri.~' {/ 1\ 

Vict:im ta11.r.ed too llUlCh about cr:ime (rr = 20) 
Victim clidn I t talk too much about" 

,p" crime (n = 117) ,~} 

o 
o 
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W 
49 
48 

1 

o 

o ' 

;:::!/.' 

" . 

i 
i 

'i 

I 
I 

I' 
t 
I 

= ~. 0 

c;:-

';)::/ c,~- TABLE 6,5 (CON!INUED) 

o 

F~RS COO'RIBuroo TO SUPPORIERS' FEELm;8 OF DISCCMFORT 

Proportion of Supportdks Who Felt 
Uncomfortable While Giv.ifng Assistance 

"Socioeconanic Status 

StIPPc>I:ter l~ved ~ oFordham (n = 26), 
Supporter lJ.ved mFlushing (n = 33) 
Supporter l~ved ~ Park Slope (n = 20), 
Supporter l~ved m other neighborhood (n = 67) 

,,,.;Su-pporter was Black (n = 26) 
Supporter was Hispanic Cn = 20) 
Supporter was White (n'= 9p). 

V~ct~'s ~came less than $5,000 (n = 34) 
V7ct~:s :ncame $5,000 - $15,000 (n = 47) 
V~ctlll1 s mcane mre than. $15, 000 (n = 48) 

y~ct~ ~aduated higl} school (n =":98) 
V'~ctlll1 did not graduate high schoOl (n = 48) 

~orter a ~ior Viq-1;::im 
~ 

Ye~ (n::if 23) 0 

No- (n = 122) 

';!'ypEf of Assistance Pr~ded 
\';'.l ,~~) 

Suppor~er gave emotional ,help (n = 96) 
Suppo;rter didn "t giv~ aOOt:;i~ :help (n = 50) 

~;~" 

Supporter g-:vef:in.;mcia~ help (n == 21) 
Supporter d~dn't g~vefmancial help (n = 128) 

Supporter gave other help (n = 79)D 
,~rter ~dn' t give other, help (n = 67) 

ISignificant at .01 level 

2Significant at . 05 level 
3S' . if" 1 1 .. 19t1 ~cant at .. ' Q eve1 

" o 

" ct) 

,1p;.1 
_~.f} o 'J 

54% 
42 
45 
46 

50" 
55 
45 

1 

ll? 1 33 

o 

":;:)'J 

II 

I~J} 
2 

f35l 
Lill 

Lj5 
50 

2 

I 2k I 
49 
43 
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t,' 

the victim iilabout 'lhe,crime': them $p:pporters "\f,~.~ fdid not 

a.ttribu,~e respo'nsibilityto theev'ictim. As discus~'ed earlier, 

in""attributing responsibility to the'~ictiIl'!" supportE!rs may 

haven redUced their own fear of VUlner;ab,i'litiy to' cr ime. On the 
.) '. 

J;,i 

other hand, when sup;porters perceived" the 'victims to bTame 

themsel ves, t'he supportBrt"s", were more likely to report feeling 
-:'. 

uncomfortable. This may reflect the fact - obsel?'i.r~d earlier in 
~"" '~, ":";, 

this chapter - that there was som€ tenden~y for supporters to 

b~flieve 

'';1 

victims who blarrted themselves were not coping, as that 

well as other victims. 
I' 

,j/ 

, ::::, 

Supporters wheri ,'. l;''-' 

victims were more' uncomfortable 

appeared to be .more dist~essed. Supporters were~ most 
~'. 

<) 
.;) 

likely to express discomfort when tf3Jking'to viptims who had 

more serious probl~ms; who were more afraid of crime; and who' 
;J (J , '\ 

the supporters believed were.,> d,epressed,"<llipset, 
fJ 

ta'lked too or 
,0 

much about. the crime. The daughter ofo a 66-year-:,old burglary 

vic'tim said" 1\ ~he 
~;lt 

felt uncomfortable talking., to her mother 

~because ~she keep§. g~i~gQ back to tbe incident. 'vShe's very 
, ' '" '~\I,' "', 

nervt)qs and wants to move." The supporter S~lid she feared for 

., 

11 ~~ 

SupPorte~.s with closer ties to ,> tqe 'n,·;Ctimexpressed t, ,. 0 ," 

\r~. ,:'1, ;) 

greater discqmfort dealing wl'i;fi cSth'e "vlctim :phan . s),lpporters 
" 

~, . with .... weaker ties. Supporters who Were blood re1.ations or 
• t· , 

boyfr iend/ girlfriend~ or>t'he 
, ,(~~ 

(r ~; 

to, the 

,,0 

"''";; 

G'D 

• 0 

" 

\.I £> r 

, Q 

1(\) 

\ ) 

i" . 
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'J I 

vict.im, or who freqUently d.iscussed problems with the victim 

Q reported feeling more Uncomfortable than other supporters. It 
., 

"seems that the " discomfort of those 
- ~l 

closest to th·e victim 

stemmed from the greater fear of(!crim~' that these supporters 
Q~ 

experierrce;Ci • "Fear of-crime was strongly re1aOted to supporters' 
• ,;/ I \;. ~ 8 I} 

o 

feeiing~ of d"~!:~comfort (f=~ .23, p <. Ol))and, when fear of 
oC' ' ' ', ~ [, ,9" 0 .,~' ~C!J 

crime" is stat'lstical1y c.ontro11ed'f' the associations betwe~n 
,) , 

" 
suppprter/victim 

0. G·'. 0 
fJ!} 

ties " are 
"\ 

longer significant. ;This no 

o 

" l 

" indicates"thai,~h~ increased fear o~ crime was the cause of the 
;,"' 

discomfort among supporters"." 
•. ,-I 

;] 

supporter':g i i); socioeconomic 
i5 ' 

, 

II ,status 
11 

Q 

was 

o 

also ,related to 

their fe"elings of . disc6~fort in dealing with victims. 
.' _ (0 0 " 0 

Su~porters of victims ~,it:h lower c incomes and C

) less education 
? 

were sigbificant1y more uncomfortable in talking to the victims 

~~an· other ~upporter~. (Supporter§ who resided+in the Fordbam 
, ;}!,' " 

area Qof the Bn;bn~ and who were members Ii of ethnic ,m,inori tioes 
~'J 

., 
also felt more ~uncomfortable thaIj,tho'se who lived :~n 

tj, .:, ? \) 

more aff{Uent communi ~~e'S and who wer'~1 IIWhi te, but ,the 
c 

did not reach ,;tatistiba1~f,!Significance .. t 
,I) , 

", I' . ' D 

relatibnship 
\\ 0, 

between ·'·soc,ioeconomi:C ~status 

supporters' of 

n, .), 

'~q~~ .,' 
d~Sc'9plforf in tp1king to 

and 

the 

victim seems to be 'linked to the provision :; of rlnanbial 
o 

As seen in T'a1#-/; 6,,_ 5, the~', ~m,~~i;~)nU0mber of 

,supporters who provided finan&ial a~:Astance~~r;~'Signi~iGa"nt1y 
: ,~,~~, 1) >: 

assistance • 

~ ;\ 
f) 

o 
" 

() 

~1 ",' '"""'" 
., .• ' "~>;j_;Uot;_ .. , ~~_""*'--'-~_''--'''<oi<'''~'';_.''''''''''''''~-'''<-'''"~'' 

() 

o 

f'r:) 

il 

, 
\\., ',. { 

, , 
o ( 



..... tW > 

" 

m 

" 

, ,I 

'/ (t "(()) 

(( ; 

, if: I! 

,I ',' 

f 'J 

o 

-~~--.~ ~~,'----,---- -- - - - ----""""\! 

l I /0,)\' 

-237.,. 
if (i-

~.? 
\" " 

more ,likely to be uncomfortable than 

other forms of aid. 

. [) 

------------..----..,-------------'--~.~-'-'---

o 
TABIE6.6 

=~roo, OF SUPPORIER~p WHO lENT 'TIlE vrcrJM FINANCIAL HELP 
, " EFFEcr 00 ~a:fERS' BY ~~a:ME GROUPS," ' 

6.6 (a) : F:inan9ial Suppor\ by T:ncclnec. Groups 

, Percent of SUpporters Who 
) Gave Financial Help' 

, Victim's Incane 

Less than $5,000 (n = 34) 
$5,000,~ $15,000 (n = 49) 
$l5 , 000 and over (n =. 51) 

o 

il 
ii 

• I, ,,1 /in '" 
6. 6 (b) : Effect 'of Giving" F:inancial Support by Income Groups 

Victim's Incane 

" 

Less ,than $5,000 (n = 8) 
,$5,000 - $15,OpO (n = 9) 
$15, 000 and over (n'~ 4)" 

-~-____ i:f~ 

1 ' 
p(.05 

2p(.Ol 

tl •• 1 

Jil " 

I'::> 
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Percent 9£ Supporters "VJho 
Gave Financial Help Who. 
FOtmd it to be a Prob1en-

. " 

1100%,)2 
56 ) 
o 

o 

) 

i 

1 

i 
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Yet, most supporters did not seem to regret that the 

victim had turned to th~m fOr assistance. One fifth of 

the supporte~s reported they were brought clpser together by 

the experience, and ,indeed, only two Suppof.'ters. stated that 
. @ ~ 

their relationship was in jeopardy )~ecause of the inc'ident. 

