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Abstract 
 
Rarely have advocates and service providers to domestic violence victims and their funders 

evaluated the impact of a program or service based on the victims’ perceptions of safety or 

well-being. The rationale has been the historic difficulty and expense of reaching the 

transient participants as well as the inability to establish clear causality between a specific 

service and sense of well-being or safety. This descriptive study provides primary research 

on the victim/participants’ perceptions of the impact of two Milwaukee County Judicial 

Oversight Demonstration Initiative (JODI) programs, the Domestic Violence Liaison (DVL) 

Program in the City of Milwaukee Police Department and the Pretrial Monitoring Program 

(PMP), on the victims’ personal sense of safety and well-being.  Variables included 

demographic information, life satisfaction indicators and measures of coping skills and extent 

of abuse as documented in previously published research.  56 telephone surveys were 

completed using, for the most part, primarily previously tested and validated questions in a 

multiple choice response format.   

 

The evidence is overwhelming that victims served by these programs have experienced a 

significant improvement in their sense of safety and well-being.  100% of respondents in the 

Domestic Violence Liaison Program indicated that they would recommend the program to a 

friend in need.  93% (27 of 28) respondents in the Pretrial Monitoring Program indicated that 

they would recommend the program to a friend in need. 100% of women responding 

regarding contact with the Domestic Violence Liaison of the Milwaukee Police Department 

reported that they received support from the program. Only one woman reported that she did 

not receive support from the Pretrial Monitoring Program. 100% of respondents reported that 

their sense of safety increased as a result of contact with the Domestic Violence Liaison. 

100% of Domestic Violence Liaison participants and all but one participant in the Pretrial 

Monitoring Program indicated that their sense of well-being increased as a result of the 

contact. 
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Problem Statement 
The purpose of this study is to determine whether victims whose cases were referred to the 

abovementioned Judicial Oversight Demonstration Initiative (JODI) funded programs 

perceived a benefit to their safety and well-being as a result of participation in the programs. 

 

Much research and evaluation has been done concerning domestic abuse. There are many 

theories on why domestic abuse occurs, its impact on household members and the 

community at large, whether batterer intervention programs work, and proper police and 

prosecutorial responses. Research specific to victim service programs has been limited to 

process and outcome evaluations. In the past, it has been assumed that victim service 

programs increase the victims’ sense of safety and well-being.  

 

In this study, we examine the following questions: Did the Judicial Oversight Demonstration 

(JODI) Initiative funded programs have their intended benefits with the victims in regard to 

safety and well-being? If so, what activities or characteristics of the project may have created 

the impact? Did the work have any negative or unintended consequences?  

 

Our goal was to describe what victims whose cases were referred to these two programs 

think, feel and believe related to their feelings of safety and well-being as it relates to the 

Domestic Violence Liaison Program at the Milwaukee Police Department and the Pretrial 

Monitoring Program at the Milwaukee County Courthouse. We have reviewed the 

relationships among a few key variables in an effort to draw conclusions. 
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Program Description 
The Judicial Oversight Demonstration Initiative (JODI) began programs in Milwaukee 

County and two other sites to respond to self-identified gaps in each community’s response 

to domestic violence in 1999. These programs share the goals of enhancing victim safety and 

access to services and increasing offender accountability. JODI, a five-year demonstration 

project, was funded and managed by the US Department of Justice, Office on Violence 

against Women (OVW). 

 

With the long-term goal being to create models for other communities, these programs have 

been implemented with a data-driven process evaluation at their core. Each site was required 

to have a site evaluation coordinator. Additionally, the program provided comprehensive 

national evaluation through The Urban Institute in Washington, DC. Technical assistance for 

the purpose of effecting system change also was provided for each site through the Vera 

Institute of Justice in New York, NY.  

 
As a demonstration project, the Milwaukee County Judicial Oversight Demonstration 

Initiative (JODI) program has evolved since its initial implementation to respond to the 

dynamic challenges it has faced.  

 
The original program to provide immediate services to victim of domestic violence through a 

Domestic Violence Crisis Response Unit was replaced by a JODI-funded Domestic Violence 

Liaison (DVL), a civilian employee within the City of Milwaukee Police Department. The 

Domestic Violence Liaison can become involved with the victim at the scene, by referral 

from the police districts or by referral from criminal justice victim service providers. 

Although the case volume has exceeded the ability of one DVL, victims serviced by the 

position receive vertical follow-through throughout their experience.  

 

The Domestic Violence Liaison initially contacts the victims to offer information and 

assistance in working with the police on his/her case and to offer referrals to victim service 

providers. In the process of determining the services needed to meet the victim’s needs, the 

Domestic Violence Liaison often begins the process of creating a safety plan with the victim. 

The number of contacts is driven by the victim and victim contact may be initiated by 
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additional incidents of violence, continued work as the victim’s liaison to the police 

department, need for further service referrals, desire to obtain an updated case status, or the 

simple need to talk. 

 
The current Pretrial Monitoring Program’s (PMP) Bail Monitor replaced the original design 

which incorporated probation officers as pretrial monitors with a JODI Bail Monitor. In this 

capacity, the Bail Monitor maintains contact with the defendant to ensure that the “No 

Contact Order” and any other bail conditions are not being violated. As part of the program, 

maintaining communication with the Bail Monitor is a condition of the defendant’s bail as 

well.  

 

Additionally, the Bail Monitor contacts the victim to advise him/her of the bail conditions 

and provide information about how to enforce the “No Contact Order.” The Bail Monitor 

also reviews the victims’ safety plans to offer referrals to victim service providers and 

provides victims with periodic updates of their case status. The JODI Associate Director 

assists with the contacts as the case load currently exceeds the ability of one Bail Monitor. 
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Research Question 
The purpose of this study is to determine whether victims whose cases were referred to these 

two Judicial Oversight Demonstration Initiative (JODI) funded programs perceived a benefit 

to their safety and well-being as a result of participating in the programs. This study will 

provide answers to a number of research questions: 

 

Overall, what did domestic violence victims experience as a result of participating in the 

JODI funded programs? 

 

Do domestic violence victims in cases served by the Judicial Oversight Demonstration 

Initiative’s Pretrial Monitoring Program or Domestic Violence Liaison at the Milwaukee 

Police Department have an improved sense of safety and personal well-being as a result of 

these programs? 

 

• What percentage of victims felt an improved sense of safety as a result of contact 
with the Domestic Violence Liaison? 

• What percentage of victims felt that working with the Domestic Violence Liaison 
decreased their sense of danger or fear of harm from domestic violence? 

• What percentage of victims felt an improved sense of well-being as a result of contact 
with the Domestic Violence Liaison? 

• What percentage of victims believes they have more information about how to get 
help in a future incident of abuse as a result of working with the Domestic Violence 
Liaison? 

 

• What percentage of victims felt an improved sense of safety as a result of contact 
with the Bail Monitor? 

• What percentage of victims felt that working with the Bail Monitor decreased their 
sense of danger or fear of harm from domestic violence? 

• What percentage of victims felt an improved sense of well-being as a result of contact 
with the Bail Monitor? 

• What percentage of victims believes they have more information about how to get 
help in a future incident of abuse as a result of working with the Bail Monitor? 
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Variables for Consideration 

 

Due to documented differences in other research on the availability and utilization of victim 

services available in the following categories, the following information was obtained for 

purpose of analysis: 

o Age 
o Race and Ethnicity  
o Number and Relationship of People in the Household 
o Primary Language 
o Education 
o Employment Status 
o Individual and Household Income Levels 
o Current Housing Situation 

 

Because the amount of contact as well as the time proximity to the contact affects 

perceptions, the following information also was obtained for purpose of analysis: 

-- When contacted in relation to arrest date or arraignment date 
-- Number of Contacts with Bail Monitor or Domestic Violence Liaison 
 

We also collected data surrounding the relationship with the partner who was abusive at the 

time of the incident of domestic violence that lead to the arrest and at the time the victim was 

surveyed as part of our study. Data collected included: 

 Past Relationship with Partner who was Abusive 
 Current Relationship with Partner who was Abusive 
 Continued Contact with Partner who was Abusive 
 Violations of the No Contact Order 
 Requested Police Intervention for No Contact Order Violations 
 Severity of Violence and Abuse to Victim  

 

Because it has been documented through other studies that the impact of police and court 

responses may have a lesser effect on victims’ perceptions of safety than other factors, the 

following information was obtained for purpose of analysis: 

 Personal Support Network 
 Overall Life Satisfaction 
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Because the usefulness of the information offered to victims by the Judicial Oversight 

Initiative’s Pretrial Monitoring Program or Domestic Violence Liaison Program at the 

Milwaukee Police Department is a component of the program services and has an impact on 

the safety and well-being of the victim, questions were developed related to the types and 

amount of new information they obtained:  

 Available Resources 
 Legal Process 
 No Contact Order Enforcement 
 Obtaining a Restraining Order 
 Police Procedures 

 

Definitions 

For purposes of this study, the term “Safety” will be defined as freedom from danger or 

harm, hurt, or injury.  The term “Well-being” will be defined as happiness or a state of 

contentment. 
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Literature Review 
 

History of Victim Service Evaluations 

Very few process and outcome evaluations have been conducted on victim service providers. 

