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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

d This research on Public Attitudes Toward Family Violence takes the approach of a
syndicated study, collecting baseline information on opinions in Canada on this topic.
This initial picture is based on a national telephone survey of over 2,000 Canadians,
supplemented by a series of 10 focus group discussions held across the country.

Q The key objectives of this baseline study are to: examine issues related to public
understanding and awareness of family violence; test levels of tolerance for family
violence; explore behavioural intentions with respect to intervening in a situation of
family violence; and examine support for various ways to deal with family violence,
including ingtitutional/professional responsibilities and effectiveness of judicid
interventions.

Definition

d Canadians have a quite expansive definition of family violence that goes well beyond
traditional conceptions focusing on physical violence within the immediate family.
While there is a broad consensus among Canadians that family violence refers to
violence among immediate family members, including parent-adult child relationships,
most Canadians also include violence occurring in a relationship of trust in their
understanding of family violence (e.g., caregiver relationships).

d Violence between spouses and by parents toward their children are the types of
relationships Canadians tend to think of most when thinking about violence occurring
in the immediate family. (Violence among siblings is considerably less likely to come
to mind when Canadians think about violence within the immediate family and abuse
of elderly parents is rarely mentioned.) Yet, violence toward children, particularly
children under 12, elicits the greatest degree of concern.

d Of nine types of behaviours that were presented to respondents as potentialy being
family violence, virtually everyone indicated using or threatening a family member
with a gun or knife and inappropriate, unwanted or forced sexual activity as always
being family violence. There is aso consensus that kicking, biting and hitting, and
throwing, smashing, hitting or kicking another family member’s things or hurting pets
are always considered to be family violence. Three in five Canadians identified failing
to provide food, shelter or medical attention as family violence in all cases, and onein
two consider emotional and physical forms of abuse to be family violence. Least
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agreement is evident about the extent to which financial control (e.g., preventing
access to family income) constitutes family violence.

d Individuals who have the most expansive definition of family violence tend to be
women, people between the ages of 25 and 44, those who know someone who has
experienced family violence or read or heard information about the subject, individuals
who have children in the home and who are employed.

Attitudes

d A significant majority of Canadians (more than three-quarters) believe that family
violence should be an urgent priority for the federal government, as well as a the
community level. The majority of Canadians perceive the problem of family violence
in our society as more serious today than ten years ago and there is a widely shared
opinion that neither the media nor women's groups exaggerate the seriousness of
family violence. More detailed discussion in the focus groups suggests that the
perception of increasing seriousness of family violence may be fuelled, in part, by
greater comfort in discussing and reporting family violence.

a Canadians see awide variety of complex factors influencing the occurrence of violence
in the family. Stress in the family (e.g., financial) and acohol and drugs were most
frequently identified as reasons for family violence. Other determinants mentioned
included: history of violence in the family, poor communication and need to control
others.

d Respondents most often cited negative psychological effects and low self-
esteem/confidence as direct impacts of family violence, as well as increased violent
behaviour amongst other family members and perpetuation of a cycle of violence.
Most agree that exposure to family violence can have a negative impact on one's
health. There is a broad recognition of the intergenerational effects of family violence
resulting in poor development of children, and youth crime or school bullying.
Canadians view the impacts of family violence as being similar in nature for both
family members who are the direct targets of family violence and for those who are
witnesses to family violence.

I nformation

d Most Canadians (more than eight in ten) reported that they have heard or read
something about family violence in the last 12 months, most often through television
Or newspapers.

d More than four in five people indicated that they fedl personally well enough informed
about family violence. Those who do not feel well-informed are most interested in
obtaining information on helping them recognize family violence when it is occurring
and practical information on how to respond.

a When asked what they would suggest if someone who was experiencing family
violence needed information or support, the most common response was local
community services.
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Exposure

d Survey results indicate that the issue of family violence has touched many Canadians
in a persona way, with approximately six in ten Canadians reporting that they know
(or have known) someone who has experienced family violence.

d The nature of the most recent incident of family violence that respondents knew about
most often involved spousal violence, followed by violence toward children. This most
recent family violence situation typically involved physical and/or emotional abuse.
Incidents of sexual or financial abuse were rare.

d In about half of the cases, individuals were able to provide help or assistance in the
most recent situation of family violence that they knew about. The nature of the family
violence situation is an important determinant of the extent to which individuals are
able or willing to intervene (e.g., people are more likely to provide assistance when
they know the family “very well™).

u The nature of the family violence situation is also an important predictor of the type of
intervention. The most common response in a family violence situation is to provide
support to the person who is being harmed. Taking to or providing support to the
victim or the person causing harm is much less probable, however, if the relationship
to the family is not a close one and is aso less likely when the victim is a child. Onein
four indicated that the reason they did not provide help or assistance was reluctance to
intrude on afamily matter.

Tolerance

d To test socia tolerance for various types of family violence, a series of family violence
scenarios were presented to respondents. The hypothetical scenarios were constructed
to include variations in the relationship of the abuser to the respondent (i.e., stranger,
neighbour, close friend or family member), the type of behaviour (e.g., physicd,
emotional, financial and sexua) and the type of victim (i.e., spouse, child, older
parent).

d Concern is highest for scenarios involving kicking/hitting and sexual abuse, but drops
drastically in situations involving “milder” forms of physical violence such as
pushing/grabbing and situations involving verbal abuse such as insulting/humiliating.
Concern is highest when a child is the victim and decreases when a spouse/partner or
an older parent is involved. Greatest concern is elicited when the person responsible
for causing harm is a close friend or family member. The rated level of concern
decreases somewhat in scenarios where a stranger is involved and drops again when
the scenario involves a neighbour.

d Regardless of the specifics of the scenario, the vast majority of individuals (more than
eight in ten) say they would intervene in some way in the situations of family violence
described to them. Individuals are far more likely to choose informal means of
intervening such as talking to or providing information to the person causing harm or
being harmed when the relationship specified in the scenario is a close one.
Conversdly, responses that involve authorities such as calling 911 or the police are
more frequently cited when the scenario involves a neighbour or stranger.
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Q

For scenarios related to emotional or verba forms of abuse, pushing or grabbing and
financial abuse, respondents’ most likely response would be talking to or providing
information to the person causing harm. In cases involving more severe forms of
physical abuse and sexual abuse, individuas would be more likely to involve
authorities by calling 911 or police. Individuals are least likely to say they would
approach the person being harmed when the scenario involves kicking or hitting.

The reasons why individuals might not intervene in the family violence situation
described in the scenarios were varied. Reluctance to intrude on a family matter is a
more fregquently-mentioned reason for not intervening in a family violence situation as
the relationship to the respondent becomes closer — that is, privacy of the family is
more likely to be a barrier when the scenario involves a friend or family member and
least important when the scenario involves a stranger. Being unsure of the facts and
fear for persona safety are cited more often as reasons for not intervening as the
relationship to the respondent becomes more distant.

Considering the reasons for not responding by the type of victim involved, privacy of
the family is the most significant barrier across all scenarios, but is less important
when the scenario involves a child. Individuals are more likely to have cited being
unsure of al the facts as a reason for not intervening in scenarios involving children or
older parents compared to when the victim is a spouse. Fear for personal safety is cited
more often as areason for not intervening in scenarios involving spousal violence.

Social Responses

Almost threein four Canadians feel that they have at least some personal responsibility
for helping to reduce family violence in their community.

Canadians indicated that they are generally quite comfortable approaching either the
victim or the abuser in situations of family violence, although the gender of the victim
is an influencing factor (fewer are willing to intervene if the victim is a man). Indeed,
as described above, informal responses to family violence by talking to or providing
information to those involved is often chosen over options that would involve
authorities when respondents are confronted with a real or hypothetical situation of
family violence. Barriers to intervening are perceived to most often include reluctance
to intrude on a family matter and not knowing what actions to take.

In terms of responses to family violence on the part of institutions or professionals,
Canadians see health care professionals and community workers as perhaps being more
knowledgeable and in the business of helping Canadians in need and are therefore
more likely to assign them alegal obligation to report family violence. People are less
inclined to believe that clergy and employers should have a legal obligation to report
family violence and the financial industry is the least likely to be assigned a legal
obligation to report financia abuse.

In terms of the justice system response to family violence, two in three Canadians
believe that the courts treat cases of family violence too lightly. Fewer than one in
three see the courts as being supportive and responsive to victims. The police are seen
in a somewhat more positive light. Just under one-half of Canadians believe that the
police treat cases of family violence too lightly. One in two view the police as being
supportive and responsive to victims.
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Q

When asked in the focus groups specifically about the question of charging in
situations of family violence, participants were hesitant about charging in all cases. At
least some of the caution around charging appeared linked to confusion that charging
equates with a jail sentence or that non-criminal code behaviours such as emational
abuse could be included in a criminal charge. Participants also feared that charging
would not be appropriate in dl instances, especially where complaints were made
maliciously or rashly. Some participants worried that charging in every instance would
have the effect of clogging the courts and dowing the processing of al complaints.
Circumstances that were viewed as meriting a charge included situations involving
serious physica harm and cases where there is a history of repeated incidents.
Situations involving children also provoked greater support for charging.

Regardless of whether a criminal charge islaid or not, the majority of Canadians view
the most appropriate and effective response to family violence to be counselling and
treatment. Some suggested counselling and treatment, focusing on both the victim of
family violence and on the offender, be compul sory.

Public education and awareness programs received equal recognition as other means of
addressing family violence, and one in ten selected parenting programs. A small
proportion of respondents chose harsher penalties.

Typology of Canadians

In order to identify the underlying dimensions and patterns of attitudes, the survey
variables were included in factor and segmentation analyses that yielded a typology of
Canadians based on their attitudes toward family violence.

The Unconcerned segment of Canadians has a narrow definition of family violence
and is most likely to believe that the problem of family violence in today’s society is
less serious than ten years ago, and that family violence does not often take place in
their community. Members of this group are most likely to include: men, younger
Canadians, those with a university education and average household incomes.

The Adamant Denier group also holds a narrow definition of the types of relationships
and behaviours that constitute family violence, does not believe that the issue is as
serious as it wasten years ago, and is the most apt to believe that the problem has been
exaggerated by women’s groups and the media. They demonstrate less concern about
children’s exposure to violence and the resulting impacts. On the other hand, they
believe that the issue should be a priority for others, while eschewing personal
responsibility for reducing family violence. This group has the lowest reported
personal exposure to family violence and are less likely to have heard/read information
about family violence. They are more apt to include: retired seniors, individuals with a
lower socio-economic status and Francophones.

The Informed Moderate segment has a wide definition of family violence, is
particularly concerned about family violence toward children under 12 and is more
likely to be sensitive to the psychological and behavioural impacts of family violence
on children. They are more likely to say that they would not know what to do when
faced with a situation of family violence, yet believe that they have a personal
responsibility to deal with family violence in their community. A high proportion of
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this group include: men, individuals 30-49 years age, married parents of young
children, and those with a higher socio-economic status.

d The Uninformed Concerned group has a wide definition of family violence, generally
expresses greater concern for all types of family violence, is more apt to believe that
the issue has become more serious in the last ten years, and is quite concerned about
children’s exposure to violence in a variety of settings. They also believe that family
violence is an urgent priority for government and their community and that most
groups and institutions in society should take responsibility, yet they take somewhat
less personal responsibility than some other segments in helping to stop family
violence. They also say that they are not well informed and need additional
information. This group is most likely to include: women, older Canadians, those with
afairly low socio-economic status, Francophones and visible minorities.

u The Active Concerned segment is particularly sensitive to and concerned about the
problem of family violence in Canadian society and children’s exposure to violence,
has the broadest definition of family violence, generally feel that the issue should be an
urgent priority for the government and their own community, and tend to advocate
harsher penalties for abusers. This group has the highest reported incidence of
individuals who themselves have experienced family violence, who know someone
else who has experienced it, and/or have been exposed to information about family
violence. They are most likely to include: women, Anglophones, individuals 30-50
years of age and those with a higher socio-economic status.

Concluding Observations

d From the survey results we find that Canadians express a high level of concern for the
issue of family violence and see it as a high priority for both government and
communities. The general public is quite well informed and sophisticated in their
understanding of family violence and its causes and consequences. These perceptions
are based on media accounts and, for many, personal experience of family violence in
their own lives or in a family with which they are familiar. Abuse of elder parents and
financial abuse are less well-recognized at this point in time.

d Respondents ascribe a moral (and in some cases, legal) responsibility to awide array of
ingtitutions and professionals in addressing family violence. They also accept persona
responsibility in this area. Intervening in a situation of family violence often involves
informal measures. Canadians are reticent to involve the authorities in situations of
family violence, particularly when they know the family well, unless the circumstances
are perceived to be dire. Key barriers to intervening in a situation of family violence
include fear of intruding on a family affair and not knowing what actions to take.

d Public information/awareness campaigns may assist in eroding both of these barriers.
If people are sent consistent messages that family violence is a crime and not getting
involved (or involving authorities) allows these crimes to continue unchecked, as well
as providing information about how to help, Canadians may feel better equipped to
deal with these circumstances. Designers of future communications strategies may at
least take comfort in the fact that fear of intruding on a private family matter and lack
of knowledge about what to do are significantly easier to combat than fear for personal
safety, which is not perceived to be a strong barrier. Additional messages, which may
be of benefit are related to barriers which prevent victims from removing themselves
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from situations of family violence and information about the nature of financia abuse
and abuse of elderly parents and their potential impacts.

d The reluctance to report family violence to authorities may be, in part, fuelled by the
perception that the judicial system is not dealing effectively with cases of family
violence. Canadians advocate fairly decisive handling of cases of family violence,
including the removal of the offender from the home at the time of the occurrence of
the offence. While Canadians reported limited knowledge of criminal justice processes
and the implications of procedures such as charging they do not generally believe that
jail isthe right answer (i.e., counselling and treatment is more appropriate for abusers,
who are perceived to be dysfunctional in some way, and for the family, which requires
longer-term solutions to address violence).

u Views expressed throughout the nationwide survey are surprisingly consistent
Differences are often evident between Quebeckers and the rest of Canada and between
those in the middle-age categories and those at the either end of the age spectrum (i.e.,
youth and seniors). There are some systematic differences according to gender, socio-
economic status and personal engagement in the issue.
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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background and Objectives

There is currently a paucity of research in Canada on public opinion and
attitudes toward family violence. Y et, government and community interest in family violenceis
high and there are numerous initiatives aimed at improving awareness and debunking myths
around the issue. Reliable and valid insights into Canadians perceptions, as well as their
behaviour would improve our understanding of where the family violence issue is located in
the broad public opinion landscape. This insight could then inform efforts to effectively

respond to family violence and to shape the direction of future policy development in the area.