Ni.ne in ten supporters viewed their cOritributlon" to the victim 
"'~ .:"" 

"",~'-Co; 

as important. And the overw~elrrdng majority (97%) <ki.d nO~','vrLsl1"," 

that the victim had gone elsewher~ for help.' For one ~upporter 

the experience even had a m~rkedly positive effect on her life. 

She reported that 0 her assistance0 to the victim "macle her a 

different per~on" b~cause it gave her something to talk about 
,j 

with her ne~ghbors, with whom she previously had not gotten 

along. Since the victim's exper ience, the supporte'r said. she 

had become friends with all of her neighbors.' 
q) 

Co-victims 

Interviews were" ,con~ucted 
c 

.' 
with/ 8"0 special d 

individuals who along w:fth providing support 
Q 

gr.oup 

also, 

victims of, the. same incide'nt J, " Thes~ individ~als, or 

co-vic.tims, accoUnted for 10% or" all supporters. In order to 

" mutual. assist~nce 
/I 

extent of and. the'i'1.i.p1pact of 'i, examine the 
~. 

shared victimization, CO-vidtims, were asked to respond t~ ~n 

. interview that va~ieQ' slightly from the one administer~h to " 

other supporter~.· 

" - ~ .. '-'~-- ~~--. 

" 

i 
'f 

I 

b 
i , 

\l 
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Approximately 20% of the sampl~J or 21 cp-victims, 

were interviewed. Of these 63% were rela~ives of the 

victim, G> 28% were friends and 10% were neighbors. 

Three-quarters gf then co-victims :were involved in burglary 

cases, the remainder were robb~ry victims~ Interviews odcurred 

primarily with Go-victims of Flushingd1J47%) and Rark Slope 

(42%) .' victims. Only inter,views (10%) were completed by 

Fordham cQ,-victim,s. Due to theJlsmall sample size and the ,over 
. ",'J) , Y 

representation of Flushing and Park Slope areas, the co-victim 
.-?:': 

responses have not been compared to thoseot other'" supporters. 
-[~ 

Co-victims reported that conversations with victims 

were mor~ emotionall~ charged. than were discussions with 

other supporters. Convdrsations with other' supporbers were 
I~: 

more .,likely to"focus on practi,ical matters or to involVe gElneral 

expression~ of sympathy and concern. . Although mo~e than 

two-thirds of the ~o-victi~s ~tated that their initial 

conversation with the victim had evoked \\ feelings of anger 

and/ or fea~, 76% said they felt the crime. was easier to deal 
I,' 

with because another. Plrty was involved. It appears ,that 
-' 

sharing"" emotions wi tv thepers9n who shared the experience is 
~ 

helpful.Oneco-victim '~'f a robbery s'li'd; "Other people ~ouldn '"r. 

understand why I was so upset alJd angry, bu1t my friend (the 

do-victim) could understand. He was good to talk to: We were 
c 

both so a,ngry." 
~:¢J~i~'P'. 0 

D 

r{ ;J 
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prov~,ding to 
o 

of 

or 
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help co-victims 

receiving from 

most frequently reported 

the v~ctim was emotional 

the 'form of "J"ust talking." support in 
Since most Go-victims 

are members of the same household and have similar financial 

situations, it was :not surprising to find that only one 

co-victim providea financial assistance. Ot6er type~ of 

practical help that co-victims both g~ve and received included 

'. " call~ng' a third party, and acting as an help with shopp~ng, ~ 

esc,ort. Two-thirds of the co-victims thought that the help 

t and r eceived s: from the victim was very they provided 0 

important. However, some co-vidtims discounted the help they 

t • t d that the assistance 
(J received. Twenty.,.four percen repor e 

!lo they received wa s' ;;not very 'imp?rta~lt", but only 1 0% fei t that 

the support they gave to vict:iIgs c,oUld yfe classified as such. 

Seventeen of t, 21 (, cOl"'victims felt" that both they 

(';Ji 

and the victim handled the 
o 

inc1dent ,well. Yet when asked 

\ j~ if 
" "d f th21 co-victims 

the victim appeared G more depressed or, unhapc'py since the 

responded 
incident, more than two-th~r so " e"", 

\. T' h~s rna' y indicate that co'-,' vict:Lms ':regard a 
o \affirmati vely.... " 

, . . t f d' epr, essio~ as a norma,l response and not as a 
~ertain amoun 0 

~, 

s\'ign ,o'f 
\~ 

s~ated 
... ,,;, 

Iilal~daption. 

that they 

ab6pt the incident, 

ad, dition,' three-quarters of co_vict:l.ms In 

did 

nor 

n,at 
"i 

ildid 

mind,).f the victim talked to them 

believe that the"" victim ,1 

they 

obj~~ted to them .bringing up t'he subJect'~ 

:§-\ 

o 

I 

I 

" \ 
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Qespite this ~pparent lack of censorship, 7% stated that they 
G I~, 

... .: ~ ~ 

seldomly or never discussed the incident with the victim. 
d<, 

(\ 

Questions cpncerning self-responsibility and blame 

yielded puzzling rJsults.· Over two-thirds of co-victims 

st~ted they felt that either they o~ the victim could have 

prevented the crime. This figure in itself is surprising 

because it is much higher than the percent of other supporters 

'who 'blamed the victim or the percent' ,of victims who attributedO 

responsibility tb themselves. 

'\ As a resul t of "the incident co-victims stated they 

ha~.~ecb~e more Ninety percent ~eported t~ey had 
:i'0 

careful. 
o II 

taken increased precautions since the crime and 86% had 
~ 

discu:ssed these pr~autions with the victim. 
':':<, ,') 

Twenty-nine 
):, 

percent of co .... victims sit?d tt~ey were .more nervous or afraid as 

a resuit of the incident~ InwSome cases shared victimization 

aggravated r,ather than alleviated v'1ctims' problems and fears. 

This 
l' ~ 

appeare.<r;' to 
,"1; 

I) 

e,' l ,'" .. 

be particularly 'true of co..;victims "who were 

not related. One young burglary vi,ctim thought she would feel 

mor'e secure if she p).lrcnased new 10c~.u.,and put up windot~ bars. 
e ,"" '-: •• ~ 0 

These additions were nob as comf~rting\' as she had anticipated 

,0 

'because her roommate. insisted that such security measures . 

"wduldn't stop Someone .who rAally wanted to g~t in." 
!! 

Conversely, othe~ co~victims complained of their roommates' 
c 

o"fortess mentality", and had arguments with them about moving. 

-
/, 

Q -

!!-. 
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Q 

In anoth~T insOtance, a co-victim, was annoyed that despi te the 
~ 0 

fact she, and no£ the victim, had sus~a~ned a mat~rial loss, 

the victim was more upset. ,,"X, get so mad. They didn t t even 

take anything of hers. Why is she carrying on? It only makes 

the whole thing worse." Despite these exceptions, 

co-victimization appears to have made the incident easier for 

victims to deal .with, providing them with an additional and 
,) 

unique source of ,$upport. 

Discussion 

In spite of the considerable literature that 

describes how others blame the victim, supporters in this ;, 

study attr'ibuted responsibility for the crime to victims far 
( 

less often' than victims blamed themselves. supporters who 

felt that the victim might have been more cautious were from 

lower socioeconomic groups with higher victimiZation rates; 

these) §upporters had more reason to fear <;lrimcl') and to deny 
. {t 

own vulnerability by attributing respon~ibility to the 
"t."'-

victim's behavior~ There was ,some evi~~ellcet"hat when victims 

were seen as blaming 'themselves, supporters 'were less 

uncomfortable talking to the victim and less afraid of crime 
,', 

However, some victim,s who blamed t,hemsel vesw~re 
~. 

the~'r ,'" ilperceiyeo by supporters as coping less well with 

L. misfortune. 

" 

--_._----
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/ Th~, interviews ,1 w)i th ost.lpporters provided SUbstantial 

'dence that the effects of crime do not end with the 

victim~ Supporters reported being more afraid of crime and 
CJ 

taking more precautions (altgough at a lower rate than victims 

th:!f1sel yes reported these Gharl;~ges) and fee.1ing uncomfortable in 

talking "to victims about the crime. Thi s Etl)',!otional- secondary 

vict~mization was directly related to the closeness of the ties 
. . '" betwe,en vl,ctlm . and supporter and greater emotional distress \Of 

th~ victim: Those s~pport:rs who h:d been victims themselV\ 

also. report'ed that he~lping the victim generated more fea!;' , of 

crime thdn other supporters. But at the same time people who 
:. r,/f! 

;/ .1 

,had been through a 'similar exper'fence felt less uncomfortable 

dealing wi th the victim -andootherefore,may bave been the most 

effective supporters. 

Just as victims from 10W~~ ~socioecono~c groups 

seemed, to incur ,,;g're.ter costs than other ViC~, So did 

their . supporters bear th t t (l ~ ". ~rea es finanJ~;j,.)a~_burden. 

Supporters of less affluent vlctlmswere more often ca~led upon)' 
a 

for financial assistance than other supporters, and'more often 

found this posed a problem for them. 
'~).» 

II 

c 

Interviews wi th co.-victims suggest that talking with 

m someone who "'share'd the '. f ' expe~~ence,~o victimization can be 

even more helpful th~n tal,king t,o someone who was not " there. 
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Shar'ed victimization provided an opportunity for mutual 

assistantie that was beneficial to both parties. 