The idea of making funding for victim service providers contingent upon positive outcome 

evaluation results is relatively new. Previous surveys rarely contacted the victims or, if they 

did, only surveyed a small number. More often than not, staff and experts were surveyed 

regarding the efficacy of the program and were even asked questions regarding their 

perceptions of victim satisfaction with the program, even when the victims themselves were 

not asked. 

 

Domestic Violence: The Criminal Justice Response by Buzawa and Buzawa and published 

by Sage Publications in 1990 is a compendium of research on multiple communities’ 

criminal justice responses to domestic violence. This volume provides historical information 

on how programs have been created and evolved to more effectively meet needs, whether as 

the result of informal observation, funding limitations, or formal process and outcome 

evaluations. 

 

Brief History of the Violence Against Women Act 

The Office of Violence Against Women (OVW) is the federal oversight body within the 

United States Department of Justice created in 1995 by the Violence Against Women Act of 

1994 (VAWA). 

For the past decade, VAWA has served as a landmark piece of legislation that has provided 

crucial aid to women, men and children experiencing violence. VAWA programs and 

services, with the support of federal, state and private funding, have changed and improved 

our nation's responses to violence at the federal, state, local, campus, institutional and tribal 

level.  

When Violence Against Women Act (VAWA) was first authorized in 1994, it not only 

increased funding for programs and services, but it also attempted to improve law 

enforcement's response to violence. The STOP Formula Grant Program was initiated and the 
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OVW was tasked with overseeing its implementation. In 2000, VAWA was reauthorized 

with additional provisions to improve services for rural, older, immigrant and disabled 

women.  

In 1994, $1.62 billion was authorized for the law's first six years. In 2000, funding was 

doubled to $3.17 billion for five years. The 2005 VAWA reauthorization increases both the 

funding and the populations served by the Act. It expands services to victims of sexual 

assault, and creates prevention and victim service programs targeted towards communities of 

color, tribal communities, the elderly and children victims and witnesses of violence. 

 

The Urban Institute has provided evaluation for the Judicial Oversight Demonstration 

Initiative nationwide. Viewed as a critical component in all of program funding, evaluation 

of both process and outcomes has been central to local programs, such as Milwaukee County. 

DeStefano, Harrell, Newmark, and Visher produced Evaluation of the Judicial Oversight 

Initiative: Baseline and Implementation Report for The Urban Institute in 2001. It provides 

the foundation of the JODI program and the process and impact evaluation resources built 

into the program for ongoing review. 

 

Harrell, Newmark, Visher, and DeStefano co-authored Evaluation of the Judicial Oversight 

Initiative: Implementation Strategies and Lessons in 2002 as a review of the implementation 

process and changes in the program from its original inception. This information was useful 

in detailing the history of the national work and the conceptual framework for the assessment 

process.  

 

As a result of The Urban Institute report in 2002, Urban Strategies was able to produce a 

survey tool that gathered parallel demographic data and utilized a similar research tone with 

participants.  

 

 
 
 
 
 



 

 12

Specialized Courts  

Several other communities have developed pretrial monitoring programs and have published 

materials related to their operation and evaluation. 

  

Brooklyn, NY (Kings County) created a specialized domestic violence court in 1996 and also 

implemented a strict pretrial monitoring phase involving its probation department and a post-

sentencing review.  Specialized Felony Domestic Violence Courts: Lessons on 

Implementation and Impacts from the Kings County Experience written by Newmark, 

Rempel, Diffily, and Kane in 2001 and published by The Urban Institute offers an impact 

analysis of this program. It provides information on the creation, evolution and effectiveness 

of all aspects of the Brooklyn Domestic Violence Court. 

  

These aspects were incorporated into the Milwaukee Judicial Oversight Demonstration 

Initiative (JODI) model as the Pretrial Monitoring program. As a result of a number of 

factors, the focus of the pretrial effort has shifted to include monitoring the safety of the 

victim (See Harrell et al. 2002 below). There is considerable research available on the 

Brooklyn DV court and similarly modeled specialized courts, but Urban Strategies found no 

published studies on evaluations addressing victims’ perceptions of safety and well-being as 

a result of the victim contact, referral and services provided. This information would be 

useful in establishing patterns of efficacy but was not valuable in creating the survey 

instrument. 

 

In 1998, Gandolf wrote a report on batterer program compliance in 1998 that includes a 

description of the research design utilized in the evaluation of a pre-trial monitoring program. 

Titled The Impact of Mandatory Court Review on Batterer Program Compliance: An 

Evaluation of the Pittsburgh Municipal Courts and Domestic Abuse Counseling Center 

(DACC) and published by Minnesota Center Against Violence and Abuse, this synopsis 

offered references to evaluation elements that have been incorporated into this evaluation  of 

the Milwaukee County Judicial Oversight Initiative Pretrial Monitoring Program.  
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Law Enforcement Response 

A useful study that provides insight into police-community relations on domestic violence 

and suggested a program similar to the Domestic Violence Liaison of the Milwaukee Police 

Department  was published in the Journal of Family Violence 18 (2) in 2003: Barriers to 

Seeking Police Help for Intimate Partner Violence by Wolf, Uyen, Hobart, and Kernic. This 

study explained the use and analysis of focus group data. 

 

The most recent work similar to this study that Urban Strategies found is unpublished 

research from Colorado Springs. The Colorado Springs Domestic Violence Enhanced 

Response Team (DVERT) is a coordinated community response to domestic violence. 

“DVERT involves efforts to establish communication among criminal justice, social service, 

and community-based agencies, to establish advocacy services to meet victims’ needs, and to 

implement policies aimed toward more aggressive apprehension and sanctioning of 

offenders.” (Uchida et al. 2005)  

 

The DVERT police department position of Domestic Violence Coordinator was used as a 

model for the JODI Domestic Violence Liaison. A victim survey was recently completed but 

has not yet been published which specifically asked the victim to strongly agree, agree, 

disagree or strongly disagree with the statement, “The DVERT program made me feel safe”. 

(Uchida et al. 2005) This was the sole reference regarding victim perception of enhanced 

safety and well-being in a survey of a program created with the view that “protecting the 

safety of the victim is the primary concern”.  

 
Previous Outcome And Process Evaluations For Domestic Violence Victim Service 

Providers 

A search of outcome and process evaluations done by service providers for victims of 

domestic violence and batterers did not yield a survey instrument with the primary purpose of 

evaluating victims’ perceptions of safety and well-being. All but very few refrain from 

addressing the topic at all. In general, it was extremely simple to locate program evaluation 

results but very difficult to find the actual survey instruments. The search did, however, yield 
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several manuals on process and outcome evaluation design specific to domestic violence 

which include recommendations on the creation of survey instruments.  

 

Burt, M.R., Harrell, A., Newmark, L.C., Aron, L.Y., Jacobs, L.K., et al. (1997). Evaluation 

Guidebook for Programs Funded by STOP Formula Grants Under the Violence Against 

Women Act. Washington, DC: The Urban Institute. This guidebook was written for the 

evaluation of new and existing victim service programs specific to violence against women 

and includes extremely useful information on evaluation design.  

 

Edelson, J.L. (1997). Evaluating Domestic Violence Programs. Minneapolis, MN: Domestic 

Abuse Project.  This guidebook for constructing an evaluation specific to domestic violence 

was written by an expert in evaluating domestic violence programs. 

 

Riger, S., Bennett, L., Wasco, S.M., Schewe, P.A., Frohmann, L., Camacho, J.M., Campbell, 

R. (2002). Evaluating Services for Survivors of Domestic Violence and Sexual Assault. 

Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. This guidebook for constructing an evaluation discusses research 

design conducted from an academic perspective.  