The purpose of this first syndicated study is to collect baseline information
on public attitudes toward family violence in Canada. Thisinitial picture is based on a national
telephone survey, supplemented by a series of ten focus group discussions held across the

country.
The key objectives of this baseline study are to:

d Examine issues related to public understanding and awareness of family
violence (e.g., broad definition of family violence, perceived priority of the
issue, perceived causes and consequences of family violence);

d Test levels of tolerance for family violence (e.g., level of acceptance of
different forms of family violence, extent to which family violence is seen
asaprivate vs. public issue, barriersto intervening);

d Explore behavioura intentions with respect to family violence (e.g.,
willingness to intervene, provide support, communicate information);
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d Examine support for various ways to deal with family violence,
ingtitutional/professional  responsibilities and effectiveness of judicia
interventions; and

d Understand the key correlates associated with attitudes and behaviour
regarding family violence (e.g., socio-demographic, experientia variables).

Additional questions were added on related topics by individua partner

organizations. The study partners who contributed to this research are:

The Family Violence Initiative

The Department of Justice

Canadian Council on Socia Devel opment
The Royal Canadian Mounted Police (RCMP)
The University of Toronto

O 0000

1.2 Methodology

The research draws on the results of a national telephone survey of a
random sample of 2,053 Canadians. The nationa sample was stratified to ensure a minimum
number of cases in each region (n=275). Telephone numbers were randomly drawn from an
exhaustive database of al telephone directories published in Canada, and supplemented by
randomly generated telephone numbers. The margin of error of a sample of this size is +
2.2 per cent, based on a 95 per cent confidence interval. The data were weighted by age, gender
and region, based on the latest population figures provided by the Statistics Canada Census.

The questionnaire was extensively tested with over 70 interviews,
conducted in French and English, prior to data collection. Data collection was split across two
time periods, from December 6 to 18, 2001 and January 2 to 10, 2002. The average length of
an interview was 27 minutes and the overall response rate was quite high at 34 per cent.
Appendix A presents the final survey guestionnaire and Appendix B presents the details of
calls made and associated response rate for the survey.
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The study also includes a series of ten focus groups conducted across the
country. Two groups were conducted in each of Vancouver, Saskatoon, Toronto, Montreal and
Fredericton. In Toronto, Montreal and Saskatoon separate groups were held with parents and
non-parents, while the other cities featured mixed groups. Participants were screened to ensure
they had at least some interest in the topic.

1.3 Organization of the Report

This report is organized into ten chapters. The second chapter explores
Canadians definition of family violence, while Chapter Three profiles attitudes to family
violence, including overal priority of the issue, perceived causes and consequences and
historical trends. Chapter Four examines access to information on family violence and
information needs. The fifth chapter profiles situations of family violence that people are aware
of in their own personal lives. Chapter Six explores personal tolerance levels and anticipated
responses to dealing with family violence, while Chapter Seven presents people's attitudes to
broader public/societal responses to the issue. Chapter Eight examines concerns about
children’s exposure to violence in a broader context. Chapter Nine attempts to bring much of
the data into a more cohesive picture of the Canadian public — segmented into a typology of
views on family violence and children’s exposure to violence in general. Finaly, Chapter Ten

summarizes the evidence and highlights key themes.

EKOS Research Associates Inc., 2002






Family Violence Syndicated Study — Final Report 5 —16/05/2002

2 CANADIANS’ DEFINITION OF
FAMILY VIOLENCE

One of the key issues for this research is to understand how Canadians
define family violence, both in terms of the types of relationships that are included in their
understanding of “family” and the types of behaviours that they would classify as “violence”.
This is particularly important since the traditional understanding of family violence, has
expanded in recent years. For example, children witnessing spousal violence is currently
considered to be a form of child abuse. Also, researchers are linking abusive behaviours
witnessed at home to aggressive behaviour they exhibit in school, and in dating and working
relationships. Over time, the genera public’s understanding of family violence may also shift,

so a baseline snapshot will be a useful measure against which to track future change.
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2.1 Relationships and Family
Violence

a) Types of Relationships

There is a broad consensus among Canadians that family violence refers to
immediate family relationships, including parent-adult child relationships. Well over 80 per
cent of individuals include these types of relationships when they think of violence in the
family (Exhibit 2.1). Over 80 per cent of Canadians aso include violence occurring in a

relationship which involves a position of trust to be family violence.

Exhibit 2.1
Definition of Family Violence — Relationships

“Which of the following relationships do you consider to be
included in your understanding of family violence?”

Teenage or adult child toward their parent 86%

Immediate family members 85%

Someone in a relationship of trust and charge 82%

Girlfriend and boyfriend 76%

Extended family members

Caregiver towards an adult with a disability
Children in a schoolyard

Harassment between co-workers 43%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Per cent who indicate

@ Copyright 2002 ) Family Violence Syndicated Study,
EKOS Research Associates Inc. n=2052 January 2002

A somewhat lower proportion, though still a firm majority (70 per cent of
Canadians or more), would include violence that occurs in a dating relationship, between
extended family members and between a caregiver and an adult with a disability, to be family

violence.

There is significantly less agreement about the extent to which violence in
the schoolyard or harassment between co-workers is considered family violence. Still, 56 and
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43 per cent of respondents, respectively, would consider these situations to be included in their

understanding of family violence.

The relatively high level of acceptance of schoolyard and workplace forms
of abuse as family violence was explored in more detail in the focus groups. Participants did
not spontaneously raise these types of relationships as being included in their understanding of
family violence, nor did they generally view them as family violence per se when asked
directly. They did, however, view family violence as intimately linked with other aggressive or
violent behaviour and saw schoolyard bullying as a likely result of family violence. Similarly,
harassment at the workplace is seen to be part of a broader pattern of abusive behaviour and
could, in itself, possibly lead to violence in the home. Other participants added that perhaps
some people view peer and co-worker relationships as “family-like’ and thus abuse within

these rel ationships becomes akin to family violence.

Sub-group differences in Canadians' understanding of family violence

based on the survey responses are highlighted below:

a Those with personal experience with family violence (either directly or knowing
someone who has experienced family violence) or who are aware of information on the
topic are more likely than others to include all of the relationships provided in the
survey in their understanding of relationships to be considered when speaking of
family violence (with the exception of schoolyard and workplace violence).

d Women aso consistently choose al of the relationships offered as being included in
their understanding of family violence more often than men.

d Those with higher levels of education and income (over $80,000) are also more likely
to consider family violence to include violence in dating and extended family
relationships. Conversdly, people with a high school education or less are more likely
to include schoolyard violence in their definition of family violence (as do older
Canadians).

d People who indicated violence among extended family members are most likely to
include those 25 to 44 years old (and to a significantly lesser extent, by those 65 years
and older), with higher levels of education and income, employed and have children in
the home.

d When violence occurs within a relationship of trust, university-educated respondents
aremore likely to defineit as family.

a Dating relationships which involve violence are more likely to be included in one's
definition of family violence by 25 to 44 year olds (and much less so by those 65 years
and older) and the university-educated.
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d Canadians with a high school education or less are more likely to include schoolyard
violence and harassment between co-workers in their understanding of family violence.
Residents of Quebec are also more likely to include harassment between co-workers as
family violence.

b) Relationships Within the Immediate
Family

When asked to think about violence that occurs in the immediate family,
the kinds of relationships Canadians think of most often are violence between spouses (67 per
cent) and violence between parents and children (59 per cent) (Exhibit 2.2). Violence among
siblings is considerably less likely to come to mind when Canadians think about violence

within the immediate family (mentioned by 33 per cent) and abuse of elderly parentsis rarely

mentioned.
Exhibit 2.2
Definition of Family Violence —Immediate Family
“Thinking about violence occurring in the immediate family,
what kinds of relationships do you tend to think of?”
Violence between spouses 67%
Violence between parents and children 59%
Violence among siblings
Abuse of the elderly | 1%
Other
DK/NR [ 8%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Per cent who indicate
@ E‘:(PY"Q“'ZDOZ ) Family Violence Syndicated Study,
OS Research Associates Inc. n=2052 January 2002
d People who tend to think of violence between spouses when they think of violence

within the immediate family are most likely to include women, those between 25 and
44 years of age, and people who are married. They are also more apt to have reported
direct personal experience of family violence and to have read or heard information on
the subject.
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d Violence between parents and children is more likely to come to mind when thinking
about violence within the immediate family for women, those who are single, and
people with a college or university education. These individuals are also most likely to
have reported personal experience of family violence or to have read or heard
information about family violence. Less likely to think of this relationship are older
respondents (65 years and older) and allophones.

2.2 Forms of Violent Behaviour

Of the nine forms of violence presented to respondents, virtually everyone
indicated using or threatening a family member with a gun or knife and inappropriate,
unwanted or forced sexua activity as “adways’ being family violence (92 and 91 per cent,
respectively) (Exhibits2.3 and 2.4). There is considerable consensus as well that kicking,
biting and hitting, and throwing, smashing, hitting or kicking another family member’s things

or hurting pets are always considered to be family violence (77 and 75 per cent, respectively).

Exhibit 2.3
Definition of Family Violence — Behaviours

“Please tell me whether you think each of the following should be
considered family violence.”

Using/threatening with a gun or knife

Inappropriate or forced sexual activity

1

Throwing, smashing, hitting, kicking |- \ HHWW
things, or hurting pets \ HH\HHHHHH

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Never  [JIn some cases Usually I Always

@ Copyright 2002 ) Family Violence Syndicated Study,
EKOS Research Associates Inc. n=2052 January 2002
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Exhibit 2.4
Definition of Family Violence — Behaviours

“Please tell me whether you think each of the following should be
considered family violence.”

Failing to provide food, shelter ol

il

medical attenuon \\ 18 hmm Il
\HHHH ‘Hﬂ\m

Yelling, swearing or humiliating |\& \ ‘mm“

g i an g §\\-\\\\\\\\\\\H\H\\\\Hﬁiﬂlﬂl

P, gaingor shore \-\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\Nﬁlllll\\lllllllll\\\\\\HHHHHHHHHHHH
”e“e“““%ssu%ii'é;;%”:ok;%”;:zs R -

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Never [JInsomecases [ Usually B Always
@ Copyright 2002 _ Family Violence Syndicated Study,
EKOS Researc h Associates Inc . n=2052 January 2002

Three in five Canadians identified failing to provide food, shelter or
medical attention as family violence in al cases. Following these responses is a middle tier of
behaviours where one in two Canadians consider the behaviour to always be family violence,
with a significant proportion saying that circumstances are also important in defining whether
these behaviours are family violence. This middletier includes a mix of emotiona and physica
forms of abuse. Approximately half of Canadians feel that yelling, swearing or humiliating a
family member, hitting with an open hand and pushing, grabbing or shoving a family member
are dways considered to be family violence. The focus group discussions confirmed that many
Canadians accept emotional forms of abuse within their understanding of family violence and
some participants argued that emotional abuse can be as serious and sometimes more damaging

than physical violence.

Least agreement is evident around the issue of financial abuse. Preventing
an adult family member from knowing about or having access to family income or savings is
considered to always be family violence by 17 per cent of the general public. On the other
hand, this is the only form of behaviour suggested in the list for which more than one in four

said the behaviour is “never” to be considered as family violence. Focus group participants,

EKOS Research Associates Inc., 2002
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too, displayed little awareness of financial abuse. When asked specifically about financial
abuse, the notion brought to mind behaviours such as controlling money, hoarding family
income or running up debts. Financial abuse was viewed as more subtle and linked with other
forms of emotional and physical control. Several participants pointed out that financial abuse
can have particularly significant consequences when it limits a family member’s ability to
leave an abusive situation.

In genera, individuals who have the most expansive definition of family
violence — i.e., classify more of the behaviours as “aways’ being family violence tend to be
women, people who know someone who has experienced family violence or read or heard
information about the subject, have children in the home and be employed. Those between 25
and 44 years of age also have a broader definition of family violence, particularly compared to
youth and seniors who are more likely to classify the various behaviours as family violence “in
some cases’ or “never”. Sub-group differences for those behaviours that generated less

consensus are highlighted below.

d Throwing, smashing, hitting or kicking another family member’'s things, or hurting
petsis rated as aways being family violence more often by women, those in the 25 to
44 years old category, English-speakers and individuas who know someone who has
experienced family violence or read information on the subject. Quebeckers, youth and
those with a high school education or less are more likely to say these behaviours are
never family violence or family violence only in some cases.

d Kicking, biting or hitting is considered to aways be family violence more often by
college-educated respondents, those who know someone who has experienced family
violence or read or heard information on the topic, and employed individuals.
Quebeckers and lower income earners are more likely to respond “never” or “in some
cases’ for thisitem.

d Failing to provide food, shelter or medical attention is more likely to always to be
considered to be family violence by women, residents of Alberta, those with a post-
secondary education, higher income earners, employed individual s, those with children
in the home and people who have read or heard information on the topic. Quebeckers
and older Canadians (65 years and older) are more likely to rate this behaviour as
“usually” family violence on only “”in some cases’.

d Yelling, swearing or humiliating a family member is rated as “aways’ being family
violence more often by women, those between 25 and 44 years of age, individuals who
are married and have children in the home, and who know someone who has
experienced family violence or have read or heard information about family violence.
Y outh and higher income earners are more likely to consider this behaviour as family
violence “in some cases’.
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Q

Pushing, grabbing or shoving is more likely to be considered family violence by
women, those with children in the home and those who know someone who has
experienced family violence.

Hitting a family member with an open hand received higher ratings by individuals with
children in the home, employed respondents and those who know someone who has
experienced family violence. Older individuals and those with a high school education
or less are more likely to say this behaviour is family violence “in some cases’.

Preventing an adult family member from knowing about or having access to family
income or savings was more strongly rated among women, those with children in the
home and people who know someone who has experienced family violence. There is
little difference in responses by age of respondent.
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2.3 Greatest Cause for Concern

The survey indicated that, by far the greatest cause for concern in terms of
family violence is violence toward children (Exhibit 2.5). Two in five Canadians (41 per cent)
view violence toward children as the greatest cause for concern. Spousal violence is the
greatest cause for concern for one in five (19 per cent) and one in ten (10 per cent) are most
concerned about violence toward the elderly or disabled. Fewer than one in twenty identified
violence against a parent by their teenage or adult child, dating violence or sibling violence to
be the greatest cause for concern. One in five (20 per cent) indicated that all of the types of
violence discussed are cause for concern.