In spite of the psychological, and sometimes 

financial, costs that supporters incurred they seemed glad 

to have been 'of assistance, and stood ready to help again., 

Ironically, while crime may ultimately damage communities, it 

sometimes has the immediate effect of brin~~ni victims and 

those who care§'<about them closer" together. 
•• ,,"j 
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l)ti±G£'JLIGHTS OF" THE STUDY ~ I/'~/~ \\\ I 
to" victhmization

l
/" l/ . 

Q 1i;;/1. c:, )5 
o 

Responses 

() 

o 
The impact of crime is 

" 

first)\. 
-'~ 

" \\ 

'" and 

psychological. The ef'forts psychological 
\ "0 

c 

foremost 

of crime 

include reports of /ervousness, ~ diff~cul ty sleeping, anger; 

shame, helplessness, and frustratton. Vlcrtims~ experience a 

Another rP . 
,>1 ':'0 

reactl,qn ,to 

n 
p D 
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For victims burglar:y, robbery and assault, the 
world ") 

to': '\i~ i v e • is less safe a place Whether or not the 

crime involved personal contact between the victim and the 
offender, for the victim it was still a crime against the 
Rerson. The psyc'hological impact,,"of crime appeared more acute 
than other lif·e crises because there was ofte~ little that 

victims could do to right the wrong or to ensure that it would 
not 

c' again. <;~ 

To be sure, some victims tried .to organize happen 

their neighbors to take steps to insure their safety. ::,\ 

But mbre 

common were feelings of helpl'essness or resignation, especially 

among poor victims who 

. continued vulnerability. 

" 

" 

were least 

" 

~elp in, Coping With Victimization 
" . 

able to 

"., V;ictims '," :sought many different forms 

Some people ~eeded ride to one place or 
, 

control their" 

of assistance. 

another; some 
needed an escort to or to go to court; some ~eedetj 
repairs made to a door or to 

t1commi ssion 

c~'un seling. 

of the _ cri~.,some 
The services vJctims 

items during 

peopl~ needed legal advice or 

ne~ded varied with individual 

¢ircufustances, and no single type of help wasqesired" "by.~ .ct 

".major! ty of victims. 
1_:.1 

The most common form pfhelp needed; lock 
o .. 

r,pairs, ~as noted by 40%. of the viciims. Twenty-seven percent 

or'Victims stafect ~hey .needed financial assistan:e. 
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with after 
; 0 

1 e n t ®,~~ sis t an c e 
,;p 

officers 
" 

usually to victims. '. Two in five 

victims reported that the police had 
ri 
lent significant 

a \I 'J) 1\ 

assistance, but only qhe in five reported that ~he police ~w~nt 

out of their wa'y" "t/O help. 

)1,: 
Most of ~t'e 

other individua11 

aid 

o ~ 

crime 

~. I!' , 

victims·' rece.i ved i! I' 

relatives, 

came 
,. 

neighbors, 

cO-Horkers, few 

" fr iends , 

strangers. Indeed, ope of the most 

surprising, and happiest, findings of the study" was.that 
,,'I 

virtually all the victims in the sanfpl~;) had received s,upport 
L . 

from other individuQs. This was true iir ::?p:i.'te of the<J:J fact 
,., 
~ 

that many victims lived alone. 

Most support~rs were contacted 

o 

incident and were people'i'th~' ';ictim"saw 

)) 

within two days of. the 

often kn'ew for 

long time. More than half the supp.orters lived in the same 
,. '.\' . 

neighborhood and close ~o' 80% lived in the .sqme(borough as 
1/ '.,' , .. ., • 

the 
{('l~\ 

viol'im. 
(:, 

About two-thirds' of 
'\.. ,) 

victim"s' support~ls were also 
\..."'L 'I 

members of victims' , social n.etworks, the people the 
::.~ 

victim 
" , ' i(, 

usually turned for qs.~istance • '"Among the'! members'ofthe 

neighbors, 1andlords, 

however ~. were 0 most 

ndt or ~ould not help. ~~ 
., 0, 't 

((Ii 

o 

1 
. I 

II 
•• ',' '"~'J;~Y'~:~.~:~·/'!::j:!':C.~'::';':Z~.,!,~~~~7'~~"""""' ... '=.,." .. "",."-,,,,,,,'.,- ,.~-<~ .... ~,.,..,., ..... _,.-
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Victims received "the most 
o 

emot.ional support and 
(J ? 

practical assistance from they people wer~n close to, --

r~,latives, friends and so"c1al network'members,. But neighbors 

a.nd 
" 

non-network individuals were as likely to stay with the 
J!.'.I. • 

.~lctlm as were supporters with closer tJes and surprisingly 

:;:neighbors and~;venlandrords were among the people who extended 
" fin)anical 

''p 
assistance 

1',:-

to victims. Supporters who belonged to 

'4\. the 'vict~m ',s1d~l"e-existing social network, 
"'~ '.' c" 

however., wef'e the 
ti.l 11 

~ most likely to provide financial assistance. 
'.J \\ 0 

Q 

The strong 
'.jl 

local nature of support, demonstr'ated 0 in 

the frequency network of neighbors in the ~upport 
" 0" 

high 
6 

social network," suggests that I,compared " the to physical 

proximity i~ an important attrib~t~ of people who help the 

victim Df a crime. Al though most sup,port consisted of taI.k; it 
o 

. Q,~ppeared that in person contact was irnpoj:'tant. Perh,~fps support 
\~~J " ~ 

waCs ~~mplynot as effective if given over the t,ele,phone'. I"t 

.~ may be .a1so t'hat strong local support expressed the common 

interests of neighbors in dealing with crime. 

There were w.e.ll defined differences between the 

services people were ,and 
. 

get "from were" not able to other\\ f 
" 

'I. individuals. 
\1.," 

Victims received . the types of services that 

required "time but ·no spf,cial °skl11s, such as ;;1 babysitting and 
(~ h D 

The 1 services. that victims most often 

receivi,e wer~e legal advice and 
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.' psychologica:l "counseling .... - bot~\~pr0fessionar 
IJ .' ~ I, 

It 
services that~victuims failed t,~, rece'ive 

'0 
o 

'" \i 

fi'n~ncial 

\ 
incll,l,ded temporary sheJters,· 

0-

\' '\ 
'\,. r~pairs. 

o 

Only 15% :~ of 0) the wictims 

assista~~::: from s"ervice agencies. 

agencies usually stemmed fro~ l,a,ck 
0' 

~existence. When victims were asked if 
. ,~ 

o 

" in the 

Fa~l ure/'>~)9 , 
b .J . 

of, awageness 
f' 0 

theykn~~w of" aIry 

sougtlt 

contact 

of their 
.1 0 D 

agency 
o 

that, could 'provid~ support, onlJy 19%respqnded affirmatively_ 

Victims who, ' did 

organizations,_ looked to a 

seek assista)1ce from 
o Ii 

Q 

variety of agencies. 

'J 0 

form'al 

Five 
/'1. 1/j Ii) ~",:,::,~ 

percent sought help from public assj.;~,t~i10e,·~and 2% f'rOITl~~the 0 New 

o 

" o 

York .Public Housing AuthoOr ity ~ othe~~~e~'~ies IJlent'~on~d b~'0!:le a 0"" ,~ 
~ . ,.1, " -" ' , ~ c-

or two victims included : Social, $,.a'cur i ty', ,," se~i,Q~;~L C,~,ti ze~~ " 

grou'ps, the Victim Services Ag'ency and the Ne,w York Stat~a> Crifil~ " 
't, • 

Victims ~ompensatlon Board. 
'1 ~. /) 

'\ ." 
'::J'.' ,\) ~1l ,e 

The majority 
\:) j! • ' 

of vict.ims repor,ted p:~or ~,?CBer~ence 
" 'I ii'.;'''} 

with the ag~pcies they contacted,' ~ part'1.cularly", gUb;l,ic o" 

() 

" assistance tfnd Social Securi~i recip~ents,. 
II 

-' , ?\ 

,and victill1: who reported th:mQ~t neeCls rl~re'''th~.,~bstlik,l:l~~y t;Q;, '0 

appro,aph iormal organizatiops for help 

r/, 
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Victims 
:'IS 

re8uestoed 

II \\ 

the following types from 

organi z8;ions: °RePl:c~i,ment : pi' stolen benefit cnecks, or 
" v. 0 (,~ (::; I' • (,0 

,fo9,d \gta~~~s, and o'theT.Iorms of financial assistance; help with 
c: ,~\ . .~ 

r'tsair,~} ilJ!,orm:a'tibn oni'ns'ur'ang,e; relocation" assistance; and 
• <:,", :~ ." ~" " "I 

help from housing fj' age~)qies "\9 0 pressure landlords to make 
~:o~ 

repairs .~.,A i~ttle) over halOfQthe~ victims who sought "agency 
::;. .5J '-' o 

, "" 
assis,tan~,e:,fece'ived the help theY::requ~sted. Victims were Ino~e : 
likely :to' redieve 

. "'. ~:/~~ __ ~/:'~2:::~" f,' G 

help ~i th repairs, apI?,l ications Bor federal' ,; '\.0 
'<- c:- ' 0 6'1} ____ -/ _" 

counseling than to obtaif{c financ1al 0 d 
'" an~ 

crime in~urance and 
U ' -; 

relocation assistance. 0 Victims who~ could not obtain the 

fin~ncial assistance th~y need€d usually wet~ those .who wanted 

welfare to reissue g(tolen checks or foodstamps. 