 

Women’s Justice Center: Form for Evaluating Police Response to Rape and Sexual Assault; 

Form for Evaluating Police Response to Domestic Violence; www.justicewomen.com. Both 

provide model verbiage for the enhanced “Safety and Well-being” questions we included in 

our survey. 

 

Variables Considered in Research Related To Domestic Violence 

A search of both outcome and process evaluations for victim service providers in the areas of 

child abuse and sexual assault did not yield an evaluation addressing victims’ perceptions of 

safety and well-being. Fewer process and outcome evaluations of victim service providers 

exist in these areas at this time.  

 

Several other surveys which were reviewed did provide formats for intake and interview 

schedules as well as rationale for considering specific variables.  
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Anderson, M.A., Gillis, P.M., Stoker, M., McCloskey, K., Malloy, K., and Grigsby, N. 

(2003). “Why Doesn’t She Just Leave?” A Descriptive Study of Victim Reported 

Impediments to Her Safety. Journal of Family Violence 18 (3). Information for analysis was 

obtained from victim intake surveys which included questions about whether the victim 

feared for her life and whether the abuser attempted to kill the victim. Although it was not the 

focus, the report also indicates that the victims placed lesser value on police and court 

response than on the perceived lack of available victim service programs to respond to 

financial needs. 

 

Benson, M.L. and Fox, G.L. (2004) When Violence Hits Home: How Economics and 

Neighborhood Play a Role. National Institute of Justice Research Brief  NCJ 204004. This 

research brief is based on Economic Distress, Community Context and Intimate Violence: 

An Application and Extension of Social Disorganization Theory (NCJ 193434) and details 

how domestic violence is exacerbated by low socioeconomic status. 

 

Dugan, L., Nagin, D.S., and Rosenfeld, R. (2003). Do Domestic Violence Services Save 

Lives?. National Institute of Justice Journal; Issue 250 This evaluation provides research 

regarding negative versus positive impacts of victim services in domestic abuse situations by 

race, marital status and socioeconomic status. 

 

Johnson, J., Luna, Y. and Stein, J. (2003) Victim Protection Orders and the Stake in 

Conformity Thesis. Journal of Family Violence 18(6). This article discusses research 

regarding the likelihood of batterer compliance with no contact orders and provides 

documentation of law enforcement and court-initiated reasons why batterers comply. Since 

no contact orders are at the core of increasing safety, this is relevant for an overall review of 

the programs and provides variables for consideration when analyzing the results of this 

survey. 

 

Keilitz, S.L., Davis, C., Efkeman, H.S., Flango, C., Hannaford, P.L. (1998). Civil Protection 

Orders: Victims’ Views on Effectiveness. National Institute of Justice Research Preview. The 
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research for this report was conducted through two separate telephone interviews with each 

victim to determine perception over time as well as a review of civil case records for each 

victim and a review of the criminal history of each abuser. 

 

Uchida, C.D., Putnam, C.A., Mastrofski, J., Solomon, S., and Dawson, D. (2000) Evaluating 

a Multi-Disciplinary Response to Domestic Violence: The DVERT Program in Colorado 

Springs Report.  This unpublished process evaluation illustrates the performance of a similar 

program. 

 

Methods and Ethics 

Coulter, L.M. and Chez, R.A. (1997) Domestic Violence Victims Support Mandatory 

Reporting: For Others. Journal of Family Violence; 12(3). This article describes a survey of 

victims of domestic violence. It provides insight in how victims view the system and 

information on conducting an ethical and safe personal interview.  

 

Zweig, J.M., Burt, M. with Van Ness, A. (2003) The Effects on Victims of Victim Service 

Programs Funded by the STOP Formula Grants Program. Washington, DC: The Urban 

Institute. This analysis of a prior academic survey of the efficacy of victim service providers 

for all areas of violence against women discusses the areas evaluated to achieve applicable 

survey results. The survey instrument provides approved questions and methodology for 

conducting uniform, safe and ethical individual phone survey interviews. 

 

Zweig, J.M. and Burt, M. (2002). The Complexities of Victim Research: Implementation 

Lessons from the Victim Impact Evaluation of Nonprofit Victim Services in the STOP 

Program. Washington, DC: The Urban Institute. This opinion paper written in conjunction 

with a nationwide survey of the efficacy of victim service providers for all areas of violence 

against women discusses the difficulties encountered in conducting the survey and the best 

practices discovered for ethical and safe surveys.  
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Milwaukee Specific  
 
Davis, R., Smith, B., Nickles, L. (1997). Prosecuting Domestic Violence Cases with 

Reluctant Victims: Assessing Two Novel Approaches in Milwaukee. Report to the National 

Institute of Justice, American Bar Association, Criminal Justice Section/Fund for Justice and 

Evaluation, Washington, DC is an evaluation of the separated domestic violence docket for 

Milwaukee County.  

 

Sherman, L.W., Schmidt, J.D., and Rogan, D.P. (1990). Milwaukee Domestic Violence 

Experiment, 1987-1989. Washington, DC: Crime Control Institute. The research is specific 

to Milwaukee and provides historical background for the JODI program design as well as 

Milwaukee County’s ongoing efforts to respond to domestic violence. 
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Description of Study Sample 

The sampling frame was all clients whose address and telephone contact information was 

provided to Urban Strategies by the Director and Associate Director of the Judicial Oversight 

Demonstration Initiative.  The sample was 100% of the total sampling frame. 

 

Judicial Oversight Demonstration Initiative staff and the Domestic Violence Liaison 

requested that victims in the programs give permission to be contacted at a later time for 

purposes of evaluating the program. All names for the Domestic Violence Liaison Program 

of The Milwaukee Police Department and the Pretrial Monitoring Program provided to 

Urban Strategies were sent a letter inviting them to participate in a one-on-one telephone 

interview.  

 

Additional informed consent was confirmed and documented again at the start of each 

interview.  

 

Names of eighty-nine (89) women were provided to Urban Strategies as having provided 

written consent to be contacted at a later date for purposes of program outcome evaluation of 

the Pretrial Monitoring Program. Twenty-five (25) letters were returned as undeliverable.  

Ten (10) were mailed letters, but not contacted by telephone because the only contact 

information provided was a work telephone number. Two (2) were not contacted because no 

telephone contact information was given. One name was provided twice for two separate 

incidents. Seven (7) did not participate after the informed consent statement was read.  

 

One survey was not completed because the telephone call was disconnected and the 

interviewer was unable to reestablish contact with the victim on subsequent days. Thirteen 

victims were left messages, but never responded.  Two candidates for the Pretrial Monitor 

survey were excluded from the sample; one because the trial was still pending and the second 

because the victim had been previously interviewed for the Domestic Violence Liaison 

survey. 28 surveys were completed and compiled. 

 



 

 19

JODI staff provided names of forty (40) victims through the Domestic Violence Liaison 

Program.  Eight (8) victims were not able to be contacted due to incorrect or outdated contact 

information. Three (3) were not contacted because no telephone contact information was 

given.  One victim did not respond to messages. Twenty-eight (28) surveys were completed. 

 

External Validity Considerations 

Every reasonable attempt was made to contact each victim willing and available, thus 

minimizing the possibility of an unrepresentative sample. However, there may be a 

likelihood that victims with a lesser sense of safety and well-being were impossible to 

interview as a result of re-location efforts on their part or lack of sense of safety in the act of 

participation in the study itself. 

 

Some Hawthorne Effect may be present in that victims were aware that they were “being 

studied” and many participants may not have been involved in previous research projects of 

which they were aware.  In addition, it is not known whether any of the victims in this study 

also participated in previous research through The Urban Institute or other program 

evaluations. Therefore, we cannot measure the degree of possible Multiple-Treatment 

Interference.  

 

The research design addressed the issue of future replication by utilizing written, 

standardized and tested questions and interview procedures. Terms have been defined and an 

annotated copy of the actual survey instrument is available for review.    
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Construction of Measures 

 
For purposes of the study, significant research was conducted to obtain questions that were 

tested, validated and utilized in previous studies with victims of domestic violence on safety 

and well being.   

 

This research will consist of a post-test only, non-experimental design.  

X   O 

 

The project was not funded to conduct a pre-test of victims upon police contact or case 

referral to the Pretrial Monitoring Program. Therefore, no data is available for pre- and post-

treatment comparison. Because there was no control group, it is not possible to provide 

comparative data. 

 

The measures were designed to examine the self-perception of safety and well-being for 

program participants.  For the most part, the study utilized Likert scales and semantic 

differential approaches to view generally qualitative responses on perception and opinions in 

quantitative interval measures for purposes of comparison. 