Exhibit 2.5
Greatest Cause for Concern

“Which of the following types of violence in the family do you
consider to be the greatest cause for concern?”

Violence toward children 41%
Spousal violence
Violence toward the elderly
Violence against parent
Dating violence
Sibling violence
All of the above
DK/NR
0% 20% 40% 60%
Per cent who indicate
@ EKOS Research Associates inc. n=2052 Family Violence Sy"dgfﬁtjgité‘gg’z'
Sub-group differences include:
d Those most likely to identify violence toward children as the greatest cause for concern

are youth (under 25 years of age) and those 25 to 44 years of age, single individuals,
and parents with children at home, the employed and allophones. They are also more
likely to know afamily that has experienced family violence.

d Spousal violence is more apt to be named as the greatest cause for concern by men,
seniors (and also individuals who are out of the labour force and do not have children
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in the home) and people with household incomes of $40,000 to $60,000. They are also
most likely to have read or heard information about family violence.

High proportions of people expressing greatest concern for violence toward the elderly
or disabled are seniors (and therefore, not in the labour force and without children in
the home) and individuals who do not know anyone who has experienced violence.

Women and 45 to 64 year olds are most likely to have chosen al of the groups as being
of greatest concern.

Family Members at Greatest
Risk

Similar to the findings in the previous section, children under 12 are

perceived (by far) to be at greatest risk within the family of experiencing family violence

(57 per cent) (Exhibit 2.6). Fewer than one in ten identified younger women, teenagers and

elderly people as the type of family member at greatest risk.

Exhibit 2.6
Greatest Risk Group

“What group of people within the family do you think is the most
at risk of experiencing family violence?”

Children under 12 57%
Younger women
Teenagers

Elderly people
Older women
Younger men
Someone else

No particular group

DK/INR

0% 20% 40% 60%
Per cent who indicate

@ Coprignaoo2 ) Family Violence Syndicated Study,
EKOS Research Associates Inc. n=2052 January 2002

People most likely to have identified children as being at greatest risk are youth (under
25 years of age) and those between 25 and 44 years, Albertans, those who are
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employed, individuals who are single, and parents with children in the home. Thereis
also alower concentration among allophones.

d Individuals who indicated that teenagers are the most at risk of experiencing family
violence include a high percentage of youth under 25, individuals who have not heard
or read about family violence, and allophones.

d People who indicated that elderly people are the most at risk of experiencing family
violence include a disproportionate number of seniors and residents of Quebec.

EKOS Research Associates Inc., 2002
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3 ATTITUDES TOWARDS FAMILY
VIOLENCE

The purpose of this section is to examine Canadians' views about family
violencein general. Thisincludes, first adiscussion of the perceived seriousness and priority of
the issue. Other issues include the relationship between psychological and physical forms of
violence, the causes and consequences of family violence and percelved prevalence of family
violence in one’ s own community and within different segments of society. The purpose of this
survey overall, and the attitudinal measures examined in this chapter in particular, is to gather a
baseline profile. In some cases, findings are more obvious, however, a quantitative

measurement was not previously available.
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3.1

General Attitudes Towards
Family Violence

A majority of Canadians (59 per cent) agree that “someone who insults and

humiliates other family members is likely to move to dlapping and punching later on”
(Exhibit 3.1). Nearly onein four (23 per cent) disagree with this statement.

Exhibit 3.1

Continuum of Violence and Individual Responsibility

Copyright 2002
EKOS Research Associates Inc. n=1034/1018

“| think that someone who insults and humiliates other family members is
likely to move to slapping and punching later on.”

“People who are violent with family members are usually out of control and
not responsible for their own behaviour.”

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Disagree (1-3) (J Neither (4) M Agree (5-7)

Family Violence Syndicated Study,
January 2002

Most Canadians do not agree with the assertion that people who are violent

with family members are usually out of control and not responsible for their own actions. One
in four (23 per cent) agree with this statement.

Q

While there is a dlight gender difference (26 per cent of men agree, vs. 21 per cent of
women), the most significant difference in responses is along education lines. Only
16 per cent of Canadians with a university-level education think that when family
violence occurs, the aggressor is usualy out of control and cannot be held responsible,
whereas among the high school-educated 28 per cent agree.

People who do not know anyone who has experienced violence, as well as those who
have not read or heard anything about family violence are also more inclined to agree
with this statement.
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Most agree that family violence occurs in all income groups (89 per cent
agree) and a similarly strong majority believes that family violence occurs in all ethnic groups
(83 per cent agree) in Canadian society (Exhibit 3.2).

Exhibit 3.2
Prevalence of Family Violence

“Family violence occurs in all INCOME groups in Canadian

society.™
& 5 89
“Family violence occurs in all ETHNIC groups in Canadian
society.™
B
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Disagree (1-3) (1 Neither (4) W Agree (5-7)

@ Copyright 2002 i Family Violence Syndicated Study,
EKOS Research Associates Inc. n=1002/1050 January 2002

d Canadians with higher education are more likely to think that family violence is
prevalent across all ethnic groups in Canadian society.

a People who say that they have heard or read about family violence, as well as those
who know someone who has experienced violence are more likely to believe that
family violence cuts across all income and ethnic groups.
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3.2 Particular Attitudes Towards
Spousal Violence

Most Canadians agree with the idea that spousal violence involving hitting
isacrime (86 per cent) (Exhibit 3.3). Only one in twenty disagree with this statement.

Exhibit 3.3
Attitude to Spousal Violence

“When a spouse hits his or her partner, it's a crime.”

“Women are more in need of protection from family violence

than men.”

“Just as many women as men are violent with other family

b >

Most Women couId get out of an abusive relationship if they wanted

\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\

F

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

[0 Disagree (1-3) ~ [ONeither (4) B Agree (5-7)

@ Copyignooz _ Family Violence Syndicated Study,
EKOS Research Associates Inc. n=2052 January 2002

d Although almost everyone agrees that hitting a spouse or partner is a crime, women, 25
to 44 year olds and Francophones agree in proportionately higher numbers (of greater
than 90 per cent).

Most people believe that women are more in need of protection from family

violence than men (overall 70 per cent, dightly higher among men than women).

a The view that women are more in need of protection from family violence than men is
more widely shared among Canadians over the age of 45 (three out of four agree,
compared to approximately two out of three in younger age cohorts) and Quebeckers
(74 per cent agree).

Two in three Canadians bdieve that just as many women are violent with

other family members as men. Just over onein five, however, disagree with this statement.
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d There are some regional variations, with a higher proportion of Canadians from the
Atlantic and Alberta agreeing that men and women have an equal propensity for
violence within the family. Women, those with a high school or college education and
Canadians between the ages of 25 and 44 are also more likely to agree that the
perpetration of family violence is as widespread among women asit is among men.

d This statement is aso more likely to be supported by people who have had persona
experience of family violence. Similarly, those who know someone who has
experienced violence are dightly more inclined to have agreed (64 per cent) that there
are just as many women as men who are violent with other family members.

There is a strong divide among Canadians about whether they believe
“most women could get out of an abusive relationship if they wanted to”. About as many
people agree with this statement as disagree and there are surprisingly few people who rate

themselves in the middle, as neither agreeing nor disagreeing.

d People who tend to agree in greater numbers that most women could get out of abusive
relationship are residents of Quebec and the Atlantic, Francophones, those with lower
levels of education and income, people who are neither married nor single (i.e.,
widowed, separated, divorced), and those who attend religious services occasionaly.

d Individuals who do not know anyone who has experienced family violence, those who
have not seen or read about it recently, and (surprisingly) those who have had indirect
experience with family violence in their homes are all more likely to agree with this
statement.

d Residents of BC, Anglophones, those with a university degree and upper ranges of
income (i.e., $60,000 or above), people who are married, and individuals who attend
religious services rarely agree with this statement. People who reported knowing
someone who has experienced family violence are also more likely to disagree with the
statement.

Women's ability to leave an abusive situation was explored in more detail
in the focus group discussions. On the whole, the sentiment of focus group participants tended
toward disagreeing that most women could get out of an abusive relationship if they wanted.
Parti cipants showed a significant appreciation for the barriers that prevent women from leaving
an abusive situation or make leaving more difficult (e.g., difficultly even recognizing oneisin
an abusive relationship, lack of financial resources, poor support from family and friends,
concern for children, lack of self-confidence/self-esteem, fear for persona safety, lack of
services such as in rural areas). On the other hand, some participants pointed out that there
have never been more information and resources available to support women to leave an

abusive relationship (e.g., shelters, societa pressure) than are currently available.
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3.3 Perceived Causes of Family
Violence

When asked why violence occurs in some families, respondents were most
likely to identify stress in the family due, for example, to money problems and unemployment
(54 per cent) (Exhibit 3.4). Alcohol and drugs were mentioned by one-third of Canadians
(33 per cent). Approximately one in five (23 per cent) identified a history of family violence as
a determining factor. A middle tier of causal factors include: poor communication, a person’s
need to control others/lack of respect/jealoudy, and an inability to control one's temper. A
variety of other risk factors (e.g., violence in society, poor education) were mentioned by fewer

than onein ten.

Exhibit 3.4
Causes of Family Violence

“Why do you think violence occurs in some families?”

Stress in family 54%
Alcohol/Drugs

History of violence

Poor communication

Control over others

Can't control temper

Violence in society

Lack of education
Mental/Psychological problems
Mental/Family problems

Lack of parenting skill

General social/cultural reasons

DKINR
0% 20% 40% 60%
Per cent who indicate
@ Copyright 2002 _ Family Violence Syndicated Study,
EKOS Research Associates Inc. n=2052 January 2002
d Individuals who identified stress in the family as influencing the occurrence of family

violence tend to include 25 to 64 year olds, individuas with a college education, and
those who had read or heard information about family violence.

d Alcohol and drugs were mentioned as a cause of family violence most often by
individuals with a high school education or less, residents of the Atlantic. Y outh and
those who are single are less likely to mention this factor.

d A high proportion of respondents who cited a history of violence in the family as arisk
factor for family violence include those between 25 and 44 years of age, individuals
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3.4

with a university education, those with a household income higher than $80,000 and
residents of British Columbia. They are also most likely not to know a family that has
experienced violence or read or heard information on the subject.

Perceived Impacts of Family
Violence

Impacts on Family Members

In terms of identifying some of the impacts on individuals who directly

experience family violence, respondents most often cited negative psychological effects (i.e.,

depression and fear) (44 per cent) and low self-esteem and confidence (40 per cent)

(Exhibits 3.5a and b). A dlightly lower proportion mentioned impacts of family violence that

encourage violent behaviour in other family members or perpetuates a cycle of violence.

Exhibit 3.5
Impacts of Family Violence (a)

“What do you think are some of the impacts on family
members who DIRECTLY experience family violence?”

Negative psychological effects
Low self-esteem

Aggressive behaviour
Isolation/Withdrawal

Poor development of children
Physical injury/pain

Youth crime/Schoolyard bullying
Disintegration of the family
Alcohol/Drug abuse

DK/NR
0% 20% 40% 60%
Per cent who indicate
Copyright 2002 ilv Vi i
@ E?(pgg Research Associates Inc. n=1023 Famlly Violence Synd]]%antﬁgr)slt;goyz'
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About one in five mentioned isolation and withdrawal. Many pointed to the

intergenerationa effects of family violence resulting in poor development of children (e.g., in

school or health), and youth crime or school bullying. Fifteen per cent mentioned physical pain

or injury as an impact of family violence.

Q

Negative psychological effects were more likely to be mentioned by individuals who
know someone who has experience family violence or have read or heard information
on the topic.

People who cited low self-esteem and confidence as some of the impacts on family
members who directly experience family violence tend to include individuas with a
university education, those who know someone who has experienced violence or have
read or heard information on the subject.

Individuals who link family violence with aggressive behaviour in children are more
likely to include people with a university education, and those with children in the
home.

More likely to not be able to name any impacts are seniors, those with a high school
education or less and those who do not know anyone who has experienced family
violence and have not read or heard information on the topic.
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Canadians view the impacts of family violence as being similar in nature
for both family members who are directly targeted and for those who experience family
violence indirectly. For example, when asked about the impacts on those who witness family
violence, respondents again emphasized negative impacts on mental health. Negative
psychological effects (e.g., depression and fear) were mentioned by 54 per cent, followed by
aggressive behaviour (38 per cent) and low self-esteem and confidence (27 per cent). Other
factors that were identified less often were isolation and withdrawal, poor development of

children (e.g., in school or health), physical pain or injury, and youth crime or school bullying.

Exhibit 3.5
Impacts of Family Violence (b)

“What do you think are some of the impacts on other family
members who ARE EXPOSED TO OR WITNESS family violence?”

Negative psychological effects 54%
Aggressive behaviour

Low self-esteem
Isolation/Withdrawal

Poor development of children
Youth crime/Schoolyard bullying

Physical injury/pain

DK/NR
0% 20% 40% 60%
Per cent who indicate
@ Copyright 2002 ) Family Violence Syndicated Study,
EKOS Research Associates Inc. n=1093 January 2002
d Individuals with direct persona experience of family violence, people who knew

someone who had experienced family violence and those who are informed on the
issues are more apt to recognize low self-esteem and confidence as impacts on those
who have indirectly experienced family violence.

d Individuals who cited aggressive behaviour as an impact of witnessing family violence
on family members are more apt to include people with a university education and
individuals with direct personal experience of family violence.

d More frequent “don’t know” responses come from those with a high school education
or less, individuals who do not have prior personal experience or exposure to family
violence and those who have not read or heard information on family violence.
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b) Impact on Children From Violent
Homes

Virtually all Canadians agree that children in abusive homes can have an

increased incidence of psychological problems (92 per cent) (Exhibit 3.6).

a Given that the agreement is so high across the board, there are few profiling
differences. Nonethel ess, women, individuals who are married and those who regularly
attend religious services are even more likely than other Canadians to agree with this
potential outcome of family violence in the home.

A majority of Canadians believe that children who livein violent homes are
more likely to be bullies at school (79 per cent agreed with this statement, 10 per cent
disagreed and a further 10 per cent were neutral, neither agreeing nor disagreeing). There are

no major sub-group differencesin this view.