Victims who were . least successful in getting their 

,.needs met either . through informaL 'or formal sources were. 

Vict:i,ms " with weak, neighborhood network ties; victims belonging 

to lower socioeconomic groups, victims who reported. serious 

crime-relacted problems and victims :Wj;th smaller soci~;l networks, 

than, .. other liV" ictims. \'I :;;';~J;" 
d1'~' 

?) 
0/ ,. 

GReadjustment After Victimi~ation 

Substanfial adjtistment 

the 

, '-;'0 ~\ 
,i:f 

(~uring 
c " 

occurred 

crime \Tad the .. ~ administration 

St-:£110, m'any victims continued to 

i'nc;e~S~d" f~:~r ":~t'~cr ime:" and' 
(( 

,f'. ; 

o 

i' 
~\ -
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" 

increased precautions. Victims to lower 
o 

socioeconomic groups more frequently reported residual problems 
'['r 

and heightened fear of crime than other victimdl responding to 

Cllf the folloW-up interview. Thus, ~ontrary ,to the suggesti~::>ns t 

some w~lters, the greater hardShl~S~ generally experienced iy 

·.less affluent ~itizens apparently ~did,n~t help them. to c01e 

better with the trauma of victimization; i11- fact, they had mOJle 

diffi~ulty coping. I 

.' 

'", '11 
,r; , ~,,\ 

() 

in cOPi~\ig 

vic~ims wh~\b ", i.' 
. \ 

Assistance from others benefited victims 

with the aftermath of crime. In specific, (a) 
(} 

received all the help they reported needing 'on 
II 

the initial 

interview ~eported 
'-\ "\9" ~ 

significantly fewer cfime-related problems 

on th.e foTlow"",up isRterview ~han victims who failed to 
.!J- /'. 

get one 

or more types of need'ed""assistance, (b) victims who had, three 
e 

,or more supporters reported significantly less fear of crime .on 

the fewer follow-up interview than victims with two or 
.!.Oif.-I 

support~rs, and (c) victi,mswi th more supporter.s, ~ictims who 

fel t ~he police~h'.J~<:i, be"en symp,athetic, and vDictims Who got 
, (t.~,/"",-" 

1, a _ 
o 

the assistance' they needed .felt more o posi ti vely about other , . 

people at the time of the follow-up., interview than 'other 

victims~ 
(/ 

,,' 
" j~ 

(( 

o 

() o 

.' , 
~ :-_. -_.- . --;-.~.\-.---.-.-
1 ~ \ 

/J 
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\ ~ 

ii" '\ 
the Effec&~ of Providing Help on Supporters 

Friends, relatives and nei&hbors syffer hid d en"Uo s t:,\s 
,[. 

of he~,ping vtotJ.ms.. that agencies promoting informal 

support ~hould b~ aware~ o~. In on~ form ot anothe~ most 

supporters repor.ted. experiencing secon"d;:lry victimi zation. In 

s,ome ·,this took the form of feeling nervous or .frightened, in 

, otbers" in,cire,ased ;;suspicion of people,,;:lnd in o'i;ihers feeling less 
, '," '.J ':S.< ; 

',.-y ,\ ~! 

;Bafe at horne or on the, street. These "re'ace,ions were more 
" 

'~. ;~I 

\ ' 
common among supporters who lived in the Same ne':d.ghborhood ,than 

r' \ . 

tho:?e' who liv~d elsewhere and arpong those who 
. .- '. . (. ~ 

fel~t close to the 
\. 

\) 

~eel clo1i3e to vi6tim or ~Ere relative~ than those who did not 
{J 

.' ".. the victim. 

\ 
\\ 

o· 

. Nearly supporters feeling , < half 

uncomfortable when :otalking to the victim about the crime. 
-"e> . 

In, most cases this \ s~;mmed~\, 

feel~ng of vtt~nera~~~itY"; , 

the level of distress\of the 

ffom the supporters' increased 

But thedis~bmidrt also reflected 
\{) 

vic.tim. Supporters of victims 

with more p;oblems ~nd greater fear of crime and vic,tims who 
" '< 

\\ (',; 
II 

supporters thought r.'e:e\depreSsed, upset 
.'. \, 

exp~esSed 'more disco~fQrt than others. 
" ~( 

I:; socioeconomic stcrtus vid,tims exper~,enced 
" 

or talked too \much 
~ 
~ 

Supporters Of\10W 

t da' f~' t 
n 1\ 

grea erlscom ~r 
\ 

·thari others! appareritlr b~pause \~hey felt imposed upOn by 

o 

'll .. 

(3 

I ' 
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"\ requests for money. Since they had low incomes' themselves, the. 

falling on fhose who could least afford financial burden was 

it. 

" ' b t t"al eVl"dence from supporter Overall there was su s an 1 

interviews thai the effects of crime do not end with the 

victim. Yet, ~ost supporters ~idnot regret that the victim 

had turned to them fdr assistance. One fifth of the 

supporters reported they were :~:oUght closer to the victim by 
"' 

the and o~lY t~o suppqrtefs st,ted that 

their relationship with the vict,im was j,~opardi~~g "'b~caul:l,e of 
'tl ,;? 0- _ '~~ , 

the incident. Nine in ten "'sup:"porter"s viewed their 
'i'., )\~:\ ,> ,) (;\ , < " 

t · ." . t",~~, " And the oV'erwhelmi.n", g., contri.bution to the vic, 1m as lmp,gr.,CI"·I;>,I"n '" ~. 
, -:: ~. ;:; 

'Wish-.;,that t_he victim had majority (97%) of supporters did not ~. ." 

gone elsewhere for help. 

PROGRAMMATIC IM~LICArIONS OF THE STUD~. 

.,' ~ 
In his stUdyl of . Milwaukee crime victims, Knudten D 

(1976:12) suggested that \. 

extensive vjfctim/wi tness se~v~ce p~ogra':ins are not 
neeqed by m'(~'st victimsand,:iwl. tness1s. , Wh~t is 
needed,. i~~greater kryow1 7dg7 i; about ~he 

Ip 

coordinatio~ of alreadyi~ eXlstlng cc:."m,:nunJ. ty 
services, increas,ed publi~ ,0 a~d pri v·ate -~gency 
willingness. to service these cllent groups ••• 

• Q 

o 

(;, 

~''o 
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While the data from the study confirmed that many victinfs had 

limited" simple needs -- getting a ride somewhtre, help wi th 

s~opping, soMeone to stay with 6r ocomfort them c" __ and ~ere 
i: 

successful in receiving assistance with those needs from otin,er 

ind{'viduals, the data also suggested that victims suffered from 

some problems which were not provided for by informal netwotks 

indicating the need for formal assistance programs. 
" 

~\ 
\1 

Our data "j suggest various roles for victim serVlce 

df 
t 

tha\\ 

progr,.ams which appeared important and 

informal supports. First, the data 

victims from lower socioeco~6mic 

non..:.duplicative 
c) 

strongly indicate 

groups experience the mosp 
ri • '\\ serlOUS hardship as a result of crime and'are not alway~ 

-' 1 
successful in get£ing the assistance they need from othe~ 

individual. 6~ from the social service agencies with which the~ 
\ .have ongoing relationships. These victims need some form Of~ 

D organized, assistance to help them cop'€! with the af~erniath of \ 

victimization.' \ 

\ 
there are several kinds of aS~istance that '\1 

victims often fail to receive from their informal helpers 
--// 

social's"ervice agencies not designed s"pecifically to 
..,,' c' \ 

Second, 

or from 
,~ 

! serve victims"., .,r These include crisis counseling, leg-al 

assistano~, lock yi'epair, emergency financial aid ,and ternp~rary 
..P 

II 
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crisis counseling and legal advice, require 
!I 
I' 

-~"--

professional 

training to administer and victims could not normally get these 

kinds of help from their social and fupport. networks. 

Moreover, some of these "forms of assistance 'c"particul arl y legal 

assistan''ce and lock repair, are so specific II to " 
crime' v~_)ctims 

"0' 

that social service orgClnizations created for other purposes 

could not reasonably be expected 
n - Programs them. 

specificaily ;;!;f~ilored t~ the needs of victims are thus useful, 

and perha,',,'ps esse'ntial to prov'lde '" a'l' d th t· 't' , t ~ '. a ~ v~c ~mso canno 
o 

readiiYoobtain from other sources. 

A third role for victim programs suggested by the 
o 

d·'l:Ita " ii ~s. ~n plaqifig victims in touch with organi zations 

that can help 
l' 

them.,oData from both l\nud,ten's study and this 

one indicated that many victims do not kn'tfl that they can get 

assistance from service organizations and government agencies 

for crime~related problems. Knudten implici tly conclude,s that 

the solution to this problem lies in public education effo~ts'1? 