 

All questions offered a structured response format. Unsolicited comments were collected and 

noted at the end of each survey. 

 

For this study, the unit of analysis is an individual victim respondent.  

 

Reliability and Validity 
 
The questions were tested, validated and utilized by academic and professional researchers in 

similar or related surveys on either domestic violence or safety and well-being.   

 

A number of questions on safety and life satisfaction issues were drawn from Victim 

Outcomes work conducted by The Urban Institute and published in February 2003 in “The 
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Effects on Victims of Victim Service Programs funded by STOP Formula Grants Program” 

as well as the Evaluation Guidebook for Project funded by S.T.O.P. Formula Grants under 

the Violence Against Women Act published in December 1997 by The Urban Institute. 

  

In addition, questions were taken from the unpublished Domestic Violence Enhanced 

Response Team program (Colorado Springs) victim survey conducted by Craig D. Uchida, 

Carol A. Putnam, Jennifer Mastrofski, Shellie Solomon and Deborah Dawson in April 2000. 

Intervention Satisfaction Survey for the Domestic Abuse Project (DAP) and the 

Victim/Survivor Follow Up Interview Schedule for the Domestic Abuse Project (DAP) from 

Evaluating Domestic Violence Programs by J.L. Edelson, in 1997 in Minneapolis, MN. 

 

The Complete Review of the Satisfaction with Life Scale by W. Pavot and E. Diener was 

incorporated into the survey as published by the American Psychological Association to 

function as an indicator of overall life satisfaction.  

 

To provide an overall assessment of life satisfaction with an instrument that was previously 

tested and utilized in evaluating domestic violence service providers, questions were adapted 

from the Before Counseling Survey included in Evaluating Services for Survivors of 

Domestic Violence Sexual Assault (2002 Riger, et al.). Questions regarding specific 

experiences with the program were also drawn from this source. 

 

In addition, the research design and instrument was reviewed by an Independent Review 

Panel. 

 

Even with this level of careful scrutiny and review, this research does not have the ability to 

be conclusive as to the nature and extent of the relationships between the services provided 

and the sense of safety and well-being experienced by victims in the Judicial Oversight 

Demonstration Initiative programs. 
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Internal Validity 

Internal validity is the approximate truth about inferences regarding cause-effect or causal 

relationships. 

 

This research has the inherent challenge of a “single-group threat.” Because there was no 

control group or any other comparison group, the extent to which the results can be assumed 

to apply specifically to JODI funded programs are limited.  Even though questions have been 

asked specifically about the services of the Bail Monitor or the Domestic Violence Liaison, 

there is no way to separate the true impact of these JODI funded programs versus other 

services received from other victim assistance programs or the results that have been 

obtained from victims that participated in no programs. 

 

Maturation of the participants will naturally take place over time. This often is especially true 

with individuals who have experienced significant trauma and have made major life changes 

as a result. Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that some respondents have grown or 

changed their thinking regarding the experience of victimization, the police or court 

procedures and the Judicial Oversight Demonstration Initiative intervention strategy that they 

experienced. 

 

Additionally, much of the data and analysis from the two programs cannot be compared to 

each other because, while both programs intend to improve a victim’s sense of safety and 

well-being, the primary position descriptions within the two programs of the DVL Program 

and the Pretrial Monitoring Program require a different set of job purposes, specialized 

technical skills, and unique personal interactions with victims and defendants.  

 

Another important distinction is that the interventions or treatments take place at two distinct 

times in the victim’s experience with domestic violence. The Domestic Violence Liaison is 

likely to have immediate contact with the victim when she feels vulnerable and afraid. The 

Bail Monitor is likely to have contact with the victim within a few days following an incident 

when the victim may have received support, information and advice from a number of other 

individuals including the Domestic Violence Liaison. 
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Description of Procedures  
 1. Notification through the United States Postal Service (USPS) 

All victims for whom Urban Strategies had received both their mailing and telephone contact 

information from the staff as having provided written consent to be contacted were mailed a 

letter through the United States Postal Service informing them that someone from Urban 

Strategies would be calling them at the telephone number received from the Bail Monitor or 

Domestic Violence Liaison to schedule an interview. The letter indicated that the purpose of 

the interview would be to obtain information for the evaluation of either the Domestic 

Violence Liaison or the Pretrial Monitoring Program and that a stipend of $20 would be paid 

for participating in the survey. 

 

2. Contact by Telephone 

All staff members answering telephones at Urban Strategies were instructed on proper 

procedures for answering questions and scheduling appointments. Appointments were 

scheduled on incoming calls for return calls to be made by Urban Strategies to the number 

given to Urban Strategies by JODI staff.  Exceptions were allowed if the telephone service 

was in the victim’s name, if the call was made to the victim’s place of employment or if the 

call was connected to the person through a community agency.  

 

The majority of the interviews were conducted during the initial contact. Every effort was 

made to stagger the times when contacts were attempted to achieve the highest level of 

participation in the survey. As a result, each contact was attempted initially on a weekday 

morning and/or afternoon and further attempts were made on weekday evenings and 

weekends. If it was not possible to complete the survey during the initial contact, 

appointment times were made available for any time the victim found convenient. In all, no 

less than 2 to 4 attempts were made to reach every victim by letter and telephone. 

 

The interviewer was trained on research issues for work with human subjects and followed 

an identical script during each interview. The telephone interview instrument is included in 

the Appendices as well as the Survey Contact Protocol. 
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Methods of Subject Identity Verification 

Five steps were taken to verify that the person surveyed was the person identified as a 

program participant. 1) All contacts were attempted using only the contact information 

obtained from the Judicial Oversight Demonstration Initiative staff.    2)  All contacts 

originated from Urban Strategies. In situations where the victims contacted Urban Strategies, 

a return call was immediately placed to the victim at one of the contact numbers provided by 

the JODI staff. Exceptions were made only in situations when the victim could show 

telephone service was in her name. 3) The victim’s Social Security number was obtained to 

record the stipend payment. 4) The victim’s current mailing address was obtained. 5) The 

stipend payments were made in the form of a check written payable to the victim.   

 

Ethical Considerations 
A protocol was established to ensure the highest level of safety and dignity for participants in 

the research. The interviewer was trained on proper procedures and protocols to obtain 

consent, and followed all guidelines for dealing with human subjects in studies with 

potentially extreme psychological and emotional impact. Additionally, in an effort to ensure 

the victim’s safety, a protocol also was established to verify the identity of the respondent 

and to clarify the purpose of the call before beginning the interview. 

 

Oversight has been provided by an Independent Review Committee (see Protocol attached) 

to consider and monitor the research methodology as well as the implementation itself or any 

complaints by participants. 

 

To further ensure confidentiality and anonymity, participants were assigned a code. No 

identifying information is available for any individual participant in the study.   

 

Other staff at Urban Strategies involved in analyzing data or drafting checks for participant 

stipends did not have access to survey codes. 
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A Note of Caution 

“Although the barriers to conducting victim research are not insurmountable, they do require 

that evaluators spend a great deal of time at the beginning brainstorming solutions to 

anticipated pitfalls. And because one cannot anticipate every barrier that might be 

encountered, evaluators (and funders alike) should plan to have some flexibility in their 

design to be able to overcome problems without destroying the rigor of the research, running 

out of time to compete the work, and overrunning project budgets.1” 

  

A number of minor changes were made to the original research design in order to 

accommodate lack of transportation for participants to attend an in-person interview. 

 

The projected number of participants was not reached due to the lack of written consent from 

more program participants as well as the length of time since their last contact with the 

programs and lack of forwarding contact information.     

                                                 
1 The Complexities of Victim Research,  p. 20 (see bibliography) 
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Findings from Participants in Domestic Violence Liaison Program 
 

28 participants completed the telephone survey between November 21 and December 6, 

2005.  The average age of respondents was 40 – 44.  All respondents reported English as 

their primary language. 46.4% of respondents were White. 42.9% were Black or African-

American. One respondent selected the category of “Latina/Hispanic/Mexican” and two 

reported that they were American Indian/Native American/First Nation. 

 

75% of respondents reported that they lived in a household with children. The average 

number of people living in the household was 3.  Over 95% of respondents indicated that 

they had received a high school diploma, GED, or some vocational, technical, business or 

college education. Five respondents reported a 4 year degree; five reported a two-year 

degree.  