Exhibit 3.6
Effect on Children

“Children in an abusive home will often have psychological

problems.”
4
N\

“Children who live in violent homes are more likely to be bullies at

school.”

F

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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[0 Disagree (1-3) I Neither (4) W Agree (5-7)
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C) Impact of Family Violence on Health

Thereis astrong level of agreement that living with family violence affects
one’'s genera health (81 per cent believe that this is the case, compared to 15 per cent who
think that it does not affect your general health) (Exhibit 3.7).

Exhibit 3.7
Effect on Health

“Living with family violence doesn’t affect your
general health.”

Disagree (1-3)
(I Neither (4)
M Agreee (5-7)

@ Copyright 2002 ' Family Violence Syndicated Study,
EKOS Research Associates Inc. n=2052 January 2002

d The idea that family violence affects on€'s hedlth is generally shared across most
demographic groups, but is particularly strong among women, those with children at
home, Canadians under the age of 65, and those with a college or university-level
education. As well, people with a greater level of awareness and exposure to family
violence aso tend to make the link between family violence and its impact on general
health.

a On the other hand, Canadians who do not think that exposure to family violence has
any impact on general health tend to have lower levels of education and income, have
neither English nor French as their mother tongue, be widowed, separated or divorced
and be either unemployed or not in the labour force. They are also less likely to know
someone who has experienced family violence.
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3.5 Family Violence in Context

Overdl, there is a widely shared opinion that neither the media nor
women' s groups exaggerate the seriousness of family violence. Fewer than one in five (17 per
cent) think that the media has overstated the problem of family violence and only 22 per cent

believe that women’ s groups have exaggerated the seriousness of the problem (Exhibit 3.8).

Exhibit 3.8
Seriousness of the Problem

“| don't believe that family violence is as serious as it's made out to
be by WOMEN'S GROUPS.”

“| don't believe that family violence is as serious as it's made out to
be by THE MEDIA."

\ 17

[ Disagree (1-3) (I Neither (4) M Agree (5-7)

0% 20% 40% 60% 100%
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d There are, however, significant gender differences in the perception of how the media
and women'’s groups portray the problem of family violence. Women are more likely
than men to agree that the media does not overstate the seriousness of family violence
(78 per cent, vs. 66 per cent of men) — and a larger proportion of women do not think
that women'’s groups exaggerate extent of the problem either (75 per cent, vs. 57 per
cent of men).

a Those with a high school level of education or less are more likely to have indicated
that they do not believe that family violence is as serious as it is made out to be by the
media or by women'’s groups.

d Knowing someone who has experienced violence is one of the key factors in
determining whether or not people believe that the media or women’'s groups are
overstating the seriousness of the problem. Those who know someone who has
experienced violence tend to say that the media and women's groups are not
exaggerating the seriousness of family violence. Those who have read or heard
information about family violence are more likely to believe the media does not
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exaggerate. Also, those with direct personal experience of family violence are more
likely to believe that women’ s groups don’t exaggerate family violence.

a) Family Violence Today Compared
to Ten Years Ago

The majority of Canadians (62 per cent) perceive the problem of family
violence in our society as more serious today than ten years ago (Exhibit 3.9). Three in ten
(29 per cent) rate the extent of family violence as the same as ten years ago (higher among
people who had directly experienced family violence). A small minority (seven per cent)
believe family violence is less serious compared to ten years ago (higher among those under 25
years of age).

Exhibit 3.9
Family Violence Today

“How would you rate the problem of family violence in
our society today compared to ten years ago?”

Less serious (1-3)
[0 The same (4)
W More serious (5-7)

@ Eﬁgﬁgh&i?jamh Associates Inc. n:2052 Fam”y Violence SyndB%?]thr)Sltzllg())/é
a People who believe that the problem of family violence has become more serious are

more apt to be women and individuas with lower levels of education and income.
These individuals are also more likely to have neither English nor French as their first
language, attend religious services regularly or occasionally and not be employed.
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The focus group discussions pursued a similar line of questioning, asking
participants whether they thought family violence had increased, decreased or stayed the same
in the last 10 years. Initialy, many participants indicated that family violence had increased.
The increase was attributed to greater stress on the family (e.g., difficulty making ends meet
coupled with greater consumerism, dual income families), more violence in society in genera
and greater cultura diversity. For some, however, the increase was atributed to greater
awareness and a broader socia definition of family violence. In other words, for at least some
individuals, the perceived increase in family violence is more an artifact of reporting, rather

than areal increase in violent behaviour.

b) Family Violence in Local
Community

When asked to rate the extent to which family violence exists in their
community fewer than one in ten believe that it does not occur at all (seven per cent). Four in
ten people believe that it occurs “not very often” and the same proportion say “afair bit” (both
at 39 per cent) (Exhibit 3.10). One in ten (10 per cent) believe that family violence occurs a lot

in their community.

Exhibit 3.10
Family Violence in Community

“To what extend do you think that family violence
exists in your own community?”

Not at all 7%

Not very often 39%
A fair bit 39%
A lot 10%
0% 20% 40% 60%
@ Copyright 2002 _ Family Violence Syndicated Study,
EKOS Research Associates Inc. n=2052 January 2002
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d Respondents who believe that family violence occurs a lot or a far bit in their
communities are more likely to be women and those 25 to 44 years of age. They are
aso most likely to include individuals who have themselves experienced or know
someone who has experienced family violence, and have read or heard information on
the subject.

d In comparison, individuals who report that family violence does not exist very often or
not at al in their community are most likely to include men, youth under 25 and
seniors 65 years of age and older, be out of the labour force and have lower levels of
education and income (though earners of $80,000 or more are most likely to respond
not very often to this item). They are also more apt to live in Quebec and report that
their mother tongue is French.

C) Level of Government Priority

A significant mgjority believes that family violence should be an urgent
priority, for the federal government (77 per cent agree) as wdl as at the community level
(76 per cent agree) (Exhibit 3.11).

Exhibit 3.11
Priority for Family Violence

“| think family violence should be an urgent priority for the
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT."

il
i 12 77

“| think family violence should be an urgent priority for MY
COMMUNITY.”

7

11| 13

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Disagree (1-3) (I Neither (4) B Agree (5-7)
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d Those who believe most strongly that family violence should be an urgent priority are

women (approximately 85 per cent). Support for designating family violence as an
urgent priority (nationally and locally) is echoed by approximately two out of three
men.

EKOS Research Associates Inc., 2002



Family Violence Syndicated Study — Final Report 32 - 16/05/2002

Q

Canadians with a university-level education are much less inclined than others to think
that family violence should be an urgent priority for the federal government (69 per
cent agreed compared with 80 and 83 per cent of those with less education) — whereas
education level has little impact on the level of support for making family violence a
priority at the community level.

Exposure to and awareness of family violence are important factors. Those who know
someone who has experienced violence, as well as those who have heard or read
something about family violence are more inclined to think that family violence should
be an urgent priority for their community and for the federa government. In contrast,
personal experience with family violence has no effect on the level of support for
making family violence an urgent priority.
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4 INFORMATION ABOUT FAMILY
VIOLENCE

This section examines Canadians self-assessed awareness and knowledge
of issues related to family violence. The level of interest in or need for information on the
subject is aso profiled. As well, the correlation between individuals knowledge and attitudes

about family violence is explored.
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4.1 Heard or Read About Family
Violence

Most Canadians (79 per cent) reported that they have heard or read
something about family violence in the last 12 months (Exhibit 4.1).

u These individuals are most likely to include women, those who are married, people
between 45 and 64 years of age, and the post-secondary educated. They are also more
apt to have had personal experience with family violence or know someone who has
experienced family violence.

Exhibit 4.1
Information on Family Violence
“In the past 12 months, have “Where did you get this
you heard or read anything information?”

about family violence?”

I

Newspaper story 62%
Television 55%

Radio

Magazine/Book

Friends/Family

Employer/At work

Community organization
School
M Yes Other [Jl] 6%
[INo DK/NR| 1%
n=2052 0% 20% 40% 60% 80%
n=1628
@ Copyright 2002 _ Family Violence Syndicated Study,
EKOS Research Associates Inc.

January 2002

Newspaper and television are by far the most prevalent sources of
information about family violence (mentioned by 62 and 56 per cent, respectively), followed

by radio and magazines or books. Various other sources are mentioned by fewer than one in

ten people.

d Individuals who reported that they got their information from a newspaper story
include those 45 years of age and older, married individuals, those with a university
education, people with household incomes of $80,000 or more, residents of Ontario,
and Anglophones.
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d Television is a more likely source of information on family violence for seniors, those
with a lower socio-economic status, residents of Quebec, Francophones and those
neither married nor single.

The importance of newspaper and televison as sources of information
about family violence was reiterated in the focus group discussions. Participants indicated that
much of their information was in the form of high profile news stories or public service
announcements. Other significant sources of information included talk shows and the
entertainment media (e.g., movies, TV shows). Participants also noted that personal experience

with family violence (or knowing someone) can be an important source of information.

4.2 Information Needs

More than four in five (82 per cent) people indicated that they fed
personally well enough informed about family violence (higher among those between 45 and
64 years of age, married and with children in the home) (Exhibit 4.2).

Exhibit 4.2
Informed about Family Violence

“Do you feel you are personally “What kind of information do you
well enough informed about feel you need?”
family violence?”

Warning signs/Types
Statistics on family violence

Information about resources

More information in general
||‘ Talking to kids
820 Related to justice system
How to deal with family
Preventive measures
WYes Other
U No DK/NR 33%
n=2052 0“%1 1(;% 2(;% 36% 46%
n=370
& ST nasociaes e Family Viclence Syndicated Stuc
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d Individuals who indicated that they do not feel that they are personally well enough
informed about family violence are most likely to include those under 25 years of age,
people who are single and those with no children in the home.

Among those who indicated that they are not well enough informed about
family violence, the most frequently mentioned kind of information that is needed is on
warning signs and types of family violence (22 per cent). Just under one in five said they need
information on the prevalence of family violence and information about resources in their

community (18 and 17 per cent, respectively).

Focus group participants, as well, indicated that information on recognizing
the warning signs of family violence and what constitutes family violence would be useful,
particularly for those forms of family violence that are less familiar (e.g., financial abuse).
Participants also favoured more concrete information on strategies or avenues to deal with
family violence. The best ways to provide information to the public were thought to be
television, the schoals, doctor’s offices’community health centres, community newspapers,

movie trailers, and web-sites.
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4.3 Suggestions for Information or
Support

Respondents were asked what they would suggest to someone who was
experiencing family violence and needed information or support. The most frequently cited
source was loca community services (including, for example, a support group or family
centre) (Exhibit 4.3). Three in ten individuals would direct someone to the police. A similar
proportion (28 per cent) would recommend socia service agencies such as the Children’s Aid
Society or asocia worker. About one in ten would suggest a health care professional or shelter
if someone asked them where to get information or support. Six per cent of individuals

admitted that they were unsure what they would suggest.

d Those who have read or heard information about family violence are more likely to
have mentioned community resources, as are women, Francophones and those in the
middle age category (45 to 64 years).

Exhibit 4.3
Getting Information / Support

“If someone who was experiencing family violence asked you
where to get information or support, what would you suggest?”

Community service/support group/family center 49%
Police

CAS/social worker
Health care professional
Shelter

Clergy

Victim’s services
Family/friends

Internet

Other
Unsure 6%
0% 20% 40% 60%
@ Eﬂj(y)rghll?ze?jarch Associates Inc. n=2052 Family Violence Synd\i]%%tsgritgg&
d More likely to direct someone to the police are seniors (65 years and older).

Anglophones and those who have known of a situation of family violence are more apt
to have mentioned CAS/socia worker.
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Q

Individuals with a persona experience of family violence or who have known someone
experiencing family violence, as well as women and people who had heard or read
information about family violence are more apt to have mentioned health professionals
and shelters as avenues for information. Ontarians and those between 25 and 44 years
of age are also more likely to have mentioned shelters.

The proportion saying “unsure’ to this question is higher among residents of Alberta
and Saskatchewan and Manitoba, among men, youth (under 25 years of age) and those
who had not recently read or heard anything about family violence.
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5 EXPOSURE TO FAMILY
VIOLENCE

While the focus of this study is on attitudes toward family violence (as
opposed to incidence rates or behaviour), the level of personal exposure to family violence was
also addressed. This section provides a reading of the extent of Canadians exposure to family
violence and attempts to gauge under what circumstances and how individuals are prepared to
intervene in a situation of family violence based on their actual experiences. The reasons why
individuals in some cases do not or cannot respond in a family violence situation are also

examined.

5.1 Extent of Exposure to Family
Violence

Overall, the survey results indicate that many Canadians have been touched
by family violence in a personal way. About six in ten Canadians (61 per cent) reported that

they know (or have known) someone who has experienced family violence.

d People who are most likely to know someone in a situation of family violence are
residents of BC and Alberta, those in the middle age groups (25 to 64), English-
speakers and those currently employed.

d Quebeckers and Atlantic Canadians are less apt to report knowing someone
experiencing family violence compared to residents of other regions.

d Individuals who indicated that they have personally experienced family violence are
more likely to say they know of someone in a situation of family violence. This may
suggest that some respondents are either recaling episodes of family violence within
their own family or tend to have a heightened sensitivity/greater awareness of these
eventsin other peoples' lives.

EKOS Research Associates Inc., 2002



Family Violence Syndicated Study — Final Report 40 — 16/05/2002

5.2 Profile of Most Recent Incident

Individuals who reported knowing someone in a situation of family
violence were asked a series of follow-up questions referring to the most recent incident they
are familiar with. The purpose of these items is to profile the kinds of family violence
situations to which people are exposed and then to examine willingness to respond in light of

these circumstances.

For most people who know someone who has experienced family violence,
the most recent incident took place over a year ago (62 per cent) (higher among older
respondents) (Exhibit 5.1). Three in ten indicated a more recent experience (in the past six

months) and nine per cent reported that the incident took placein the past 12 months.

Exhibit 5.1
Personal Knowledge of Situation
“Have you ever known someone “How long ago did you become
who was experiencing family aware of this situation?”
violence?”
In the past six 2004
months
o 1]
In the past 12 9%
months
More than a 0
B Yes year ago 62%
D NO T T T T 1
n=2052 0% 20%  40% 60%  80%
n=1331
@ Copyright 2002 ) Family Violence Syndicated Study,
EKOS Research Associates Inc. January 2002
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Almost four in ten individuals (37 per cent) said that the most recent
incident of family violence that they know about involves a family they know very well
(Exhibit 5.2). Another 41 per cent know the family well or moderately well. One in five
indicated that they do not know the family well at all (higher in cases involving violence

toward children).

u Those who are university-educated are more apt to say they do not know the family
well a al. Those who have themselves had a persona experience with family violence
and who were separated, divorced or widowed more often know the family very well.