The data from this study are silent on th,e v:alue of public 

education, however, the V~,C;tt,im Services Agency's experience 
.::)';:"$/~r' 

with outreach suggests that if a person has not been. a crime 

vr,ctiITJ pUblicannouncement·s about'· victim services tmconsciously 

avoided because they seem to make people uncomfor,table as much 

as talking to a victim about th~ crime m~de supporters 
, ~ \ ' 

uncomfortable. A better approach-may be to make sure that if 

people ,become . 
are ~bout assistance informed 

(.' 

o 

.-;::' 

' ... :J • 

'I' ''''''I 
, 'ltJi! 

; 

" ~' 1 " 
J . 
L.'.i'~\ 

;1 
1 
J 
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Ii 
1 
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programs. This go'al could be achieved by the police tellin\ 

victims about such programs (orally, or by giving out cards), 
I' 

'or by programs' routiOnelY contf,!cti~g victims who have /~ported 
crimes. (Both of' these approaches would limit outre,a'ch to' 

() 

victims who have reported crime's to the police)." Once progr,am 
c 

staff had ascertained the ~ictim's needs, a decision &ould be 
,; 

m'ade about'l-{hether the v:,i"Cftim ought ~o be encouraged to rely on 

their informal support network for help, whether the v'ictim had V\ 

a specialized need best provided by the program, or whether the 

victim should be r~ferred to another service organization for 

assistance. 

Another role for victim, programs ~uggested. by the 
(i 

resea"rch qi/ould be to develop ways to help' supporters in 

theiGr .efforts to help victims ~ Interviews with those helpers 
~r' 

who provided assistance to victims showed that supporters 

suffer many of the same aftereffects of victimization as the 

victim increased fear o~ crime, increas~d suspicion about 

other peole and general anxiety. If victim programs could 

give advice and emotional support to potential helpers to 

prepare them for helping 'victims, it woqld benefit both victims 
~;~' 

... ·u 
r~~~ .;~, 

and supporters and Pi~rhaps pcrir.tially contain the ripple effect 
11 '1'-' 

"-, 

of 0 crime. 8uppprter p,rograms might involve education about aa 

" we'"l as the impac't of crime {)n its ':'victims, t,he 
. ~ 

help~ing has on the he~per, tips on provl'ding 
\\ 

firsJj:,a,id to crime victims, mutual support 
l~ 
1\ 

J~pact that 

PSyclrological 
il "," groups and 

, i\ 
o· ,I 

,U (J 

--."-'~::-

"' I , i 
1 

~ \ 
} 

(j 
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suggestions for community and, individual crime prevention 

activities. Engaiing in anti-crime activities could help both 

victim and supporte~ -develop 

environment (by introducing ways 

crime). 

a sense of 

to reduce 

_ f1 

c:::& 
c o:~l t r 0 I 0 v e r t h'~i r <~,.'~.~.:' 
8~ \') 

v~lnerabilityb to 
\ 

To summarize, many victims' needs can be met without 

the intervention of victim assistance programs.' How.ever, 

this study suggest~ that victim programs are e~sential for 

disadvantaged victims who are not as successfu,,1 as others in 

finding help with their pfoblems, for certain types of 

assistance that Qther 

provide, and helping 

seryic.e organizations cannot easiry'0~ c 

,.$" 
those, s~pporters 

(;."~ 

who want to help the 

victims. If, as this study i,ndicated, 40% of victims do noli Ij 

get all help they need, the potential?lient. population
b 

eachryear fn New York City is well over 300,000 people. 
.. i) 

1\ " 

~~the a~sumption that victim ~s~istance programs are 

needed, how o~ght such programs be organized? The data 

from this study strongly suggest that programs be comprehensive 

and locally based. 

to \) 

The" arguments for the development. 
\. 

of comprehensive 

pr:'ograms :emerge. 
;1 \'( 

~'i 

findings th~t victims of the fbom the 

thre~' types of crime stud ied - burglary, robbery, and ass~Ul t -

. had similar~respon~es and similar' needs resulting from the 

, 0 
.~ 

p 0 
o 

~ ~, 
" . 
i 

! 

I 
~" <0 t 

I, r,,,, 

---------------------------------~~~q--------------------------'_c.,~ ~-o 0 
C! 

o 

1° coo 
crimes. In addition, women and 'elder:0.1 - two g;Q,;UPS~ of crime 

"0 

victims for whom special pr,ograms have J;>.e,en· develoj:;ed - did not,: 
co 

appear to.have qu~litatively different txpes ~f needs ~han men 

or non-elderly victJms. Both groups were as succe:>~,fu,l.as. 

" other victims in recei~ing the help they needed. They w~~e not 

more likely to uSe formal agencie~ and they showed no 

distinctive patterns of adjustment~ over time. Meas~r~s of 

difficulty t,pat decreased over time for the entire sample 
" 

decreased for lrlOmen and the elderly as well. These findings 
, , 

are in agreement with those of Knudten who argues that: 

the d~velopment of programs oriented to one 
particu~ar age, sex , or racial group may 
actually undermine the po~ential value of the 
s'ervice offered. Not I, all men or women 
experiencing a particular ~rime share the same 
degree of ~eriousnesS of ~he crime event or have 
the same reaction altho.ugh many elderly now 
believe they are beipg ~ncre~singly victimized, 
the data do not supp:ort ;ithiS contention 
(1976:10). I 

Pro~:ams that are in terms of the types 

of victims they serve and the types of crimes they respond 

to would appear to have advantage~ over programs targeted for 

one type of viqtim or one type of crime. Among the adv~ntages 

would \be a capacity, because of the l~rger volume, to offer a 
Q 

wider range of services, greater economics i~ service delivery, 

and better potential for stable funding because of a broader 

constituency. (Du~ing the last decade, at different ti,es 
'" 

funding ha~", been more plentiful for certa~ ~ypes of victims 

t::) f) • 

- '~"'. ") 

o 
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per. m .;.tte\~\ -It' would be desirable staffing . ~ ~ ~ 0 . than 

q 
o ~o 0 

others~f 

,n i'~, ''"t hav"e specialls:~:I3Who:·would be o '~wi thin a \cgmprehensi ve prog'ram' 0 " « 

, ( t h d'the partiQ,.ularc 

s~n'sitive to speqial t~c~niques d'fou reac an""". . 
~ :0 

ne'eds o}: opertain types, 'eff ocrime' victims. 

" 

While ,the. data did not strongly support, the need to 
;~ , 

target programs for ;specifJco types of crim~s or" vi~tims 

dip ,indicate that a disproportionate share of the problems 
t " (, (J 

vJ.·ctimizatio~ is borne, b y.t~, po6~. Moreover? resultirig from . ~ 

th q t. her ~ictims "in:O'". ettingthe the poor were, less successful· an " fi? '''/ 

help ",they needed. u This suggests the need, f?r spec:~t efforts 

the"se ·"V~'ctl·ms., 'while'l not cc,excIUd:in~ 'otbe~ 'to reach out to... " ' . . '!,," 

Be cause the poor a~;e 0., ft;eaD ,segr,eg1':b·~d,g,eOgr~p(~,r. i~~11Y l' victima. . 0 , , 

ff'... tJ." ve .,way to reach t,pem may ,,~,?e th~ough easily'''" an () et eo ,. ':' 

aace'~ s tble. lOcal sate 11 it e 0 hroe s, of an .~r ~an'v i~J iin pro gril'ln,~, 
t ~. d in New York~.,;' such as the Fordham area we s u1.-~:, '< 

,- .~~ :~':.. 

.- . l'. '0, . 

S~;~h" storefront (officesl~OUldo'"';~ermi,t,,~(Jutreac}lc' e,ffbl"ts 

( let~ers", 

affected 

or 

py 

victimization. 

I?J;' 

wi tl; "th~seVi:pt:hm!~; mq~t serioul sy 
. () :," " 

calls) 

crime and most C\:) in d'anget. of subsequent 

. h d offic.s. 'in selected areas would Neighbor 00 .0 

,,", , , o ' 
'";", . r. 

~ '. 

r.>:. b'? 1'1: 
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o 

'i'~'9~c to red"uo,e their vulnerability to c(,r\ime, and organize 
' ,; ,'" 0,; v ; II 

' "C~~i'ie,ct~'Ve! "an~~:-crime efforts (such 'as ci ti zen patrol s / block 

Q 

" 

(J)', ,'" . .1 , 

Watching, anq, per:JJUadin,g lan"dlords to improve s~/~urity). These 
" ;,. " '" " ''(I.':'''' 

decentta1ized'ad'juncts to Victim programs m~g'bt cost mqre than. 
.t;~ ,,'\c,':', '" 0 

a. sing,l:e central offi\)e, b,utwould inc~eas,e,,;tJhe ab:i.l ty of 

Pl"o,g,rarrfs to targ,et",·· services· to 
'.... . the most "need¥ 

o 
p1:"opa~lybe u~;ed !Jl?r~,·Ythan centers c;which were loc~ted downtQ\1tl:) 

o 

and" WOuld 

of 

Ser\dCe;""b·rrl.ir~ctiqg )~ictinls to 

vict1m'~' woUlti\b.~"bette.r:s~ryed ~ 
~/'~ V:'< '0 r, .'",", ' .. /'.... ',.; _ ;" 

j ~~ " ./' 2':-

,0 , 

IS.S!J~S~~.FOJl: gURTHER RESEARCH 

(I't 

was 

providing 
" 

appropriate 

o ;, 
.\ 

iptended to be exp,lor,.~tory 
).\ 

'. \', 

~Jtl1ature. prciV;id~~~', 'ct tentative 0 answers t<{ some 9U(4sti~ns, 
:,::,,<: " , 0 ,. ", "0 0 ~ '" (' "" 0 ~\" . Ci ,/ if! 

but, also r~:~s'tpg, ':,cnt!'w.issu$s. ·.·Irr retrospect, .'the data were 
, l , ,~: f1 ',~, '6.;" ,1 , " I 0 ' \1 .::-,~ 

Stll"'pri.$ing,lY" unequJ.vocalo,p "Somei?ssu~s ,1;._ the' ...•. important role 
'"" ~ , "':.. "/0 J' "C'J 'c ' ::, (\ ' ''''/' '" " ' " ,."" "c~) " ".:0' 

that ,\support "fr~!,! others p1 ays for, ne\arly all ,viotims' a'nd the 
~I l;';. \ ,",1';1 

for. prdgraI]ls to supplement'" the 
,~\ ' ,I \'. 