 

50% of respondents were not currently employed. 28.6% reported having a full-time job and 

7.1% reported having a part-time job. Four women (14.3%) reported having a full-time job 

with a second part-time job. Of those 14 unemployed, one reported that she was taking care 

of home and/or family. Six individuals (42.8%) reported that they were ill or disabled and 

unable to work. One respondent reported that she was going to school.  Two respondents 

indicated that they were retired. Three are looking for work. One indicated that she is 

disabled and does not want to be able to be found using employment information. 

 

Of those respondents who were willing and able to answer this question, the average annual 

individual income range reported was $20,000 - $24,999.  The average annual household 

income was about $5,000 higher – a range of $25,000 - $29,999. 

 

57.1% of respondents reported that they now had no relationship to the partner who was 

abusive.  14.3% were divorced and 10.7% were legally separated. One is in the process of 

getting a divorce. Two women indicated that the current relationship is only as the father of 

their child. One woman reported it as an acquaintance and another indicated that they have 

business contact related to the sale of their jointly-owned house. 
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50% (or 14 women) reported that they have had no contact with the partner who was abusive 

since the incident. 50% (or 14 women) reported that they have had contact with the partner 

who was abusive since the incident. 

 

28.6% (or 8 women) reported that the No Contact Order was never violated by the abusive 

partner. 71.4% (or 20 women) reported that it was violated.  19 women reported that they or 

a family member requested help from the police to enforce the No Contact Order.  

 

89.3% or 25 women reported that they had lived with the partner who was abusive at some 

time. None of the women reported that they were living with the person right now. 85.7% 

reported that they were living in their own place. 10.7% reported that they were living with 

friends or family.  One woman is at a transitional housing agency. 

 

67.9% of all respondents reported that they obtained medical treatment as a result of this 

abusive relationship.  42.9% reported that, “looking back,” there were incidences where they 

thought they should have obtained medical treatment but did not. 

 

In the general area of life satisfaction and general sense of well-being, 50% reported being 

“satisfied” with their life as a whole. An additional 25% reported feeling “very satisfied” 

with their life.  

 

In the general area of personal safety, 42.9% of the respondents indicated that they felt 

“satisfied” about their personal safety and 14.3% felt “very satisfied” about their personal 

safety. 

 

39.3% were satisfied with the amount of fun and enjoyment in their lives and 18% reported 

that they were very satisfied with the amount of fun and enjoyment. 

 

43% were satisfied with the amount of responsibilities they have for members of their family. 

32% were “very satisfied” with their family responsibilities. 
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39.3% were “satisfied” about what they are accomplishing in their lives. 43% reported 

feeling “very satisfied” with what they are accomplishing in their lives.  

 

21.4% of women reported that they felt satisfied with their independence or freedom - that is, 

how free they feel to live the life they want. 35.7% reported that they felt “very satisfied” 

with their independence. 

 

35.7% of women reported that they felt “satisfied” with their emotional and psychological 

well-being. 25% reported that they were “very satisfied” with this factor. 

 

42.9% reported that they were satisfied with the way they spend their spare time. 25% 

reported that they are “very satisfied” with the way they spend their spare time. 

 

Of those with a job, the responses were evenly split among a little satisfied, satisfied and very 

satisfied. 

 

28.6% reported that they were “satisfied” with their standard of living and 39.3% reported 

that they were “very satisfied” with their standard of living. 

 

39.3% of women reported that they were “satisfied” with their health. 28.6% reported that 

they were “very satisfied” with their health. 

 

35.7% of women reported that they felt “satisfied” about their educational experience. 28.6% 

felt “very satisfied” about their educational experience. 

 

32.1% of respondents indicated that they felt satisfied about their neighborhood and 32.1% 

felt “very satisfied” about their neighborhood.  

 

These findings can be summarized and analyzed in a table calculating the weighted average of 

responses to indicate the rating and ranking of life satisfactions of the group as a whole.   

 



 

 29

 

Satisfaction                                               %Satisfied        % Little           Weighted 
       or Very          or None    Average 

1. Life as Whole 75.0  25.0 2.0 
2. Personal Safety 57.2 42.8 1.6 
3. Fun and Enjoyment 57.2 42.8 1.6 
4. Family Responsibilities 75.0 25.0 2.0 
5. Accomplishments 82.2 17.8 2.3 
6. Independence 57.2 42.8 1.8 
7. Emotional & Psychological Well-Being 60.7 39.3 1.7 
8. Spare Time 67.9 32.1 1.8 
9. Job 42.8 57.2 1.0 
10. Standard of Living 67.9 32.1 2.0 
11. Health 67.9 32.1 1.9 
12. Education  64.3 35.7 2.0 
13. Neighborhood 64.3 35.7 1.9 

 

Ranking of Life Satisfactions 

2.3 Accomplishments 

2.0 Life as A Whole 
2.0 Family Responsibilities 
2.0 Standard of Living 
2.0 Education 
 
1.9 Health 
1.9 Neighborhood 
1.8 Spare Time 
1.8 Independence 
 
1.7 Emotional and Psychological Well-Being 
1.6 Fun and Enjoyment 
1.6 Personal Safety 
 
1.0 Job  
 

 

Ideal Life Scale  

Participants were asked to rate a series of questions against an “ideal life” scenario.  

Response options included 3 degrees of disagreement, a neutral category and 3 degrees of 

agreement.  These scores cannot be compared to the previous scale. While the questions may 

sound similar because they relate to overall sense of life satisfaction, the previous question 
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set does not offer degrees of disagreement or dissatisfaction and, therefore, did not offer a 

corresponding “negative response” set. 

 

The following values were assigned to the responses: 
-3 Strongly Disagree 
-2 Disagree 
-1 Slightly Disagree 
0 Neutral 
+1 Slightly Agree 
+2 Agree 
+3 Strongly Agree 
 
The following weighted averages were calculated from all responses: 

In most ways, I am close to my ideal.      .90 

The conditions of my life are excellent.     .46 

I am satisfied with my life.                1.60 

So far, I have gotten the important things I want in life.            1.21 

If I could live my life over, I would change almost nothing.            -.79 

 

As a population, these respondents indicate a positive sense of their lives. The most hopeful 

response appears to be that while women overwhelmingly indicated that there were things 

they would have liked to have changed, they now report being satisfied with their present life 

and getting close to their ideal. 

 

The next tool measured the coping strategies and the overall sense of the group of 

respondents that are managing their lives well. The response scale is as follows:  

  
0 Never 
1 Rarely 
2 Sometimes 
3 Often 
4 Always 
 

I have someone I can turn to for helpful advice about a problem.  3.17 

I have someone who helps me in times of trouble.    2.96 

I trust my ability to solve difficult problems.     2.96 
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I am confident about the decisions that I make.    2.64 

I feel I am in control of my own life.      2.78 

I have ways to help myself when I feel troubled.    2.92 

I know the abuse was not my fault.      3.42 

I am able to talk about my thoughts and feelings about the abuse.  2.92 

 

In general, this group of respondents indicates more confidence in the advice of others than 

themselves. The responses are consistent with the previous response set which suggests that 

these are women in a time of change who are satisfied with recent events and decisions in 

their lives. 

 

Contact and Information from Domestic Violence Liaison 

28.6% reported that they were contacted by the Domestic Violence Liaison immediately after 

the incident of domestic violence. 28.6% reported being contacted within 24 hours and 

17.9% reported contact within 48 hours of the incident. An additional 14.3% of women 

reported that they were contacted within one week after the incident of abuse.  One woman 

went to the police station and was stopped by the DVL on her way out. One woman was 

contacted by Kara through another service provider. One woman did not remember the 

timing. 

 

10.7% reported that they had 4 to 6 contacts with the Domestic Violence Liaison.  7.1% 

reported that they had 7 to 9 contacts with her. 14.3% reported that they had 10 to 12 

sessions. 67.9% reported that they had more than 12 contacts with the Domestic Violence 

Liaison.  This data suggests that the Domestic Violence Liaison has an average of about 12 

contacts per victim with whom she works. 

  

Women were asked how much more information they had about resources available to them 

because of their contact with the Domestic Violence Liaison.  75% reported that they had a 

lot more information. 10.7% reported that they had somewhat more and 7.1% reported that 

they had a little more information. 7.1% reported that they had no more information because 

of contact with the DVL. 
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Women were asked how much support they would say they received from their contact with 

the Domestic Violence Liaison. 100% reported that the received “a lot of support,” the 

highest rating available.  

 

Women were asked if having the Domestic Violence Liaison available helped them decide to 

participate in the prosecution. 71.4% indicated that it helped them “a lot.” 7.1% reported that 

it helped them “somewhat.” 7.1% reported that it helped a little. 14.3% indicated that help 

from the DVL did not help them decide. 