The nature of the most recent incident of family violence is most likely to
have involved spousal violence (51 per cent), followed by violence against children (30 per
cent) (Exhibit 5.2). A minority indicated that the most recent situation of family violence they
know of involved violence against a parent, dating or sibling violence or violence toward the
elderly or person with adisability.

a Those who are single are more likely to be aware of a situation of violence toward
children or sibling violence, and less apt to be aware of a situation of spousal violence.

Exhibit 5.2
Personal Knowledge of Situation

“Was the family that was

involved one you knew ...?” “Did this situation involve ...?”"
Spousal violence 51%
Very well 37% )
Violence toward
children
Well Violence against
parent
Moderately Sibling violence
well
Dating violence
Not know
well at all 21% Violence toward

2%

the elderly |

9 9 9 9 9 ‘ ‘ ‘
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 0% 20% 20% 60%

@ Copyright 2002 ) Family Violence Syndicated Study,
EKOS Research Associates Inc. n=1331 January 2002
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In many cases, the most recent family violence situation that people know
of involved physica and emotional abuse (37 per cent), followed by physical abuse only
(31 per cent) and emotional abuse only (22 per cent) (Exhibit 5.3). Fewer incidents were
described concerning sexua abuse or financia abuse. Two per cent did not know or refused to

divulge the particular circumstances of the situation.

u Quebeckers and Francophones are more likely to be aware of a situation involving
emotional abuse. Women, those who know the family very well and who have
themselves experienced family violence more often indicated the most recent situation
of family violence that they knew about to involve both physical and emotional abuse

more often.
Exhibit 5.3
“What was the nature of the “Would you say this
behaviour?” situation was...?”
Physical and
! 7% Not at all
emotional abuse 37% serious 2%
Physical abuse 31%
Somevyhat 24%
serious
Emotional abuse 22%
Serious 35%
Sexual abuse 9%
Extremely
Financial abuse [l 7% serious 39%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80%
@ E(}nghé?ezarch Associates Inc. n=1328 Family Violence Syndj]%%tggrit;g())lz’
5.3 Rated Seriousness

In the majority of cases, respondents characterized the most recent situation
of family violence that they know of as serious (35 per cent) or extremely serious (39 per cent)
(Exhibit 5.3).
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d Those who know the family well are more likely to characterize the Situation as
extremely serious. Women, those who have read or heard information about family
violence and individuals responsible for dependent elderly also characterized the
situation as extremely serious more often.

5.4 Response in Most Recent
Incident

Individuals were able to provide help or assistance in about half of cases
(46 per cent) of the most recent situation of family violence that they know about (Exhibit 5.4).
The nature of the family violence situation itself has an impact on whether individuals are able
or willing to intervene. For example, people are more likely to provide assistance when they
know the family “very well” rather than when they do not know the family well at al. People

are more likely to act in situations of family violence involving both physica and emotional

abuse.
Exhibit 5.4
Personal Knowledge of Situation
“In this situation we were “What did you do about
just talking about, were you the situation?”
able to do anything?”
Talk to/support victim 55%
Talk to/give info-abuser
Intervened personally
46% || Alert child welfare
Alert doctors/caregivers
Call police
Consult others to decide |i§j 4%
B Yes Get advice from local program || 4%
JNo Alert family/friends [l 3%
n=1328 0% 20% 40% 60%
n=613
@ Copyright 2002 ) Family Violence Syndicated Study,
EKOS Research Associates Inc. January 2002
d Women and employed individuals are more likely to have intervened in the most

recent case of family violence that they knew about. Less likely to have intervened are
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people with a high school education or less and those with no direct persond
experience of family violence.

Having read or heard information about family violence increases the likelihood that
individuals intervened in the situation of family violence that they knew about (though
there is no way to determine whether individuals sought this information as a result of
their experience or had read the information prior to the incident in question).

Among those who reported being able to provide help, the most frequent

form of assistance was support to the person who was being harmed (55 per cent) (Exhibit 5.4).

Three in ten respondents gave information or talked to the person in the family who was

causing harm. Direct action (i.e., removing the person from the situation) was taken by 12 per

cent. The remaining responses were mentioned by fewer than 10 per cent and include actions

such as alerting child welfare authorities or police, informing health care or other professionals,

consulting others about the situation, getting advice from alocal family violence program, and

alerting family and friends.

Q

Taking to or providing support to the victim or the person causing harm is much less
probable if the person does not know the family well. The probability of talking to or
providing information to the person causing harm is higher when the situation is
perceived to be not very serious. Individuals are more inclined to aert officials from
child welfare or the police when the situation is rated as being “very serious’.

Women are more likely than men to have provided support to the victim, while men
were more apt to report talking to the person causing harm.
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Exhibit 5.5 presents results related to individuals reasons for not
intervening in the most recent situation of family violence that they are aware of. One in four
indicated that the reason they did not provide help or assistance was reluctance to intrude on a
family matter. For about one in five (18 per cent), intervention was not a real option as the
situation had occurred in the past or the respondent found out about the situation too late to be
of assistance. Other reasons mentioned, in order of frequency, are: not having all the facts of
the situation; too young to intervene; unsure of what to do; someone else intervened in the
situation; fear for persona safety; the belief that intervening would not do any good; and lived

too far away.

Exhibit 5.5
Personal Knowledge of Situation

“Even though people might want ..., many reasons why they
don’t. What were your own reasons in this instance?”

Didn't want to intrude 25%
Didn't find out in time

Didn't have all the facts

Too young to intervene
Someone else dealt with it
Unsure of what exactly to do
Afraid for personal safety
Doesn't do any good

Lived too far from situation
Other

DK/NR 6%

T T 1

0% 10% 20% 30%

@ Copyright 2002 _ Family Violence Syndicated Study,
EKOS Research Associates Inc. n=714 January 2002

d Those who did not know the family well are more likely to have cited being unsure of
the facts of the situation as the reason for not providing help. Unwillingness to intrude
in a family matter is mentioned more often when the situation is perceived to be not
very serious. Not knowing about the situation in time or being informed after the fact
was more likely to occur in situations that were perceived to be “very serious”’.

d Women are more likely to express afear for personal safety and less apt to cite privacy
of the family as the reason for not intervening in the most recent situation of family
violence that they knew of.
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5.5 Involvement of Authorities in
Most Recent Incident

About four in ten individuals (39 per cent) reported that police were
involved in the most recent situation of family violence that they know of (54 per cent reported
that they were not and eight per cent didn’t know) (Exhibit 5.6).

Exhibit 5.6
Involvement of Police

“Do you know if the police “Do you know whether the victim
were involved in the involved in the situation was
situation?” satisfied with the handling of the
situation by police?”

Dissatisfied
(1-3)
|| Neither
@
Satisfied 0
) 38%
W Yes DK/NR
CINo
Unsure w \ ‘ ‘ ‘
_ 0% 10% 20% 30%  40%
n=1326 .
@ Copyright 2002 _ Family Violence Syndicated Study,
EKOS Research Associates Inc. January 2002
d Those who did not know the family well provided a “don’t know” response more

frequently when asked whether police were involved. Police are less likely to have
been involved in cases of sibling violence and emotional/psychologica abuse. The
likelihood that the police were reported to have been involved increases with
respondents’ (perceived) seriousness of the situation.

When asked whether the victim involved in the family violence situation
was satisfied with the handling of the situation by police, amost three in ten did not know
(higher among those who do know the family well). Of the remainder, 38 per cent indicated
that the victim was satisfied and one in five reported the victim to be dissatisfied.
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The reasons why the victim was dissatisfied with the police response (in the
view of the respondent) typically have to do with a perceived lack of seriousness on the part of
the poalice or ineffectiveness in dealing with family violence (Exhibit 5.7). For example, 28 per
cent of people reported that the victim was dissatisfied because a solution was not reached and
the abuse is still taking place. Another one in five reported that the police did not take the call
serioudly or exhibited bias in their handling of the situation and 17 per cent indicated that the

aggressor was not punished or justice was not served.

Exhibit 5.7
Involvement of Police

“Can you tell me briefly in your own words, why the victim was
not satisfied with the handling of the situation by police?”

Abuse is still taking place 28%
Police didn't take call seriously

Aggressor wasn’t punished
Victims/Abusers not cooperative
Victim was mistaken for abusers

Other

DK/NR 18%
0% 10% 20% 30%
opyright i i i
@ EK%SQ I[‘«’fe?éarch Associates Inc. n:188 Fam”y Violence syndﬁ%%tﬁgr)slt;goyé
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Just over one-third of respondents (36 per cent) reported that child welfare
authorities were involved in the most recent case of family violence that they know of (47 per
cent said child welfare authorities were not involved and 15 per cent of respondents did not
have enough knowledge to comment) (Exhibit 5.8). Involvement of child welfare authoritiesis

higher in situations perceived to be “very serious’.

Exhibit 5.8
Involvement of Authorities

“Do you know whether child welfare authorities were
involved in the situation?”

Yes, child welfare got

. %
involved 36%
No, they did not 47%
Don't have enough
g 15%
knowledge
0% 20% 40% 60%
@ E%gighll?zeosoéarch Associates Inc. n=413 Family Violence Syndg%%tﬁgrit;goyz'
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6 TOLERANCE LEVELS FOR
FAMILY VIOLENCE AND
INTENTIONS TO RESPOND

To test the level of tolerance for family violence and individuals
willingness to become involved in a situation of family violence, a series of hypothetical
family violence scenarios with varying circumstances were devised and presented to
respondents in the survey. The scenarios contained variations in the information provided in
terms of: 1) the nature of the relationship of the perpetrator to the respondent (i.e., close friend
or family member, neighbour or stranger), 2) the type of victim (i.e., spouse, child, older
parent); and 3) the nature of the behaviour or type of abuse (i.e., insulting or humiliating,
pushing or grabbing, kicking or hitting, sexual abuse, and financia abuse). Following the
presentation of the scenario, respondents were asked to rate their level of concern, what kind of
response they would take if they encountered this situation and, if they would elect not to
intervene, what would prevent them from responding.
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6.1 Rated Concern

Exhibits 6.1 to 6.3 present respondents’ rated level of concern with each of
the scenarios collapsed by the differentiating variables in the scenarios. relationship to the
person causing harm, type of victim and type of behaviour. The greatest variation in rated
concern occurs for the type of behaviour (Exhibit 6.1). Rated concern is highest for scenarios
involving kicking/hitting and sexual abuse (75 and 68 per cent, respectively say they would be
extremely concerned in these situations). Rated concern drops dragtically in situations
involving “milder” forms of physical violence such as pushing/grabbing (41 per cent extremely
concerned) and situations involving verbal abuse such as insulting/humiliating (34 per cent
extremely concerned). One in five would be extremely concerned in a situation of financia

abuse.

Exhibit 6.1
Hypothetical Scenarios — Level of Concern

“To what extent would you be concerned?”
By the type of behaviour

e ey | IR

" osom | 12 2SI

P omses |23 NS
oo eeaes |25 NIIIOSSRITRITAID
flabes

F

21

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Not at alllSomewhat concerned [ Concerned W Extremely concerned
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There is less variation in ratings based on the type of victim and even less
in terms of the relationship of the perpetrator to the respondent. Concern is highest when a
child is the victim (59 per cent concerned) and decreases when an older parent is involved
(50 per cent concerned). The level of concern decreases again when a spouse/partner is the
victim in the scenario (41 per cent concerned) (Exhibit 6.2).

Exhibit 6.2
Hypothetical Scenarios — Level of Concern

“To what extent would you be concerned?”
By the type of victim

0% 20% 40% 0% 80% 100%

Not at Al’Somewhat concerned [ Concerned M Extremely concerned

Copyright 2002 . . .
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In terms of the type of relationship, greatest concern is elicited when the
person responsible for causing harm in the scenario is a close friend or family member (55
extremely concerned) (Exhibit 6.3). The rated level of concern decreases somewhat in
scenarios where a stranger in involved and drops again when the scenario involves a neighbour

(51 and 43 per cent extremely concerned respectively).

Exhibit 6.3
Hypothetical Scenarios — Level of Concern

“To what extent would you be concerned?”

By the type of relationship
Close friend/family \\\\\k§
(n=1139) %\\\%

w2
pred N

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

il 43
il

Not at Al'Somewhat concerned [ Concerned M Extremely concerned

@ E(}nghé?ezarch Associates Inc. n=2052 Family Violence Synd‘i]%%tﬁgrit;goyz’
d Looking at ratings of concern across the different types of scenarios (i.e., by type of

victim, type of relationship, type of behaviour), there are some consistent patterns that
are evident by socio-demographic group. For example, women are consistently more
concerned than men when presented with the various scenarios. Youth provide the
lowest ratings of concern in response to the various scenarios in virtually al instances.
Older (and out of the labour force) Canadians (65 years of age or older) have
substantially higher levels of concern for circumstances of family violence relating to
older parents and to financial abuse.

d Marital status is an important predictor of rated levels of concern. People who are
single are less concerned by many of the types of scenarios (consistent with the finding
that youth provide lower ratings of concern). On the other hand, people who are neither
married nor single (i.e. separated, divorced, widowed) are generally more concerned in
many of the types of scenarios.

a By region, Quebeckers tend to be less concerned when presented with the scenarios
than residents of other provinces (though this does not apply in al instances).
Albertans register less concern with scenarios related to financial abuse. Residents of

EKOS Research Associates Inc., 2002



Family Violence Syndicated Study — Final Report 53 — 16/05/2002

Ontario are less concerned in situations involving children and scenarios involving
insulting/humiliating or pushing/ grabbing.

d Lower levels of concern for most of the scenarios are evident among those who have
not had persona experience with the issue (i.e., in their own lives or having known
someone experiencing family violence). Similarly, people who have not recently heard
or read anything about family violence are consistently less concerned across the
different types of scenarios.

6.2 Intentions to Intervene

Tables 6.1 through 6.3 examine respondents hypothetical response to the
scenarios presented to them, again, broken down by type of relationship to the respondent, the

type of victimin the scenario and the type of behaviour.