: 1\ ,.." c ,""';'.' . ':, ~ -;', [) 

'\pal;'ticul~r j~~ed "of the poor 
n ' I.;' c>" 0;" ,jJ;( 'I 

,~, 

$U~~ort they wer~ .. abie to 
" \\ obtain on the'!r own ./Still, the;e:> 

(;':; 

~re a number of i~sues r,~~tsed by the stUdY,Jvhich mer'it,,:" further 

'J 

\\ 

to :. 

::-', ;;.~:. j 

'" 

. n 

o 

'" I] 

() 
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'0 

in crime-related pro.blems, signifi,cant. ad}u's~m:nlci'i~ mQ'ed~, and 

an abatement in t,h:Oe'~~ heightened f~ar of crim~I!~th~t fellowed 
,//:;4:" • .. , '-i1 .;,' ': ('i,·i 

victirtrlzatien. ",But, fer many victims" the psychel,.og~,Cal 

,/,"'/:d;~stment precess was ne~ 'b"~~Plete~" wi thinfeur .Dq 
., 

se~e victims'et assault, 
,! 

and burglary ccilt"friue to. rebbery, 

experience depr:essien, frustratien, fear and have dif:c;:fCul,ty 
Q).~ . ",' \\::- ,'-~ " 

functiening leng after the 'cr~ime ,as'seems ,\t~e be true of ,') rf./,pe 0 

'l. 

vict'ims? If so., can such victiips be identified early ",a,nd" '<:3l 

,.-;:-. 

Q 

helped? 

S) 11',7"" .~ 

Secend, we need to." un~~~~~i~~~' 
c$! b~'"r ", 

mqre abeut tohe", ~ meaninOg' 

a crime. 
l/ ef pr:cautiens victims y~e, afte,r 

'that eur data shewed no. e/idence that elde~ly viritims,were mer~ 
~ 

,', -, ., 
than other likely to. initiate new precautiens after ,~he crime 

victim's. 
'\,] 

i'~ 
tosec'ure 

Is this' because they already h'ad dene all they ceuld 'D 

cI'~'J '.' 1:;)' 
. ,~, If .:,: v . . <?' ·,1 O. ' 
theirre,sf'I!.,~'nces and reduce their . .vulnerabili ty 

0 0 ' 

outside the~~r hemes? " ~$ is also. puzzl i,ifg~~hatowe feund thab ~ 

the heightened fear ef "crime fellowing. yicctil!iization abated 
II (\ 

contitf~ed 
;0 '0 

to. menths, " b'ut victims 
o ever four 

_,0 , 

preqautiens than befere the crime~, '" Did victims 

t~~k9 far more :ti' 

adapt to. a, 

hJgher 
-& 

levels? 

level 

Or is 

" I' et;l fear, 
I 

there a· ~irect· relabiens'hip between .fear :.:,of 

-crime and eff~rts to. 'teduce vulperability. :,Or (;'cfees the ac~' of 
~M::;g;<D 

; " 

taking precauti"'erls, itself give v.iotimsa feelin~~v of cQ,ntrol 

"ever, their envifenment, 

crime? 

C' 

and thus "act to. reduoe thei'r,.~" fear ef 

o 
~:; :;:, 

o 

'i' 

I 
, I I 

"I 

.~ 

" 

1 
! 

[~ 
I 

\ 

I 
\ c) ! a 

o 
o 

, ,~ 
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t, j' 

Third,';': we need to, better understand the effects ef 

. crime" , en victims' perceptien ef their neighberheed. 
" ,/ )) 

Almest ··50 
\J f/ 

victims interviewed reperted that they percent ef 
!l·' 

v. 
'(, wanted to. rel,ecate. Dees victimizatien eften weaken the l'oe;c= 

their neighborhepds e~ lessen their use ef vil(~tims ' ties to. 
,. (.J /., 

Hew many victjms relecate because ':A)~,ighberhged facili ties?§ 
II! 0 {~ ,)"' 

ef 

their exp~rien6'e? ' What de th~:o answers' to. these questiens 

~fer the contintiatien ef healthy urbanneighbeiheeds? 
(} 

o 

imply 

Four;:th, there are°-""suggest~ens frem this study tbat 

the pelice eff~cer, as ene ef first persens victim 
(l 0:.5 .c,'"·'~ ,. 

ce'?np.!=: "into. ce,n/tact 
" 

with ~fter the crime, plays a signif)cant 
r;;! 

rOle in shaping" hOlvu pe''Ople react v:Fctlmi zatien. 
, ~I 

eur d a t a~.")wf t h respect to. the rele efthe peaipS are minimal, 

and Gt~~:, teJ).~/c merits further,,±nvestigat:i'on. Ho'w important an 
'\ l>., (.' '1] 

influence i~ tcht oP?liCe offi~5r~r:co th~ Vi"ctoim's adjustment, and 

hew "c~,n effic~T.s best helpo~ictims "cepe wi th the aftermath d'f 
V," 
crime? 

Fifth ,\vhile we argue that 

that to. previde 

.;).) 

ceunseling 

to. victims, 

is a ", I? 
there 

data we are aware ef that ·spe"aR~., .. te 0 ,"' what kind ef ceunseling 

is mest effective for "t" • » V:LClmS, or ev:n whether ceunseling helps 
,,,il 

at all. ': We should~ knew~l:ore about' what medels l\of coun's'eling 

(such as c~isi~ deunselinSl peer ceunseling, f~mil) ceunseling, 
c:f; 

f~ 

o 

o 

o 

, 
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\ 
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"'1 '''0 

/, ~~, -) 

(J 

"\ 
or groupO counseling) are appropriate, ando about 0 th}~ 

,~ "<7 '.' .': 1-

(,\ 

kinds' of 

situations in which ea~h is most effective •. 
'''~~' 

Sixth, the 
J ~ 0 / " • r;, c , 

. t· whether ~ .. /certain"··· ft:lrms . of q.ue~. J.on ~~' J' Y 

self-blame by the 
d-'W 'I 

victim' ';,( i. e. ,",1{'eling thatvic:t,imi.zati'on· 
';, i7 I, 

migh~ have been 
II . i/:" 

avoided \had cert~in actions beent'a·ken) . are 

constructive deserve's greater~. exploration. Self-olame '~11as 

bee~ tr ad i tionallyregarded a\ ,all ""nhe~l th.y, sign" by . ci~"n icians '. 

But th~s re.searph suggests \that victims' ·beliefs th~t ;f)i;Y, 
could ha.,ye prevented the crime wereassoc±ated with m"p~si t~:'fe .' 

o 
" efforts .. (( to re-establish contro;tover their environmet'lts. 

,. i-;'>" ThJs. 

study did not, however, attempt. a rigorous definition of~' 

self-bla~e, or to separate out constructi v~ add". d.~.structi~r~; 

com,ponents. 

Seventh, and lastly,··', we 
\1 " 8 

normative delta on ((measures 

from non-victim populatioris. The 

need, v, to 
\'j~ "0" 

"'J 

~" 
obtain. better" 

'" 

of "psychological adju~tmefit 

conclusions. about 
" "" 

o 

victims' 
\\-' 

adjustmen~ over time, a;~'" mefl.~ured on. the affect b~lance scale, 

were s~riqUSlY limi te.d becaysethere was· no data on how victims 
o 

would have scored prior: to the crime. For example, itwgs not 

possible 
. , 

to,.: compar.e with c'bnfidence the adjustme'nt <pY'ocess{,bf 
0'" 

. u" v p. 

one group of v~atims wifh another because;w~ could not ~now if 
a c:::.~ °0 ',f.';.Pf 

. differences observed between the groups fmmed':t;.itely after 

o 

"vi6timi'zation were the result qf th~ cTime or of pre-exist4ng" 
'~ r: 

t differences between the groups. 

,'j fl) 

o 

,.> 

a 
"0 
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'';) J;'" ,:. v () 

s<~ll1ples Of 'noh-vi.ctim.;~ woUld ena.ble :Ut? toodetermlhe much 
. E-l 
more 

'" a:ao\ut 'the length' of' th~ . adj:ustment proc§s,;? and about th~, 
\ Il . 

adjustmeht of one ~roupo of victims versus another. 

-I) 

Searching for a broadoper'sJjecti ve 
o n, 

stu~.y '/; we d'find 
- '" (;1 0 " .'~ 

"ourselyes, turning to 
" ~ ,;. 'v c/ . 