 

Women were asked if working with the Domestic Violence Liaison increased their sense of 

happiness or contentment.  75% reported that working with the program increased their sense 

of happiness or contentment “a lot.” 21.4% reported that it helped them “somewhat.” 3.6% 

(one woman) indicated that it increased her sense of happiness or contentment a little.  All 

respondents reported having their sense of happiness or contentment increased through 

contact with the DVL. 

 

Women were asked how hopeful they feel about things as a result of working with the 

Domestic Violence Liaison. 60.7% reported feeling “very hopeful” as a result. 32.1% 

reported being “somewhat hopeful. 7.1% reported being a little hopeful. 100% of 

respondents indicated that they were more hopeful as a result. 

 

Women were asked to what degree working with the Domestic Violence Liaison decreased 

their sense of danger or fear of harm from domestic violence. 67.9% reported that their sense 

of danger or fear from harm was reduced “a lot” by working with the Domestic Violence 

Liaison.  25% indicated that their sense of danger or fear from harm was decreased 

“somewhat.” 3.6% (one person) reported that their sense of danger or fear was reduced a 

little. 3.6% (one person) reported that working with the Domestic Violence Liaison did not 

decrease her sense of danger or fear. 
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Women were asked how much more information about how the legal process works they 

received from working with the Domestic Violence Liaison. 67.9% reported that they 

received much more information. 21.4% reported that they received somewhat more 

information. 10.7% reported that they received a little more information. 100% of 

respondents reported that they received more information about the legal process from 

working with the DVL. 

 

Women were asked how much more information they received from the Domestic Violence 

Liaison about how to enforce a No Contact Order.  82.1% reported that they received much 

more information. 10.7% reported that they received somewhat more information. 7.1% 

reported that they received a little more information.  All respondents reported that they did 

receive more information about how to enforce a No Contact Order as a result of working 

with the Domestic Violence Liaison. 

 

Women were asked how much more information they received from the DVL about how to 

get a restraining order.  85.7% reported that they received much more information. 7.1% 

reported that they received somewhat more information. 7.1% reported that they did not 

receive more information about how to get a restraining order as a result of working with the 

Domestic Violence Liaison. Both women indicated that they already were familiar with the 

restraining order process.  

 

Women were asked how much more information they received from the DVL about what the 

police should do for them.  71.4% reported that they received much more information. 14.3% 

reported that they received somewhat more information. 14.3% reported that they received a 

little more information.  100% of respondents reported that, as a result of working with the 

Domestic Violence Liaison, they received more information about what the police should do 

for them. 

 

Women were asked how much more information they received from the DVL about how to 

get help in a future incident of abuse.  93% reported that they received much more 

information. 3.6% reported that they received somewhat more information. 3.6% (one 
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respondent) reported that she did not receive more information about how to get help in a 

future incidence of abuse from the Domestic Violence Liaison because she already was 

familiar with the procedures. 

 

To the question “Did your interaction with the Domestic Violence Liaison improve your 

sense of safety?” 53.6% responded that their sense of safety was improved much more. 

35.7% reported that their sense of safety was improved somewhat more. 10.7% reported that 

their sense of safety was improved a little more. 100% of respondents felt that their sense of 

safety was improved as a result of their interaction with the Domestic Violence Liaison. 

 

To the question “Did your interaction with the Domestic Violence Liaison improve your 

sense of well-being?,” 60.7% responded that their sense of safety was improved much more. 

32.1% reported that their sense of well-being was improved somewhat more. 7.1% reported 

that heir sense of well-being was improved a little more. 100% of respondents reported that 

their sense of well-being was improved as a result of working with the Domestic Violence 

Liaison. 

 

Finally, 100% of respondents indicated that they would use the services and or recommend 

using the services of the Domestic Violence Liaison to a friend in need. 

 

One respondent shared her personal story and her fears about the abuser and his future 

release (from jail) with the interviewer. The interviewer provided the names and telephone 

numbers of appropriate agencies to assist her. 

 

Respondents’ unsolicited comments capture the sentiments of many women: 

“Kara went above and beyond what she needed to do. She offered support. I would have 

prosecuted anyway. She was always there for me and always tried to help me locate 

resources.” 

 

“I would not have done anything about it if not for Kara’s advice and encouragement.” 
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Summary of Findings 
100% of respondents indicated that they received “a lot of support” from the Domestic 

Violence Liaison. The average rating was 3.0 on a 3.0 scale.  

 

Of these, 86% indicated that having the DVL available helped them decide to participate in 

the prosecution. Only 14% suggested that the DVL did not help them decide. 

 

All but 2 respondents indicated that they have more information about resources available to 

them. 

 

All respondents indicated that working with the Domestic Violence Liaison increased their 

sense of happiness or sense of contentment. (75% indicated “a lot,” 21% indicated 

“somewhat” and 4% indicated “a little”). 

 

All respondents indicated that they were more hopeful as a result of working with the 

Domestic Violence Liaison.  61% very; 32% some; 7% a little. 

 

All respondents, except one, indicated that working with the Domestic Violence Liaison 

decreased their sense of danger or fear of harm from domestic violence.   

 
All (100%) reported having more information about the legal process and about the 

enforcement of a no contact order. 
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Findings from Participants in the Pretrial Monitoring Program 
 

28 participants completed the telephone survey between November 28 and December 9, 

2005.  The average age of respondents was 30 – 34.  All respondents except 2 reported 

English as their primary language, with one reporting Spanish and one reporting Hmong.  

50% of respondents were White.  39% were Black or African-American. One respondent 

selected the category of “Latina/Hispanic/Mexican” and one reported that she was Asian or 

Pacific Islander and one respondent specified “American.” 

 

96% of respondents reported that they lived in a household with children. The average 

number of people living in the household was 4 or 5.  Over 80% of respondents indicated that 

they had received a high school diploma, GED, or some vocational, technical, business or 

college education. One respondent reported a 4 year degree; two reported a two-year degree.  

 

46.4% of respondents were not currently employed. 39.3% reported having a full-time job 

and 14.3% reported having a part-time job. Of those unemployed, 14% reported that they 

were unable to find work. 10.7% (3) reported that they were taking care of home and/or 

family. Four individuals (14.3%) reported that they were ill, injured, disabled or on disability 

and unable to work. Two respondents reported that they were going to school. One reported 

that she could not find a job as a result of the restraining order against her. 

 

Of those respondents who were willing and able to answer this question, the average annual 

individual income range reported was $15,000  - $19,999.  The average annual household 

income was about $10,000 higher – a range of $25,000 - $29,999. 

 

39.3% of respondents reported that they now had no relationship to the partner who was 

abusive.  7% were divorced and 7% were legally separated. One woman reported dating the 

partner, one woman reported living with the partner and not married and one woman reported 

that she was married to the partner.  28.5% of respondents or 8 women reported that their 

current relationship with the partner who was abusive was because they were their children’s 

father. Two women specifically mentioned active restraining orders.   
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39.3% (or 11 women) reported that they have had no contact with the partner who was 

abusive since the incident. 60.7% (or 17 women) reported that they have had contact with the 

partner who was abusive since the incident. 

 

64.3% (or 18 women) reported that the No Contact Order was never violated by the partner. 

35.7% (or 10 women) reported that it was violated.  9 women reported that they requested 

help from the police to enforce the No Contact Order.  One woman contacted the parole 

officer of the abusive partner.  

 

89.3% or 25 women reported that they had lived with the partner who was abusive at some 

time. 7.1% or 2 women reported that they currently were living with the partner who was 

abusive. 64.3% reported that they were living in their own place. 32.1% reported that they 

were living with friends or family.  One woman reported that she currently was living in a 

hotel until she found a home.  

 

Half (50%) of all respondents reported that they obtained medical treatment as a result of this 

abusive relationship.  39.3% reported that, “looking back,” there were incidences where they 

think they should have obtained medical treatment but did not. 

 

In the general area of life satisfaction and general sense of well-being, 53.6% reported being 

“satisfied” with their life as a whole. An additional 25% reported feeling “very satisfied” 

with their life.  

 

In the general area of personal safety, 50% of the respondents indicated that they felt 

“satisfied” about their personal safety and 32.1% felt “very satisfied” about their personal 

safety. 

 

57% were satisfied with the amount of fun and enjoyment in their lives and 18% reported 

that they were very satisfied with the amount of fun and enjoyment. 
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43% were satisfied with the amount of responsibilities they have for members of their family. 