Considering the results by the type of relationship, individuals are far more
likely to choose informal means of intervening such as talking to or providing information to
the person causing harm or being harmed when the relationship is a close one (i.e., friend or
family member) (Table 6.1). Conversely, responses that involve authorities such as calling 911
or the police are more frequently cited when the scenario involves a neighbour or stranger.
Only a small minority of individuals (between four and eight per cent) would do nothing in
response to the scenarios as they were presented (somewhat more likely in a situation involving

astranger).

Peoples’ intentions to respond based on the type of victim are presented in
Table 6.2. Individuals are far more likely to intervene by talking directly to the person being
harmed when the victim is a spouse and more reluctant to take this approach when the scenario
involves a child or older parent. In these instances, particularly with respect to children, people
would involve authorities, either the police or child welfare authorities. Again, only a minority

would elect to do nothing (somewhat higher for situations involving spousal violence).

Hypothetical responses considering different types of behaviours are
presented in Table 6.3. For scenarios related to emotional or verbal forms of abuse, pushing or
grabbing and financial abuse, the most frequent intervention would be talking to or providing

information to the person causing harm. In cases involving more severe forms of physica
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abuse (i.e., kicking hitting) and sexua abuse, individuals would be more likely to involve
authorities by calling 911 or police. Individuals are least likely to approach the person being
harmed when the scenario involves kicking or hitting. People are less likely to involve the
authorities and more likely to do nothing or to not know what they would do in situations of
financial abuse.

TABLE 6.1
I ntervention by Type of Relationship to Respondent
Type of Relationship
Close friend/ .
family member Nelgor}bour Stra(l)nger
o () %
0

Talk to/give information to person 39 29 23
causing harm
Talk to/give information to the person
being harmed o 13 8
Call 911/police 16 26 31
Intervene directly in situation 8 5 10
Alert child welfare authorities 4 8 5
Consults others/get advice 4 4 3
Alert doctors/caregivers/other 3 3 3
professionals
Alert family/friends 2 2 3
Do nothing 4 4 8
DK/NR 4 4 6
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TABLE 6.2
Intervention by Type of Victim
Type of Victim
Spouse Child Older Parent

% % %
Talk _to/g|ve information to person o5 29 34
causing harm
Ta_Ik to/give information to the person 23 5 10
being harmed
Call 911/police 22 26 25
Intervene directly in situation 7 8 8
Alert child welfare authorities 0 13 0
Consults others/get advice 4 4 5
Alert doctors/caregivers/other > 3 5
professionals
Alert family/friends 1 2 3
Do nothing 9 5 5
DK/NR 7 3 5
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TABLE 6.3
Intervention by Type of Behaviour
Type of Behaviour
Kicking/ Sexual Insulting/ Pushing/ Financial
hitting Abuse humiliating grabbing Abuse

% % % % %
Talk to/give information to o5 14 39 32 31
person causing harm
Talk to/give information to
the person being harmed 9 14 15 13 18
Call 911/police 33 35 14 21 6
Intervene directly in 11 5 5 10 >
situation
Alert child welfare 8 11 3 3 1
authorities
Consults others/get 4 5 5 4 5
advice
Alert
doctors/caregivers/other 3 4 3 3 4
professionals
Alert family/friends 2 4 2 2 3
Do nothing 3 3 9 7 19
DK/NR 3 4 5 6 12
a Looking at subgroup differences across the different types of scenarios in terms of

intentions to respond yields a number of different trends. For example, by gender,
women are more likely than men to respond by talking to or supporting the person who
is being harmed. Men, on the other hand, are more apt to talk to the person causing
harm or to say they would intervene directly in the situation.

Differences in the responses by age are also evident, with older Canadians being more
likely to intervene by involving authorities and less willing to become personally
involved with the victim in the scenarios presented. Youth (under 25) are more likely
not to intervene at all.

Individuals who have been exposed to information about family violence are less likely
to do nothing and more willing to talk to or support the person being harmed. Those
with direct personal experience of family violence would be less inclined to talk to or
provide information to the person causing harm.
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d Quebeckers and Francophones are more likely to intervene by talking to the person
causing harm and less apt to involve authorities. On the other hand, those with lower
levels of income, a marital status other than single or married and who are members of
visible minorities would be less apt to intervene by taking to the person causing harm
and would rather be likely to call police.

6.3 Reasons for Not Intervening

People who indicated that they would not take action in the particular
circumstances described to them were asked a follow-up question as to why they would not
intervene. Tables6.4 and 6.5 present the results based on the type of relationship and type of
victim specified in the scenario.I£I Reluctance to intrude on a family matter is given as a more
important reason for not intervening as the relationship to the respondent becomes closer — that
is, privacy of the family is more likely to be a barrier when the scenario involves a friend or
family member and least important when the scenario involves a stranger. Being unsure of the
facts and fear for persona safety are cited more often as reasons for not intervening as the
relationship to the respondent becomes more distant (i.e., highest for scenarios involving a

stranger).

Considering the reasons for not responding by the type of victim involved,
privacy of the family is the most significant barrier across all scenarios, but is less important
when the scenario involves a child. Individuals are more likely to have cited being unsure of all
the facts as a reason for not intervening in scenarios involving children or older parents
compared to when the victim is a spouse. In situations of spousal violence, fear for personal

safety is cited more often as areason for not intervening.

Note that there are a small humber of cases for this item (given that most respondents indicated in
the previous question that they would have taken some kind of action). Only the top three
responses are presented, broken down by type of relationship and type of victim (the number of
cases not supporting analyses by differences in the type of behaviour).
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TABLE 6.4

Reasonsfor Not Responding by Type of Relationship to Respondent

Type of Relationship

ffr:qci)feryg:]t%r Neighbour Stranger
({]:68) (n=48) (n=109)
% % %
Do not want to intrude in family matter 59 56 a7
Unsure of situation/do not have enough 16 18 23
facts
Afraid for personal safety 1 9 14
Other 24 17 17
TABLE 6.5
Reasonsfor Not Responding by Type of Victim
Type of Victim
Spouse Child Older Parent
(n=171) (n=77) (n=74)
% % %

Do not want to intrude in family matter 69 59 65
#Jnsure of situation/do not have enough 17 30 30
acts
Afraid for personal safety 15 7 7
Other 24 25 16
6.4 Barriers to Responding to

Situations of Family Violence

Exhibit 6.4 presents Canadians views on the reasons why people

sometimes do not respond in a situation of family violence. Of the possibilities offered, being

unsure of what action to take and viewing the situation as a private family matter are seen as

the most frequent barriers (66 per cent believe both of these happen “aways’ or “often”).

Concern that involving the authorities would make matters worse is perceived to be the next

most likely barrier to helping in a family violence situation. Believing the situation to be an
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isolated incident and fear for personal safety receive similar ratings — 47 and 48 per cent

respectively believe these barriers occur often or always.

Exhibit 6.4
Barriers to Responding

“Sometimes people might not help in a family violence
situation. How often do you think this is because people......?"

it rred O RN I -
v men 7|2 T -2
" moesosansiee | 12 [ 32 G

situation worse
47

believe the situation to be an m

cammaaoon |2 [0 OGS
s |1 :

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

AllIIIIE

O Rarely Sometimes [ Often M Always
@ ight 2002 _ Family Violence Syndicated Study,
EKOS Researc h Associat tes Inc. n=1027 January 2002

Sub-group differences on the scale items on barriers to responding include:

d Being unsure of what action to take is seen as a more frequent barrier by those with
personal experience of family violence or knowing someone in a situation of family
violence. Those with a high school education or less also provide a stronger rating of
this barrier.

a Privacy of the family is rated a more common barrier by those with personal
experience with the issue (either in their own lives or knowing someone), and
individuals with a high school education or less.

a Concern that involving authorities would make the situation worse is rated a more
likely barrier to responding by those with a high school education or less.

d Fear for personal safety is perceived to be a more common barrier to responding to
situations of family violence by those with personal experience with the issue and
those with alower socio-economic status.
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V4 SOCIAL RESPONSES TO
FAMILY VIOLENCE

A key objective of this study was to examine the institutional responses to
family violence that Canadians believe to be most appropriate. Included in this issue area are
guestions related to the responsibility of various professionals and institutions in reporting
family violence, as well as the response on the part of the criminal justice system. For example,
what is the correct response for various professionas, institutions and the criminal justice
system upon discovering and dealing with instances of family violence? Perceived

effectiveness of measures to address family violence is also examined.
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7.1 Responsibility of Public
Institutions

Respondents were asked to rate the extent to which a variety of
organizations and professionals should be legally obligated to report cases of family violence.EI
In the case of each of the five groups identified in the survey, at least half of all Canadians
believe that each institution should be held legally responsible for reporting family violence
(Exhibit 7.1). Fewer than one in five are ready to say that these groups should categorically not
be legally obliged to report family violence.

Exhibit 7.1
Obligation to Report

“Which of the following organizations or individuals do you think
should be legally obligated to report family violence ...?”"

Health professionals (spouses/partners, o |
or older adults) 4 86
Community workers (spouses/partners, or [ -z ]
older adults) 5 e

Clergy/Spiritual leaders | 15 m
Employers (spouses or partners) | 15 m
o ompries and oer e |22 [ 28|

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
ONo NInsomecases HYes

@ Copyright 2002 ) Family Violence Syndicated Study,
EKOS Research Associates Inc. n=1025 January 2002

Hedth care professionals and community workers, whose business it is
help Canadians in need are most likely to be seen as having a legal obligation to report family
violence. People are less inclined to see clergy and employers as having a legal obligation to
report family violence. Even for these two groups, however, almost two in three said they

would like to see obligatory reporting of family violence to authorities.

2 Note that because obligatory reporting exists for some professionals in the area of child abuse,

these items focused only on family violence involving spouses/partners and older parents.
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Respondents were least likely to indicate that the financia industry should
have a legal abligation to report financial abuse. This is likely to be explained by another
finding that showed that most respondents did not include financial abuse in their definition of
family violence. Nonetheless, over half of Canadians are ready to place a lega obligation on

these organizations to report financia harm where they are aware of it.

u Across al five types of organizations/professionas, women are more likely than men
to charge the various organizations and professionals with a legal obligation to report
family violence. This is aso the case with Canadians with a lower socio-economic
status, in terms of both education and income.

d In the case of the less obvious groups: clergy, employers and financial institutions,
respondents who reported that they are responsible for a dependent adult are more
likely to say that legal obligations should be put in place.

d Canadians who attend religious services tend to support a legal obligation for reporting
family violence for employers and FI's more often than people who do not attend
religious services (although this split is not evident in terms of views about aobligations
for other groups).
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Respondents to the survey were also asked to consider whether a number of
other groups should play a role in helping to stop situations of family violence. Immediate
family members are charged with the responsibility of stopping family violence by virtually all
Canadians (Exhibit 7.2). Victims' service units and groups who help victims are also obvious
choices (91 per cent believe these organizations should play a role in stopping family

violence).

Exhibit 7.2
Having a Role in Stopping Family Violence
“Beyond legal obligations to report family violence, who else is

touched by family violence and therefore should play arole in
helping to stop situations of family violence?”

Immediate family members 94%
Groups who help victims/community 91%
service providers
Victims' service units with the police 91%
Friends and neighbours 83%
Business leaders and employers 59%
Other (top of mind) responses include 0% 20% 40%  60% 80%  100%
Teachers/educators/schools (6%); clergy (3%); e
Physician/health care provider (2%); and Per cent indicating ‘yes
everyone/anyone aware (1%)
@ Copyright 2002 ) Family Violence Syndicated Study,
EKOS Research Associates Inc. n=2052 January 2002

Aswith many other findingsin this survey, alarge proportion of Canadians
also give the broader Canadian public the responsibility of assisting in situations of family
violence. In this case, 83 per cent of respondents fed that friends and neighbours should
become involved. Canadians are somewhat less willing to suggest that business leaders and
employers should become actively involved in stopping situations of family violence.
Nonetheless, 59 per cent of Canadians believe that even private industry has a responsibility to
become involved in this way.

d Women and middle to upper income Canadians are even more likely than their
counterparts to give friends and neighbours the responsibility of stopping situations of
family violence. Individuals who know someone who has experienced family violence,
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as well as parents with children living at home are also more likely to have expressed
thisview.

d Women are more likely than men to have suggested that employers and the business
community become involved. Thisis aso the case for 25-64 year olds compared with
youth under 25 or seniors, 65 and over; although thisis not surprising since 25-64 year
oldslargely comprise the work force in Canada.

d Those who reported having directly experienced family violence in their lives, as well
as those who know (very well) a family that has experienced family violence are
somewhat more likely to feel the need for involvement of the business community.

The issue of responsibility for reporting of family violence to the
authorities was also explored in the focus group discussions. Like survey respondents, focus
group participants assigned significant responsibility for reporting and dealing with family
violence to health professionals and those in the “helping” professions. Other groups that were
mentioned as having a heightened responsibility in the area of family violence included
coaches, counsdllors, daycare workers, clergy and home care/nursing home care workers.
Participants in the groups were somewhat cautious around the issue of assigning a legal
obligation for reporting for these groups, favouring an approach that emphasized a mora
obligation bolstered by additional training and sensitization to family violence and strategiesto

address the issue.

In terms of the role of employers, again, focus group participants stopped
short of assigning a legal obligation for reporting. Rather, employers were seen to have arole
to play in recognizing family violence and providing support or information to employees.
According to participants, employers can play a further role by providing supports such as
access to employee assistance programs, peer support systems and awareness materias at the

workplace.
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7.2 Appropriate Responses to
Family Violence

The survey examined Canadian’s preferences in responding to situations of
family violence and juxtaposed these against responding to incidents of violence that occur
outside the family. Respondents were asked about the most appropriate response in a situation
involving kicking and hitting when the situation involved spouses, strangersin a bar,EI between
a parent and a child and between youth in a schoolyard. The most appropriate response for the
largest mgjority of people (in al circumstances) is counselling and treatment (Exhibits 7.3 to
7.5). There are some substantial differences, however, based on the circumstances of the
violence. Comparing preferred responses based on whether spouses or strangers are involved,
counselling and treatment is the primary option for both. For assault of a spouse, however,
counselling and treatment are preferred over jail time by a factor of three to one. In contrast,
mediation and community service are selected as viable options in the case of the bar fight

between strangers, but tend not to be considered appropriate in a situation of spousal violence.