. " 
'the.odia£'~ that fnost:;turpri!sed us ~ On the's.ide' 

'~~'--'-.';;, ." 

of disturbing and 
fj , .":' ·c~ 

disheaTte~i~'g'~~'~we:'weresturtn~d~~t, the general impa"ct"" o~ a;crime 'c" 

('::;::(1 

on the oyictilJ;1} s psychological' state ~"~nd at the 
o 

daily life that were(,! saCO-f,teD () an part qf the post-vic~timization 
'J" 'Q 

r- ,~ 

" ~, (t co 

exper'ienc~,. In r~espo·nse 'j)o "burglaries, parents who worked 
'I . ..' ~. 

sUdder{fi7.,:t,;~arcr:qn15~d",~:tfH~ir~''liVes so that the children wou~od not 
" 

be home a1.one aft~Y' ;:;;qhool~'" 0 Yo~ng a'nd female o1d, 'malyand 

victims stayed home at night for fear of' the streets. M,any 
":) () • r? . ::' "r:-) ~ 

, ,', ~ '"', 

victims expresse,.dtlie desire ~ to .iJproott,hein",lives and move to 
-::0' • \l ' .,0< d \3S .:"' '. 

to criminal yictimization. 
~'~ 

,h 
"~I , 

But the,re. is another' sf~e to tht;~ research, .. one that 
v ./ 

o ," - " 

is from . f tfng and cause for \~.o .. p. tiriiism ...... '... · That ''''"Comes com or<.~/ .'. ' ii' " ~. ~o . ,'~~, 0'" '. ~' 
help that C }'las offered crime o,,~victims~bY fri,:~ndS', .r:'e.f"ati ves:;" 

neighbors ,atJd stran'gers. 'Maity ofothe victims _ .. W~ spoke!, 
D ~ -0 

. d is'~"over~ed "·ca,,re>\l.an, ~cotrif,orf 'frqm unexpected. pe,c;J>.1e,.. • ~lle Ii 

"'0 il ,. . .,. . ...J, 
,erJ.d"er';ly loynct neigh}jo:rs "d~liveroin~~ ~,eals to the~r ~Qo~~~e~:~;'fnd 

callimf .r~egul arly to. och\clcon them. ".'~' Young vJ.ctJ,ms';Who~oe~; 
c~'-;-'-

alone discovered p.eopleat nework . t.O'" tiPJ,.~ to and previously 
o 

.~. 

" 

<1 

~·n 

o 

d 

• '0 

\1 

. ~' r) 

y. 
J 

r~·. 
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unnoticed neighbors. Those whq got help where they expected to 

were also thankful and recognized the caring that surrounded 

them. 
o 

" There ~eems little opoint to weighing the balance 

between these . two sides of the research" find ings. Both 

exist and as the program we believe sug-gestions 
CD 

indicate, 
(b 

victim service programs should take both aspects into account 
~' . ~" 

in an effcj"rt to help victims cope wi th qrime while contributin'f, 

to the caring and suppOrtive sia~ of hUman nature • 
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TABLE A::"'l: RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN VICTIM, CRIME, AND NETWORK CHARACTERISTICS AND INDIVIDUA,L ITEMS IN THE PROBLEM INDEX 
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socioeconomic St.atus 

Income' 
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EmploynientStatus 

Neighborhood 

Other Victim Characteristics 

Age 

Sex 

Race' 
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Victim/offender relationship (no/yes) 
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Extent of injury 
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Number in network 
. (;!,';;' • 

l)fetwork dens~ty 
~, 
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Socioeconomic Status 

Income 

Education 

Employment Status 

Neighborhood 

Other Victim Characteristics 

Age 

Sex, 

Race 

Pr~.vious Victimization 

criffie Ch~acteristics o 

Crime type (violent/non-violent), 
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Victim/offoendeJ;: relationship (rib/yes) 
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RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN VICTIM, CRIME, AND NETWORK CHARACTERISTICS AND INDIVIDUAL ITEMS IN ~HE FEAR Of CRI~ INDEX 

Socioeconomic Status 

Income 

Education 

Employment Stat:us 

Neighborhood 
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'\ Sex 

,Race 
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Crime Charagte;dstics . 

Crime type (violent/non-viole.i.lt) 
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TABLE A-3: RELATIONSHIP 0 BETWEE~ VICTIM, CRIME , AND NETWORK CHARACTERISTICS AND INDIVIDhlAL ITEMS IN THE ,IN-HOUSE PRECAUTION INDEi" 

",:{d:r 

cJ 
Socioeconomic Status 

Income 

~ Education 

Employment Status :'~i> 
Neighborhood 

Other" VictimO Characteristi,cs 

Age 

Sex 

,Race 
() 

Previous Viotimization 

Crime Char.acteristics 
" crime type ,Cviolent/non .... violent) I) 

" ' 

Victim/offender relationship (no/yes) 
" 1/ :' 

Extent of injury 

Extent of financial loss 

l'1eighborhood.T:j.:es 

Lives alone 
C:'t:=., 

Number "in, network 

Network density 

Ti~e in neighborhood 

Number relatives in neighbr::':Fhood 
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Install Check Doors, Windows 
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(I: ~ i~.,( 

,\fP 'f;;'; 
RELATIONSHIPS BEIfWEEN VICTIM, CRIME, AND NETWORK CHARACTERISTICS AND, INDIVIDUAL ITEMS IN THE OUT-OF-HOME PRECAUTION 

f ' ./ 

Avoids Places 
Socioeco~lomic Status 

Income 

Education 

, Employmen~ Status 

Neighborhood 

Other Victim Characteristics 

Previous VictiII!ization 

Crime Characteristics 

() ~rime·type (violent/non-violent) 
() ,) 

Victim/offender relationship 
(no/yes) 

Extent o{ injury 

Extent of financial loss 

Neighborhood Ties 

t.ives alone 

Number in network 

Network density 
-:-? 

·~}.l:!'Jr.e in neighborhood 
"(! 

o 

.Number relatives in neig~borhood 

Victim.s feels apart of neighbor:" , .. 
hood 
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"-'~~'.--:"--c.- -.. -.~""'-.~~, ___ ._ 'T" __ ~~"" ___ ..... 
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" .09 
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.00 
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Avoids 
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.09 

, .• 22 

-.16 
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TAB:j:.E A-5: 
RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN V~CT!M, CRIM?, AND 'NETOWRK CHARACTERISTICS AND INDIVIDUAL SCALES OF THE ABS 
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I','"," Income 
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~ABLE B-1: INTERCORRELATIONS OF COMPONENTS OF PROBLEM INDEX 

,:,' 

o 

o 

Limited Movemept .79* ""'::::' '", 

M~¢lical Expenses .56 .56 

Property Stolen -.09 -.ill \\.06 
-;OJ 

Pr6i;>erty'Oamaged -.16" _of2 ' ='~:'Y4b .08 ~ 
'.:0. I Difficulty WithcEmployer .14 .12 .14 .00 .14 

LOst Income .• 14 .05 .09 .05 .14 .51 

~ (~. '7 "-r :1 
. r 

if --,". 1f 
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~ t'~ i ":, 

.-:; "' ~ u 
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Lost Job .17 .11 .12 .00 .O~ .66 .35 
" 

Daily A~tivities .06"', .09 .06 ".11 .06 .05 .06 "!J 

Family/Friends -.06 -.02 -.08 -.01 .08 .09 .11 0 
0 

Trouble Sleeping .06 .04 .08 .J.? -.04 -'-';:",! .02 -.01 

r 
[ 
! , 
} , 

~ , 
Fear HarrasSment .13 .13 .03 .02 .05 .12 .01 

" 
Other (1st Answer} .05 .08 -.01 -.01 .07 Ii' .03 -.03 
Other".( snd .Answer) .02 .09 .03 ~-.03° -.04 " -.05 -.08 -B 

-;00-
"';' 

{ '::/'!:-

B 

~~ '.:1 

* ~ / 
Correlations of 0 .• 12 Or greater are significant at the ~~ confidence level (t~p:..tailed test). 
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TABLE B-2,.: INTERCORRELATIONS OF COMPONENTS olIP' FE,AR OF CRIME INDE:Xi 
" 

C'! 
Less Safe In Home Less~~e In Neighborhood 

Less Safe In Neighborhood .25 

Would Like To Move .24 .28 

------------------------------------------------------------------~--------------------------------~------------------~---

TABLE B-3: INTERCORRELATIONS OF COMPONENTS OF IN-HOUSE PRECAUTION INDEX 

Install Servirity Devices Lock Doors, Windows ;; Leave Radio/TV On 

Check;Doors, Windows .38 

Leave Radio/TV On .30 .45 
I: : 

Get Dog/Hide Valuables .14 .11 .05 

[) . 0<. 