35.7% were “very satisfied” with their family responsibilities. 

 

28.6% were “satisfied” about what they are accomplishing in their lives. 35.7% reported 

feeling “very satisfied” with what they are accomplishing in their lives.  

 

46.4% of women reported that they felt “satisfied” with their independence or freedom - that 

is, how free they feel to live the life they want. 32.1% reported that they felt “very satisfied” 

with their independence. 

 

57.1% of women reported that they felt “satisfied” with their emotional and psychological 

well-being. 21.4% reported that they were “very satisfied” with this factor. 

 

57.1% reported that they were” satisfied” with the way they spend their spare time. 10.7% 

reported that they are “very satisfied” with the way they spend their spare time. 

 

Of those with a job, the responses were evenly split among a little satisfied, satisfied and very 

satisfied. 

 

21.4% of respondents reported that they were “very satisfied” with their standard of living. 

50% indicated that they were “satisfied” and 14.3% replied that they were a” little satisfied”. 

60.7% of women reported that they were “satisfied” with their health. 28.6% reported that 

they were ‘very satisfied” with their health. 

 

46.4% of women reported that they felt “satisfied” about their educational experience. 17.9% 

felt “very satisfied” about their educational experience. 

 

35.7% of respondents indicated that they felt “satisfied” about their neighborhood and 42.9% 

felt “very satisfied” about their neighborhood.  
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These findings can be summarized and analyzed in a table calculating the weighted average of 

responses to indicate the rating and ranking of life satisfactions of the group as a whole.   

 

Satisfaction             %Satisfied    % Little          Weighted 
             or Very       or None         Average 

1)  Life as Whole 78.6  21.4 1.9 
2)  Personal Safety 82.1 17.9 2.1 
3)  Fun and Enjoyment 75.0 25.0 1.7 
4)  Family Responsibilities 78.6 21.4 2.0 
5)  Accomplishments 64.3 35.7 1.7 
6)  Independence 78.5 21.5 2.0 
7)  Emotional & Psychological Well-Being 78.5 21.5 2.0 
8)  Spare Time 67.8 32.1 1.8 
9)  Job 66.7 33.3 1.1 
10)  Standard of Living 71.4 28.6 1.4 
11)  Health 89.3 10.7 2.1 
12)  Education  64.3 35.7 1.6 
13)  Neighborhood 78.6 21.4 2.1 

 

Ranking of Life Satisfactions 

2.1 Personal Safety 
2.1 Health 
2.1 Neighborhood 
 
2.0 Family Responsibilities 
2.0 Independence 
2.0 Emotional & Psychological Well-Being 

1.9 Life as a Whole 
 
1.8 Spare Time 
1.7 Fun and Enjoyment 
1.7 Accomplishments 
 
1.6 Education 
1.4 Standard of Living 
1.1 Job  
 

Ideal Life Scale  

 

Participants were asked to rate a series of questions against an “ideal life” scenario as devised 

by Pavot and Diener and copyrighted by American Psychological Association in 1993.  
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Response options included 3 degrees of disagreement, a “neutral” category and 3 degrees of 

agreement.  These scores cannot be compared to the previous scale. While the questions may 

sound similar because they relate to overall sense of life satisfaction, the previous question 

set does not offer degrees of disagreement or dissatisfaction and, therefore, did not offer a 

corresponding “negative response” set. 

 

The following values were assigned to the responses: 

-3 Strongly Disagree 
-2 Disagree 
-1 Slightly Disagree 
0 Neither Agree nor Disagree 
+1 Slightly Agree 
+2 Agree 
+3 Strongly Agree 
 

The following weighted averages were calculated from all responses: 

In most ways, I am close to my ideal.      .93 

The conditions of my life are excellent.     .39 

I am satisfied with my life.       .75 

So far, I have gotten the important things I want in life.   .29 

If I could live my life over, I would change almost nothing.   .71 

 

As a population, these respondents indicate only a slightly positive sense of their lives. The 

most hopeful response appears to be that while women were likely to indicate that there were 

things they would have liked to have changed, they now report being closer to their ideal. 

 

The following tool measures the coping strategies and the overall sense of a group of 

respondents that are managing their lives well. The response scale is as follows:  

0 Never 
1 Rarely 
2 Sometimes 
3 Often 
4 Always 
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I have someone I can turn to for helpful advice about a problem.  3.32 

I have someone who helps me in times of trouble.    3.36 

I trust my ability to solve difficult problems.     2.54 

I am confident about the decisions that I make.    3.00 

I feel I am in control of my own life.      2.93 

I have ways to help myself when I feel troubled.    2.54 

I know the abuse was not my fault.      3.43 

I am able to talk about my thoughts and feelings about the abuse.  3.36 

 

In general, this group of participants in the Pretrial Monitoring Program demonstrates that, at 

this point in time, they know the abuse was not their fault and that they have outside support. 

Overall, they feel less self-reliant and less self-confident.  These responses are consistent 

with the previous question set regarding life satisfaction in which the group indicates that 

their lives are marginally positive.  

 

Contact and Information from Pretrial Monitoring Program 

32.1% of women reported that they were contacted within one week after the incident of 

abuse by the Bail Monitor. 17.9% reported that they were contacted within 48 hours; 28.6% 

reported that they were contacted within 24 hours.   One woman recalled being contacted by 

Jackie (JODI Associate Director) within the first week.  Some women did not remember, in 

part, as a result of the length of time since the incident and the numerous contacts with the 

Bail Monitor. 

 

35.7% reported that they had 1 to 3 contacts with the BM. 32.1% reported that they had 4 to 

6 contacts. 7.1% reported that they had 10 to 12 sessions and 21.4% reported that they had 

more than 12 contacts with the Bail Monitor. 

  

Women were asked how much more information they had about resources available to them 

because of their contact with the Bail Monitor. 39.3% reported that they had a lot more 

information. 25% reported that they had somewhat more and 25% reported that they had a 
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little more information. 10.7% reported that they had no more information because of contact 

with Bail Monitor. 

 

Women were asked how much support they would say they received from their contact with 

the Bail Monitor.  50% reported that the received a lot of support. 35.7% reported that they 

received some support. 10.7% reported that they received a little support. 3.6% (one woman) 

reported that she would not say she received support from the Bail Monitor. 

 

Women were asked if having the Bail Monitor available helped them decide to participate in 

the prosecution. 46.4% indicated that it helped them “a lot.” 21.4% reported that it helped 

them “Somewhat.” 32.1% reported that it did not help them decide; 6 of these 9 indicated 

that they had already intended to prosecute. 

 

Women were asked if working with the Bail Monitor increased their sense of happiness or 

contentment.  57.1% reported that working with the program increased their sense of 

happiness or contentment “a lot.” 25% reported that it helped them “somewhat.” 14.3% (or 4 

women) indicated that it did not increase their sense of happiness.  

 

Women were asked how hopeful they feel about things as a result of working with the 

Pretrial Bail Monitor. 53.6% reported feeling “very hopeful” as a result. 25% reported being 

“somewhat hopeful”. 17.9% reported being “a little hopeful.” 3.6% or one person reported 

not being more hopeful as a result. 

 

Women were asked to what degree working with the Bail Monitor decreased their sense of 

danger or fear of harm from domestic violence. 53.6% reported that their sense of danger or 

fear from harm was reduced “a lot” by working with the Bail Monitor. 28.6% indicated that 

their sense of danger or fear from harm was decreased “somewhat.” 14.3% reported that their 

sense of danger or fear was reduced “a little.” 3.6% or one person reported that working with 

the Bail Monitor did not decrease their sense of danger or fear. 
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Women were asked how much more information about how the legal process works they 

received from working with the Bail Monitor. 50% reported that they receive much more 

information. 32.1% reported that they received somewhat more information. 7.1% reported 

that they received a little more information. 10.7% reported that they did not receive more 

information about the legal process from working with the Bail Monitor. 

 

Women were asked how much more information they received from the Bail Monitor about 

how to enforce a No Contact Order.  67.9% reported that they received much more 

information. 14.3% reported that they received somewhat more information. 10.7% reported 

that they received a little more information.  7.1% reported that they did not receive more 

information about how to enforce a No Contact Order as a result of working with the Bail 

Monitor. 

 

Women were asked how much more information they received from the Bail Monitor about 

how to get a restraining order.  64.3% reported that they received much more information. 