Exhibit 7.3
Appropriate Responses
“Which of the following responses do you “Which of the following responses do you
think is most appropriate for a person who think is most appropriate for a person who
was found to be responsible for kicking or was found to be responsible for kicking or
hitting HIS OR HER SPOUSE OR hitting ANOTHER PERSON with a fist IN A
PARTNER with a fist?” BAR?”

Counselling and
treatment

Counselling and

0,
62% treatment

38%
Jail time Jail time

Mediation Mediation

Community service Community service
Do nothing | 0% Do nothing il 29%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 0% 20% 40% 60%
n=1008 n=1009
@ Copyright 2002 _ Family Violence Syndicated Study,
EKOS Research Associates Inc.

January 2002

The purpose of this question was to test whether people would prescribe different approaches for
spousal violence.
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d Counsdlling and treatment as a response to a bar fight is seen as appropriate by a
higher proportion of women, and people with university education.

Considering a situation of a parent kicking or hitting a child with afist, the
most appropriate response is overwhelmingly counselling and treatment (Exhibit 7.4). Three in
four Canadians choose this option, an even higher proportion than in a situation involving
spousal violence. One in eight said that jail time is more appropriate and only one in eleven

believe that community service is the right approach.

Exhibit 7.4
Appropriate Responses

“Which of the following responses do you think is most
appropriate for A PARENT WHO WAS FOUND TO BE
RESPONSIBLE FOR KICKING OR HITTING HIS OR HER CHILD
WITH A FIST?”

Counselling and treatment 75%
Jail time

Community service

Do nothing || 1%

Mediation | 0%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

Copyright 2002 . . .
@ EKOS Research Associates Inc. n=1043 Family Violence Syndﬁ%%tﬁgit;g())’é

d Peopl e suggesting jail time as the most appropriate response are somewhat more likely
among parents of children living at home.

a Community service, on the other hand, is more apt to have been suggested by those in
lower socio-economic situations (e.g., high school education or less and income under
$20, 000). Individuals choosing community service are also less likely to have reported
having experienced family violence and do not know anyone who has.
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The focus group discussions further examined the issue of responding to
family violence, focusing specifically on the issue of charging and consequences for offenders.
Participants generally expressed the view that police should have greater discretion in terms of
whether or not to charge individuals. The wishes of the victim are an important context for
some, but most felt that police should have the authority to charge regardliess of the wishes of
the victim, where warranted (participants believed that, in many cases, victims unwillingness

to charge would be linked to fear of reprisals from the abuser).

Participants were cautious, however, around the question of whether an
individual who is reported to have been abusive should always be charged. At least some of
this caution appeared to be linked to confusion as to whether charging necessarily equates with
a jail sentence or to the concern that non-criminal code behaviours such as emotional abuse
could result in a crimina charge. Participants also feared that charging would not be
appropriate in all instances, particularly where complaints were made maliciously or rashly.
Some participants felt that charging in every instance would have the effect of clogging the

courts and slowing the processing of complaints.

Participants tended to view the decision to charge as one that requires
investigation and consideration on a case-by-case basis. Participants appeared willing to trust
the discretion of the police to evaluate individual cases of family violence (though additional
resources and training were often recommended). Charging, participants felt, would be most
appropriate under circumstances were the violence was severe, where there was a history of
repeated incidents of abuse, and where the capacity/resources of the victim were limited where
the capacity/resources of the victim to address or to leave the abusive situation were limited
(e.g., casesinvalving children) where the capacity/resources of the victim to address or to leave

the abusive situation were limited (e.g., cases involving children).

Like survey respondents, focus group participants strongly favoured
counselling and treatment for abusers, and for many felt it should be compulsory. Many
hesitated about requiring jail time of abusers, largely because incarceration is perceived to be
ineffective and could cause additional financial and emotional stress for the family. The most
appropriate response, however, was said to vary based on the circumstances of the situation.

For example, severe injury, sexual crimes or repeated offences would merit jail, according to
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many. Even in these instances, however, counselling and treatment was viewed as a necessary

complement to ajail sentence.

Mandatory counselling was viewed as highly ineffective by some
participants, while others felt “it couldn’t hurt”. Failure to attend or complete counselling
should have consequences even in the absence of an initial criminal charge. According to
participants, consegquences might include a criminal charge, or a harsher penalty should another
incident of family violence be reported. Some were doubtful of the effectiveness of counselling
for someone who is not awilling participant, citing that “Y ou can lead a horse to water but you

can’'t make them drink.”

In the case of children, focus group participants were far more willing to
see authorities involved and most participants believed that all cases of child abuse should be
reported. Reasons why a case of child abuse might not be reported according to participants
include: fear of reprisals, fear of being wrong, reluctance to intrude on a family matter and
concern about making the situation worse. The effectiveness of child welfare authorities was
guestioned in many of the groups, and participants expressed concern about under-staffing and
inadequate funds.

EKOS Research Associates Inc., 2002



Family Violence Syndicated Study — Final Report 70 — 16/05/2002

Counsdlling and treatment is also seen as the most appropriate response for
a child found to be bullying other children (Exhibit 7.5). In this situation, however, roughly
half of Canadians would pick an alternative solution. About half of these (21 per cent overal)
would pick a harsher solution such as being expelled from school or youth detention. The other

half (24 per cent overdl) would pick a “lighter” solution such as mediation and community

service.
Exhibit 7.5
Appropriate Responses
“Which of the following responses do you think is most
appropriate when A YOUTH WAS FOUND TO BE RESPONSIBLE
FOR HITTING OR KICKING ANOTHER YOUTH AT SCHOOL?”
Counselling and treatment
Suspended or expelled from school
Mediation
Community service
Youth detention centre
Do nothing ff 1%
0‘;A) 2(;°A) 4(;% 6(;%
@ EKOS Research Associates Inc. n=1043 Family Violence Sy"dgca"’r‘fjgr?té‘gg’z'
7.3 Additional Roles of the Police

People were asked in the survey to think about the role of the police in
responding to situations of family violence and indicate additional roles that the police could
play or suggest changes to their current role. Over one in four are unsure of what else the
police could do (or how their role could be changed) (Exhibit 7.6). Onein five prefer the status
guo. Although just over half of respondents (53 per cent) provided a suggestion, the ideas are
quite varied. The response provided by the largest proportion (13 per cent) isto get al of the
details and facts from all sides of the situation. In other words, to investigate the situation

thoroughly before acting. Provision of more support and information, either to the victim or
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accused, is another area suggested fairly frequently. Bringing more compassion to the situation
is an issue for a small proportion of people and taking cases (all cases) seriously was aso

mentioned.

Exhibit 7.6
Additional Roles for Police

“... What additional roles would you like to see the police
play or what changes would you like to see in [police] role?"

No additional role -status quo

Get full/investigate thoroughly story

Provide referrals to Legal Services and/or victim support services
Provide information about counselling to person causing the harm
More compassion

Remove / separate all people involved

Take all cases seriously

Other* 23%

*Other items mentioned by fewer than four per cent include: Unsure 28%

provide safety plans, provide education in schools, provide ! n n
mediation, charge or arrest aggressor, increased police 0% 10% 20%  30% 40%
authority, quicker response time, follow-up with families, more

police training

@ Copyright 2002 ) Family Violence Syndicated Study,
EKOS Research Associates Inc. n=2052 January 2002
d People who do not know what changes or additions could be made to the role of the

police are more likely to be residents of the Atlantic, be under the age of 25, and have a
high school level of education or less. These individuals are also less likely to have
experience with family violence (either directly or through knowing someone else who
has experienced family violence or read or heard information on the subject).

d Canadians who believe that the police should not change their current role are more apt
to reside in Quebec and speak French as their mother tongue.

d Those who suggested that the police get full details and investigate thoroughly are
somewhat more likely to reside in BC. They are aso dlightly more apt to be men,
Anglophones and have a university degree.
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7.4 Responses from Individuals

Canadians indicated that they are generally quite comfortable with
approaching either the victim or the abuser in situations of family violence. Roughly three in
four feel comfortable speaking to someone who is abusing their partner, although the number is
dightly higher for approaching men who abuse, compared with women who abuse their
partners (Exhibit 7.7).

Exhibit 7.7
Confronting the Abuser

“I would be able to say something to a MALE friend who | thought
was abusing his spouse or partner.”

“I would be able to say something to a FEMALE friend who |
thought was abusing her spouse or partner.”

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
[0 Disagree (1-3) [ Neither (4) W Agree (5-7)

@ Copyright 2002 ) Family Violence Syndicated Study,
EKOS Research Associates Inc. n=529/509 January 2002
d Thereis a dlight gender differentiation in approaching men and women. Men are more

likely to say that they could speak to a male friend who they thought was abusing his
partner, whereas women are more likely to say that they are comfortable in
approaching a woman who they thought was abusing her partner. Those who know
someone who has been in a situation of family violence are also more comfortable
saying something to afemale friend who was being abusive.
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Most respondents indicate that they would be able to approach a victim of
spousal violence, if the victim is a woman (75 per cent). If the victim is a man, two in three
Canadians are still comfortable with this prospect (Exhibit 7.8).

Exhibit 7.8
Confronting the Abused

“| could not talk to a MALE friend who is being abused by his
spouse or partner.”

uE -

8

Disagree (1-3) (I Neither (4) M Agree (5-7)

d Women are more comfortable approaching a female victim than men are. Those who
know someone who has experienced family violence are more likely to feel they could
talk to amale or female friend who was being abused.
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Almost three in four Canadians feel that they have at least some persona
responsibility for helping to reduce family violence in their community (Exhibit 7.9). On the

other hand, more than one in seven believe that they have no responsibility at all in this area.

Exhibit 7.9
Personal Responsibility

“I don’t think that | personally have any responsibility for
helping to reduce family violence in my community.”

Disagree (1-3)
(I Neither (4)
W Agree (5-7)
@ Copyright 2002 v Family Violence Syndicated Study,
EKOS Research Associates Inc. n=1999 January 2002

d People who are more likely to feedl a persona responsibility for reducing family
violence are 25 to 44 year olds, those with upper levels of education and income,
individuals who are married, people with children at home and Anglophones.

d Canadians with experience with family violence (either directly or through knowing
someone else) are aso more apt to feel a persona responsibility for reducing family
violence. This is aso the case with individuas who have recently read or heard
information about family violence.

d Canadians who are more apt to eschew responsibility in this area are residents of
Quebec, Francophones, senior citizens, people with lower levels of education and
income, people who are widowed, separated, divorced, those who do not have children
living at home, and individuals who do not know anyone who has experienced family
violence.
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7.5 Responses from the Courts
and Police

Two in three Canadians believe that the courts treat cases of family
violencetoo lightly (Exhibit 7.10). Only onein eight believe otherwise. Also, fewer than onein
three see the courts as being supportive and responsive to victims, whereas 40 per cent believe

that the courts are not supportive and responsive.

Exhibit 7.10
Response from the Courts

“The court system treats cases of family violence too lightly.”

“The courts are very supportive of and responsive to victims of
family violence.”

N -

T

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
[ Disagree (1-3) (] Neither (4) W Agree (5-7)

@ E?élgghll?i?garch Associates Inc. n:539/506 Fam”y Violence Syndg%%tﬁgr}s,tzllg())/é
a Women are more likely than men to believe that the courts treat cases of family

violence too lightly. Thisis also true of people reporting lower levels of education and
those who have an older adult in their care.

d Canadians who believe that the courts are not supportive or responsive to victims are
more apt to be women. They are also more likely to have had experience with family
violence (either directly or through knowing someone who has experienced it) or have
read or heard information on the topic.
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Compared to the courts, the police are seen in a somewhat more positive
light. Overall, 44 per cent of Canadians also believe that the police treat cases of family
violence too lightly, although one in four disagree with this view (Exhibit 7.11). Half of
Canadians, however, believe that the police are supportive and responsive to victims. One in

four believe that thisis not the case.

Exhibit 7.11
Response from Police

“The police respond too lightly to situations involving family
violence.”

“The police are very supportive of and responsive to victims of
family violence.”

B

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
) Disagree (1-3) (1 Neither (4) W Agree (5-7)

@ E?gghll?zeosogarch Associates Inc. n=511/496 Family Violence Syndﬁ?]tggst;goyz,
d There are very few systematic differences in how people view the police on this issue,

with the exception of households that care for an older adult — who are more likely to
view the police as being generally supportive and responsive to victims compared to
other respondents.
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7.6 Protection of Children Who
Witness Family Violence and
Dependent Adults

Canadians believe that children who witness family violence should be
entitted to the same protections as children who experience family violence directly
(Exhibit 7.12). Fewer than one in e even do not see the need for similar protections for children

witnessing violence as those available for children who are the targets of family violence.

Q Women and people with lower to middle levels of education (i.e., college) and income
(i.e., $20-$40,000) are slightly more likely to believe that the same protections should
apply for children witnessing family violence, as they do for those experiencing it
more directly.

The focus groups examined the issue of protections for children witnessing
violence in more detail. Participants viewed the consequences of witnessing family violence as
very serious for children. The issue of how to provide additional protections provoked a mixed
response, however. Again, counselling and treatment for the child involved was recommended

as an important aspect of any response.
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Canadians also generaly believe that dependent adults should be entitled to
the same protections from family violence as those that are given to children. Fewer than one

in eight disagree with thisidea.

Exhibit 7.12
Protection for Victims

“Children who are exposed to or witness family violence should be
protected by the same interventions as the ones used for children
who experience the violence directly.”

oD

“Dependent adults should be protected by the same kinds of
interventions as the ones used for children.”

N\

T T T T 1

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Disagree (1-3) [ Neither (4) B Agree (5-7)

@ Copyright 2002 ) Family Violence Syndicated Study,
EKOS Research Associates Inc. n=1042/1010 January 2002
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7.7

Response to Spousal Violence

Two in three Canadians believe that a spouse who hits his or her partner

should be removed from the home (67 per cent) (Exhibit 7.13). Onein seven believe otherwise.

Exhibit 7.13
Spousal Violence

“A spouse who hits his or her partner should be removed
from the home.”

“A spouse who hits his or her partner should be able to get
treatment instead of being charged or going to jail.”

“If a spouse hits his or her partner and he or she hits back, they
should both be charged.”

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Disagree (1-3) O Neither (4) B Agree (5-7)

@ Copyright 2002 _ Family Violence Syndicated Study,
EKOS Research Associates Inc. n=2052 January 2002

People more likely to believe that an abuser should be removed from the home are
residents of the Atlantic, women, people with dependent adults in the home and
Anglophones.