~---------------------------------~----------------~---------~------~------------------------------------------------------9 

TABLE B-4: INTERCORRELATIONS OF COMPONENTS OF OUT-OF-HOUSE PRECAUTION INDEX", 

Avoids People On Street 

Goes Out Les~ At Night 

Goes Out Less During Day 

Takes Taxl's/Home Early/ 
Doesn1t Carry Valuables 

/1 

~:-

Av'~ids Places 

.33 

.15 

.15 

.13 
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Avoids People On Street Goes Out Less At Night 

.02 

.04 .52 ." 
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"' Joy 

Contentment .81 

Vigor .72 

Affection .63 

Anxiety -.03 

o 

Depression -.21 

. Guilt -.03 

Hostility -.29 
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TABLE B-5: INTERCORRELATIONS OF ABS SCALES 
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APPENDIX C 
",05 

TABLE C-l 
,,'1\ 

ASSOCIATION BltTWEEN SOCIOECONOMIC 
STA'rUS VARIABLES,,;; 

~ ~~4-~ ~.{; ,_~~.!J 
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Income Educatiqn 'Race 

Education 

Race 

-

JNeighborhood 

;/,'!l 'l 

I 
/1 
,/ 

.)~ ,', ~.::;:. 

~~~ 

flBoxes indicate that Cth~ CJssdcia.t~ons ~are significant 
f at:: the o. 001 level or~ better by t'wo-tailed tests. 
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AP,PENDIX D 

Excerpt~ from the 
N~w York State Criminal Code 

defining assault\ burglary and robbery. 

"120.00 Assault in the third degree. (A/MISD.) ~ 

A person is guilty of assault in the third degree' when: 

o 

1. W~th intent to cause physical injury to another person, he 
• caus~s such injury to such person or to a third persori; or 

2. He recklessly causes physical injury to another person; or 
3. Withcrimil)al negligence, he causes physical injury to 
another person by means o£ a deadly weapon or a dangerous 
instrument. I 

Assault in the third degree is a class A misdemeanor. 

120.05 Assault in the second degree. (D/FELONY) 0 

, (.\ 

A person is guilty of assault in the second degree when: 
1. With intent to cause serioUs physiQa~ injury to another 
person, he causes such injury to such person 0t to a third 
person; or . 
2. With intent to cause physical injury to another person, he 
causes SUch injury to such person or to a third person By means 
of a deadly weapon or a dang:erous instrument; or 
3. With iritent to prevent a peace officer or a fireman or an 
employee of the office of drug abuse services who is charged 
with the dutt of securing the custody of a certified drug 
depenq,ent person or a narcotic addict required to undergo a 
period of inpatient treatment as a condition of probation ora 
detained alleged drug id~pelldent person from performing a lawful 
duty, he cause~ physica11'iQjury to such peace officer or 
fi,reman or, employee; or , ' 
lJ. He recklessly causes serious physical inJury to ano-ther 
person by meanso~ a deadly weapon or a dangerous instrument; 
or 
5. For a purpose other th~n lawful medical or therapeutic 
treatment, he intentionally causes stuporJ unconsciousness or 
the phY::;3ical impairment or injury to 'another pe~~on by 
administering to him, wi tl'l'outhis. c?nsent, a drug ,gubstanc~ or 
preparation capable of producing the same; or 
6. In the, course of and in furtherance of the commission or 
attempted commisston ofa felony definea in article onehundre~ 

(:) ., .' . ~. -, -'. " 

thirty which .. requires. corroboreti8n for conviction, or of 
immediate fli'ghttherefrom, he, or another participant if there 
be any, caUses phtsical ~njuryto anoth~ropersonotherc than one 

. of th~ participants • 
J 

. Ass.ault in1fhe second degree is a class D felony. 
1) 
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120.10 As<~ault in the first degree .. (C/FELONY) 

A person is guilty of assault in the first degre~ when:v 
1. With intent to cause sdrious physical injury to anoth~r 
person, he causes such injury to such' perosn or to a third 
person by means of a deadly weapon or a dangerous instrumeJlt; 
or 
2. Wi th intent to disfigure anotherO' person seriously 

~~ 
and 

such permanently a member or organ of his body, he causes 
injury to such person or to a thi~d person; or 
3. Under circumstances evincing a depraved indifference to 
human life, he recklessly engages in conduct which creates a 
grave risk of death to another person, and thereby causes 
serious physic?l injury to another person;'or 
4. In the CQur se of and in further'~nce of the " .. commission or 
attempted commission of a felony or of immediate fli'ght 
~herefrom, he, or another participant if there be any, causes 
serious physical injury to a person other than one of the 
participants. / ..;j; ., 

Assault in the first degree is a class C felony. 

140.20 Burglary in the third deg}ee. (D/FELONY) 

~JA person is guilty of burglary in the, third 
when '. hoe knowingly entejrs or remal.ns'unlawfully 
building wi th ~ntent to .. cO!r(:rni t a crime therein. 

Burglary 1n the th1rd\degree is a class D fe~ony. 

~ 
140.25 Bur~iary in the second degree. 

degree 
in a 

A person is guilty of burglary in the second degree 
when he kn6wingly enters or .remains ,unlawfully in a 
building with 1ntent to commit a crime thereiri and when: 
1. In 'effecting entry or while in the buildipg or in immediate 
flight therefrom, he or, anotherparticipant"c'in the crime': 

C\ 

(a) Is armed 0 wi th explosives or "8, deadly 
weapon ;or 10 0. 

(b) Causes physical injury "to any person 
who is riot a particip~nt in the crime; or 
(c) Uses or threatens the immediate use of 
a dangerous instrument; or 
(d) "Displays what appears to be ,a pi~,tol, 
reyolver, rifle, shot gun~ ,;nadhine gu~ or 
other firearm; o~r 

2. The building is a dwelling and the entering or remaining 
occurs at night. . 0 

Burglary in" the a'econd .g,egre,e ~sa class' C "felol1Y. cC' 

C' 
o 

I) 

(j ,~ 

o 

(~' 

o II 
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140.30 Burglary in the first degree. (B/FELONY) l 
A person is guilty of burglary in the first degre~ 

when he knowingly· enters)br:t:em~,ins unlaw'fully in a 
dwelling .at night with intent to,ib·Cmmit a crime therein and 
when, in effecting entry o~while'" in th"e dwelling 0; in" 
immediate flight therefrom, he or another participantZ\inc.t.he 
crime: 
1 .. Is armed with explosives or a deadly weapon" or 
2. Cau~es physicnl injury to any person ~ho is 
participant in th(ecrime; or 

not a 

3. Uses or threatens' the immediate use of a dangerous 
instrument; or " 
4. Displays wh~t appears to be a pistol, revo~ver, ~ifle, 
shotgun, machine gun or other- firearm; excep~ that in any 
prosecution under· this subdivision, it is ,an affirmative 
defense that such pistol, revolver, r~fle, shotgun, machine gun 
or - ~tber firearm' was not a loa.9~d weapon from which a shot, 
~e~d1Iy capable of pro~u-cing death"'or·· other serious physical 
1nJury, could be d1scharged. Nothing 'contained in this 
subdivision shall constitute a defense to a prosecution for or 
preclude a conviction ~of, burglary in th~ second deg;ee 
bun,glary in tlfe third degree or any other crime. ' 
. Burglary in the first degre~' in a class B felony. 

160.00 Robbery; defined. 

Robbery is forcible stealing. A person Porcibly 
s~eals property and commits robbery when, in the course of 
committing a larceny, he uses or threatens the immediate use of 
physica1"':1force upon another person for the purpose of: 
1. Prevehting or overcoming resistarice to the taking of t~e 
property or to the retention thereof immediately after the 
taking; or 
2. <Compelling the owner of such property or another person to 
deliver up the prope~ty or to engage' in other conduct. which 
aids in the comm~ssinn of the larceny. 

160.05 Robbery in the third degre~ (D/FELONY) 

A person is guilty of robbery 
when he forcibly steals proper~y. 
degree is a clasS D felony. • 

in the 
Robbery 

') 

third 
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o 
160.10 Robbery in the second degree. (C/FELONY) 

A person is guilty of robbery in the second degree 
when he forcibly steals propertyandDwhen: 
1. He is aided by another" person actually .present; or 
2. In the course of the commission of the crime or of immediate 
flight therefrom ," he or another participant in the crime: 
(a) Causes physical injury to any person who is not a 

1participant in the crime; or 
("b) Di spl ays what appear s to be a pi stol , revolver, rifle, 
shotgun, machine gqnor other firearm. 

Robbery in the ~econd degree is a class C felony. 

I 

160.15 Rob'bery in the first degree. (B/FEL0

1
,y) 

A perso~ is guilty of robbery !n \ the first 
degree when he forcibly stea],.os property 1\ and when,' in 
the course of the commission of the crime or bf immediate 
flight therefrom, he or another participant f~ the crime: 
1. Causes serious physical i,njury to any per~~m''''who is not 
a participant in the crime;' or "" 
2. ·Is armed with a de~dly weap~n;or 
3. Uses or threatens the immediat, use of a dangerous 
inst~ument; or 0 

4. Displays what appears to be a. pistol , revolver, rifl",e, 
shotgun, machine gun or other firearm; except that in any 
prosecution under thi s slibd i v:i,sion-, it is an affirmative 
defense that such pistol, revo~ver, rifle, shotgun, 
machine gun or"other firearm was not a loaded weapon from 
whic~ a shot, readily capable of pr6ducing death or other 
serious physicala injury could -be discharged. Nothing 
contained in this subdivision shall constitute a defense 
to a prosecution for, or preclude a conviction of, robbery 
in theOsecond degree, robbery in the thir~ degree or any 
other crime. . 
Robbery in the first degree is a class B felony. 

" '~ 
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