17.9% reported that they received somewhat more information. 3.6% reported that they 

received a little more information.  14.3% reported that they did not receive more 

information about how to get a restraining order as a result of working with the Bail Monitor. 

 

Women were asked how much more information they received from the Bail Monitor about 

what the police should do for them.  53.6% reported that they received much more 

information. 17.9% reported that they received somewhat more information. 14.3% reported 

that they received a little more information.  14.3% reported that, as a result of working with 

the Bail Monitor, they did not receive more information about what the police should do for 

them. 

 

Women were asked how much more information they received from the Bail Monitor about 

how to get help in a future incident of abuse.  75% reported that they received much more 

information. 3.6% reported that they received somewhat more information. 10.7% reported 

that they received a little more information.  10.7% reported that they did not receive more 

information about how to get help in a future incidence of abuse from the Bail Monitor. 
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To the question “Did your interaction with the Pretrial Bail Monitor improve your sense of 

safety?,” 57.1% responded that their sense of safety was improved much more. 25% reported 

that their sense of safety was improved somewhat more. 3.6% reported that their sense of 

safety was improved a little more. 14.3% or four women reported that their sense of safety 

was not improved as a result of working with the Bail Monitor. However, they did indicate 

that working with him did decrease their sense of danger or fear of harm from domestic 

violence and did provide information. 

 

To the question “Did your interaction with the Pretrial Bail Monitor improve your sense of 

well-being?,” 46.4% responded that their sense of safety was improved much more. 42.9% 

reported that their sense of well-being was improved somewhat more. 7.1% reported that 

their sense of well-being was improved a little more. 3.6% or one woman reported that their 

sense of well-being was not improved as a result of working with the Bail Monitor.  

 

Finally, 93% of respondents indicated that they would recommend using the services of the 

Bail Monitor to a friend in need. 7% (two) of the respondents would not use the Bail Monitor 

or recommend it. One victim did not give a specific reason for not using the program again, 

but did indicate that the Bail Monitor had provided support and much more information on 

restraining orders and that working with him decreased her sense of danger or fear of harm.  

 

One victim had requested from the Bail Monitor that the “No Contact Order” be waived 

because it was an isolated incident and she wanted her batterer to have visitation with her 

children. This victim reported that, as a result of the No Contact Order, she left school and 

got a job as a waitress and moved in with her parents. 

 

Twelve respondents provided additional comments during or following their participation in 

the survey. 
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Several victims spoke at length about their personal situations and two women specifically 

requested additional assistance and support. In both instances, the interviewer provided the 

name and telephone numbers of appropriate agencies to assist them. 

 

A number of unsolicited comments were offered about the program and its staff: 

 

“I knew how to get a restraining order. I had been through this before so there was nothing 

new for me to learn, although Joseph (the Bail Monitor) did tell me a few things I hadn’t 

been aware of. He made me feel safer. That’s for sure.”   

 

“I would have prosecuted anyway. Joseph was the only person who gave me any 

information…. There were 19 restraining order violations and they were not taken into 

consideration in the sentencing…. Joseph came to my home to recommend safety practices. 

Joseph came to every court appearance and either he or the sheriffs escorted me in and out of 

the courthouse... Joseph, not anyone from the DA’s office, called to tell me the final verdict 

and sentencing. He was also helpful when I called him outside of normal business hours. I 

would be happy to provide any information to keep this program alive.” 
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Summary of Findings 
 

96.4% of respondents indicated that they received support from their contact with the Bail 

Monitor.  3.6% (one woman) reported that she would not say she received support from the 

Bail Monitor. 

 

96.4% of women reported that they were more hopeful as a result of working with the Bail 

Monitor.  Again, only 3.6% or one person reported not being more hopeful as a result. 

 

All respondents except one (96.4%) reported that their sense of well-being was increased as a 

result of contact with the Bail Monitor.   

  

All respondents except one said that working with the Bail Monitor decreased their sense of 

danger or fear of harm from domestic violence.  

 

92.9% of respondents indicated that they had received more information from the Bail 

Monitor about how to enforce a No Contact Order.   

 

92.9% of those responding said they received more information from the Bail Monitor about 

how to get help in a future incident of abuse.   

 

Even though most of the respondents had contact with one or more resource people before 

having contact with the Bail Monitor, 89.3% reported that they had more information about 

resources available to them because of their contact with the Bail Monitor. 10.7% reported 

that they had no more information because of contact with Bail Monitor. 

 

The same percentage (89.3%) reported that they had much more information about how the 

legal process works from working with the Bail Monitor 

 

Finally, 92.9% of respondents indicated that they would recommend using the services of the 

Bail Monitor to a friend in need.  
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Conclusion 
The purpose of this study was to determine whether victims whose cases were referred to 

these Judicial Oversight Demonstration Initiative funded programs perceived a benefit to 

their safety and well-being as a result of participating in the programs. This study provided 

answers to a number of research questions. 

 

• What percentage of victims felt an improved sense of safety as a result of contact 
with the Domestic Violence Liaison? 

• What percentage of victims felt that working with the Domestic Violence Liaison 
decreased their sense of danger or fear of harm from domestic violence? 

• What percentage of victims felt an improved sense of well-being as a result of contact 
with the Domestic Violence Liaison? 

• What percentage of victims believes they have more information about how to get 
help in a future incident of abuse as a result of working with the Domestic Violence 
Liaison? 

 

100% of victims responding to this survey felt that their sense of safety was improved as a 

result of their interaction with the Domestic Violence Liaison. 96.4% of respondents felt that 

working with the Domestic Violence Liaison decreased their sense of danger or fear from 

harm of domestic violence. 100% of women reported that their sense of well-being was 

improved as a result of contact with the Domestic Violence Liaison. 96.4% of respondents 

believe that they have more information about how to get help in a future incidence of abuse 

as a result of working with the Domestic Violence Liaison. 

 

What percentage of victims felt an improved sense of safety as a result of contact with the 
Bail Monitor? 
What percentage of victims felt that working with the Bail Monitor decreased their sense of 
danger or fear of harm from domestic violence? 
What percentage of victims felt an improved sense of well-being as a result of contact with 
the Bail Monitor? 
What percentage of victims believes they have more information about how to get help in a 
future incidence of abuse as a result of working with the Bail Monitor? 
 
 
96.4% of victims responding to the survey indicated that working with the Bail Monitor 

increased their sense of well-being.  96.4% of respondents felt that working with the Bail 

Monitor decreased their sense of danger or fear from harm of domestic violence.  85.7% of 
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respondents reported that their interaction with the Bail Monitor improved their sense of 

safety.  89.3% of respondents believe that they have more information about how to get help 

in a future incident as a result of working with the Bail Monitor. 
 

Overall, what did domestic violence victims experience as a result of participating in these 

specific Judicial Oversight Demonstration Initiative programs? 

 

As a result of participating in these JODI funded programs, women experienced significant 

improvements in their sense of safety and well-being. These findings were indicated by self-

reported change in: 

 

Knowledge 
• Available resources 
• How the legal process works 
• How to enforce a no contact order 
• How to get a restraining order 
• What the police should do for victims of domestic violence 
• How to get help in a future incident of abuse 

 

Attitudes 
o Increased feelings of support 
o Increased sense of happiness or contentment 
o Increased sense of hopefulness 
o Decreased sense of danger or fear from harm 
o Improved sense of safety and well-being 

 

Actions 

None of the participants in the Domestic Violence Liaison Program are living with the 

partner that abused them. Only 2 participants in the Pretrial Bail Monitor Program are living 

with the partner that abused them.  

   

Do domestic violence victims in cases served by the Judicial Oversight Demonstration 

Initiative’s Pretrial Monitoring Program or Domestic Violence Liaison Program have an 

improved sense of safety and personal well-being as a result of these programs? 
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Victims report major personal benefits in knowledge, attitude and action as a result of these 

Judicial Oversight Initiative funded programs.   

 

The evidence is overwhelming that victims served by the Judicial Oversight Initiative’s 

Pretrial Bail Monitor Program and Domestic Violence Liaison Program have a significant 

improvement in their sense of safety and well-being. 
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This report was funded by The Brico Fund and commissioned by the Office of the Chief 
Judge, First Judicial District of Wisconsin 
 
For more information on the Milwaukee County Judicial Oversight Demonstration Initiative 
(JOI), contact: 
 
Danielle Basil Long 
Project Director 
Judicial Oversight Demonstration Initiative 
821 West State Street, Room 307 
Milwaukee, WI 53233 
 

(414) 278-3985 
Danielle.Long@wicourts.gov 
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