Conversdly, those who are somewhat less apt to agree with removing the abuser are
Francophones, residents of Quebec and men.

Two in three Canadians also believe that abusers should be able to seek

treatment instead of being charged or going to jail. Onein five disagree with this statement.

Q

Those most likely to agree that a spouse who hits his or her partner should be able to
get treatment rather than being charged or going to jail are residents of Quebec,
Francophones, Canadians between the ages of 44 and 64 and those who attend
religious services occasionaly.

Those mostly likely to disagree with the statement are younger Canadians (under 25).
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Canadians are divided on the issue of charging both parties when one
spouse hits another and he or she hits back. Almost equal proportions agree as disagree with
the statement “If a spouse hits his or her partner and he or she hits back, they should both be
charged”. Only one in four Canadians is undecided and rated their response as neither agree

nor disagree.

u People who tend to agree with the idea of charging both parties are residents of
Quebec, Francophones, women and those with lower levels of education and income.
They are aso dightly more apt to attend religious services occasionally and indicated
that they are neither married nor single. Individuals who reported that they had not read
or heard anything about family violence recently are also somewhat more likely to
espouse the view that all parties should be charged.

a On the other hand, residents of the Atlantic, those with a university degree and/or
incomes of $60,000 or greater are more likely than others to disagree with charging
both parties.

The responses of focus group participants were also mixed, with many
saying they would need more information to make a decision. Some participants argued that
the situation described in the statement could involve self-defense, in which case only the
spouse who initiated the violence should be charged. Others felt that if the response entailed an

escalation of violence then both should be charged.

7.8 Societal Response to Family
Violence

Survey respondents were asked to indicate effective methods of dealing
with family violence from a list of 13 options. Respondents were asked to provide a “yes or
no” response as each one of the 13 were read to them (in a randomized order). It was
anticipated that there would be a high degree of agreement with most or all of the areas
suggested, given the method of administering the question. As such, the question was
followed-up with a subsequent item asking people to select the single most effective method,
from the list that they had originally selected.
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As expected, virtually all of the 13 areas are seen as being effective ways of
dealing with family violence. Having health care providers ask questions and mediation
between the two parties, however, are seen as effective by a dightly lower proportion of
Canadians (Exhibits 7.14). Harsher pendties, employee assistance programs and reducing

violence on television are seen as effective by an even smaller proportion of the genera public.
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Exhibit 7.14
Dealing with Family Violence

“Which of the following do you consider to be an effective way of
dealing with family violence?”

Counselling services for victims 94%

Shelters for victims 93%

Alcohol abuse programs 91%

90%

Community support programs

Parent programs or training 89%

Public education and awareness programs 89%

Encouraging people to talk about family violence 88%

Treatment for offenders

o
3
>

Having health care providers ask questions 8

e
ES

Mediation between victim and abusers

Harsher penalties for offenders 73%

Employee assistance programs 2%

Reducing violence on TV 2%

T T T T 1

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Per cent who indicate

!, EKOS Research Family Violence Syndicated Study,
Associates Inc. n=2052 January 2002
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In the single, summary question, mentioned among the most effective ways
of dealing with family violence are counselling and treatment focusing on both the victim of
family violence (15 per cent) and on the offender (13 per cent) (Exhibit 7.15). Roughly the
same proportion selected public education and awareness programs as the most effective way
of dealing with family violence. One in ten selected parenting programs as the most effective
way of addressing family violence. Harsher penalties is also chosen by 10 per cent, in spite of

the fact that it was initially selected by the third lowest proportion of respondentsin the survey.

Exhibit 7.15
Most Effective Ways of Dealing with Family Violence

“Which do you consider to be the MOST effective way to deal
with family violence?”

Counselling services for victims 15%
Public education and awareness programs 14%
Treatment for offenders 13%
Parent programs or training
Harsher penalties for offenders
Mediation between victim and abusers
Shelters for victims
Alcohol abuse programs
Community support programs
Having health care providers ask questions
Encouraging people to talk about family violence
Reducing violence on TV
Employee assistance programs

0% 10% 20%

Per cent who indicate
@ Copyright 2002 ) Family Violence Syndicated Study,
EKOS Research Associates Inc. n=2052 January 2002
a Counsdlling services for victims are somewhat more likely to have been selected as the

most effective method to deal with family violence by residents of Saskatchewan and
Manitoba and the Atlantic and by seniors over 65 years of age.

a Parenting programs are believed to be an effective way to deal with family violence
and the most effective option by one in ten. This is a particularly attractive option for
those with upper household incomes of $60-$80,000 and by those who have had direct
(persona) experience with family violence.

d Public education programs are considered to be an effective approach by many
Canadians, but more so by 25 to 44 year olds and those with a university degree and or
the highest levels of income ($80,000 or more).

d When the thirteen possible methods were read out, treatment for offenders was selected
quite frequently as an effective method of dealing with family violence; it was the third
most popular response as the most effective method of handling family violence. It was
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selected more often by residents of BC and Quebec, Francophones and youth (under
25).

d Harsher penaties for abusers is not as frequently cited among the many listed,
however, it is among the top four “best approaches’. It is selected more often by
women, 25 to 44 year olds, and those with lower levels of education and income. It is
selected as the most effective method by a higher concentration of the unemployed.

d Reducing violence on TV is not indicated by most people as an effective way of
dealing with family violence nor is it chosen often as the most effective method of
dealing with family violence. It is a method that brings about the widest gaps in points
of view, however. It is selected as one of severa methods by a higher proportion of
residents from Quebec and women, 25-64 year olds, households with modest incomes
of $20-$40,000 and people who attend religious services on aregular basis.

a People who are least likely to have cited reduction of violence on TV as a method of
dealing with family violence are residents of Ontario, men, youth (under 25), people
with the highest incomes, people who are single and people who do not attend
religious services.
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8 TYPOLOGY OF THE CANADIAN
PuBLIC

8.1

Typology of the Canadian
Public

In order to identify underlying dimensions in attitudes and to limit the

redundancy of the measurement variables, all scale-based variables from the survey were

included in a factor analysis. The factor analysis was performed with 25 composite variables

and resulted in the extraction of four dimensions:

Q

Concern with children’s exposure to violence in general and on TV and the
Internet: Variables congtituting this factor are: In general, to what degree do you feel
children/your children are exposed to violence on aregular basis, How worried are you
about children’s/your children’s exposure to violence on television, or in the movies
and videos; How worried are you about children’ s/your children’s exposure to violence
in computer or video games or on the Internet;

Concern with the children’s exposureto violencein their immediate environment:
Variables included in the summary scale are: How worried are you about
children’ s/your children’s exposure to violence on the streets, in your community or
neighbourhood; How worried are you about children’s/your children’s exposure to
violence at school, in the playground, involving bulling or witnessing fights, How
worried are you about children’s'your children’'s exposure to violence when
participating in sports,

Family violence per ceived as a seriousissue: Variables constituting this factor are: A
spouse who hits his or her partner should be removed from home; When a spouse hits
his or her partner, it's a crime; | think family violence should be an urgent priority for
the community/federal government; If a spouse hits his or her partner and he or she
hits back, they should both be charged; and

Family violence perceived as a non-issue: Variables constituting this factor are: |
don’'t think that | personally have any responsbility for helping to reduce family
violence in my community; | don't believe that family violence is as serious as it's
made out by the media/women’s groups;, Most women could get out of an abusive
relationship if they want to.
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The summary dimensions were subsequently included in a segmentation
analysis in order to better understand the interaction of the different sets of variables. The
analysis resulted in a five-cluster solution. Exhibit 9.1 plots these five groups of Canadians
along two axes: perception of family violence as a serious issue and socio-economic status of

individuals.

Exhibit 8.1
Typology of Canadian Public
SES (High)
Informed
U ’ Moderates
nconcerne 26% Active
16% Concerned
19% )
Seriousness
(Low) « » of Family
Violence
(High)
Uninformed
Adamant Concerned
Deniers 22%
18%
v
@ E(lfgghézoso:arch Associates Inc. (LOW)
a) Segment One: Unconcerned

The Unconcerned constitute 16 per cent of the Canadian public. They have
the narrowest definition of family violence. For example, they are least likely to include yelling
and swearing, pushing and shoving, destroying family member’s things or preventing family
member from access to family income as forms of family violence. (They are, however, among
the most likely to have indicated that violence toward the elderly or disabled and violence
against parents are the greatest cause for concern.) Members of this segment are also more
likely than other Canadians to believe that the problem of family violence in today’s society is
less serious (or at least no more serious) that ten years ago and that family violence does not
often take place in their own communities. They are systematicaly less concerned with the

various scenarios presented to them and cite fewer impacts resulting from family violence.
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They are most likely to believe that the issue has been exaggerated by the media and women’'s
groups and that most women could get out of a situation of spousal abuse if they wanted to.
The Unconcerned do not believe that dependant adults require special protections (in spite of
the fact that elder abuse concerns them), nor do they think that protections should be put in
place for children witnessing violence (similar to those for children experiencing violence
directly). They are least likely to believe that family violence exists on a continuum that can

escalate from verbal to physical forms of violence.

This group is aso least likely to acknowledge any kind of personal
responsibility for helping to stop family violence. Nor are they as likely as other Canadians to
feel that family violence should be an urgent priority, either for the government or their own
community. They are less apt to believe that the courts or police are treating cases of family
violence too lightly of all Canadians and are also less likely to accord the general public or

groups and ingtitutions in society with aresponsibility for stopping family violence.

The Unconcerned reported persona experiences with family violence and
exposure to others with these experiences with the same frequency as others, however, they are
least likely to have seen or heard information about the issue recently. In family violence
situations that they have been exposed to, or in scenarios presented to them, they are most
likely to have said that they would do nothing and suggest that fear of intruding into a family
matter is a strong barrier to responding. They are most reticent to approach someone who is

abusing their partner.

Demographicaly, this group is largely comprised of men (eight out of ten
Unconcerned are males). They tend to be somewhat younger (under 25) or in the oldest age
category (65 years of age or older). They are dightly more likely than others to have a
university degree, however, they did not report above average incomes for the household.

b) Segment Two: Adamant Deniers

This segment congtitutes 18 per cent of the Canadian public. Like the
Unconcerned, they are also less concerned about family violence, holding narrow definitions of
the types of relationships and behaviours that constitute family violence. Although this group’s
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views are not as consistent as the Unconcerned, their opinions are typicaly stronger. For
example, they are least likely to consider kicking or hitting a family member with a fist or
threatening them with a gun or knife as usually or aways family violence. They do not believe
that the issue is as (or any more) serious as it was ten years ago and are the most apt to believe
that the problem has been exaggerated by women's groups and the media. They also do not
demonstrate great concern about children’s exposure to violence and view the impacts of

children’ s exposure to violence and family violence as fewer/less than most other Canadians.

Adamant Deniers are far more likely to believe that women could get out of
an abusive relationship if they wanted to and that people who abuse are “out of control”. They
are the most likely of any other group to eschew any persona responsibility for stopping
family violence. They are also somewhat less likely to have heard or read information about
family violence in the last 12 months, nonetheless, they are among those most likely to say that

they are well informed on the issue of family violence and do not need additional information.

Adamant Deniers are also the least likely to have had personal experience
with family violence or know anyone who has experienced family violence. In family violence
situations they have been acquainted with, or in hypothetical scenarios presented to them, they
demonstrate less concern and they are less likely to do anything to address the situation. They
believe that these situations are private family matters and they tend to balk at talking to

victims directly or calling authorities.

This group, however, expresses a rather strong view with regard to public
action. They believe that family violence should be an urgent priority for the government and
for their community and that spousal abuse is a crime that should be dealt with decisively,
including removing offenders from the home and charging both parties when one spouse hits
another and he or she hits back. This group is highly likely to think that the court system treats
cases of family violence too lightly and advocates stronger punishments, as well as citing
harsher pendties as the most effective means of dealing with family violence, aong with

alcohol abuse programs.
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This group is equally represented by men and women, however, there is a
higher representation of seniors (over 65). This is the group with the lowest socio-economic
status, in terms of both education and household income, and is more highly represented by
retired individuals than any other group. There is also an overrepresentation of Francophones
and Quebeckers.

C) Segment Three: Informed
Moderates

The Informed Moderates segment is comprised of 26 per cent of the
Canadian public. Their definition of family violence iswide, they are typically parents and they
are particularly concerned about children under 12 (they are typically parents themselves).
They are also more likely to be sensitive to the psychological and behavioural impacts of
family violence on children. They are less concerned than some other groups with children’s
exposure to violence from a variety of sources, however, this may relate back to the design of
the survey, with parents being asked about their own children (since this group also rates the
extent of occurrence of family violence in their loca community as relatively low). They

reported the second lowest incidence of persona experience with family violence.

This group does not believe that abusers are out of control, nor that most
women could get out of an abusive relationship if they wanted to. They do not believe that
women are as violent as men and do not believe that both parties should necessarily be charged

if both are being abusive.

Informed Moderates are more likely than others to say that, when faced
with a situation of dealing with family violence they would not know what to do, however,
they do believe that they have a responsibility to deal with family violence in their community.
They aso believe that treatment, not jail, is the right approach to dealing with offenders. They
also indicated that parenting programs and training, as well as community supports are the

most effective methods of dealing with family violence.

Demographically, they are only dlightly over represented by men, and
people who are married with young children at home. They are the second youngest age group
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(after the Unconcerned), being slightly over represented by 30-49 year olds. They have the
highest socio-economic status of any group, in terms of both education and income, and are

more typically employed full-time or self-employed than other groups.

d) Segment Four: Uninformed
Concerned

The Uninformed Concerned group is made up of 22 per cent of the
population and is characterized by a high degree of sensitivity and concern about family
violence in society, coupled with alack of information about the issue. This group has a wide
definition of family violence and generally expressed great concern for all types of family
violence described. They are more apt to believe that the issue has become more serious in the
last 10 years and are quite concerned about children’s exposure to violence from a number of
fronts. For example, seven out of ten believe that children /their children are exposed to
violence on a regular basis and that it has a high impact on children’s well-being. They are

particularly worried about exposure to violence from television and the Internet.

This group is the second most likely to have reported exposure to family
violence, either personaly or through someone else they know, however, they fed the least
informed about the issue. They feel that the courts and police treat family violence too lightly,
however, they are strong advocates of treatment rather than jail as a response to family
violence. They believe that violence can exist on a continuum from verbal to physical forms

and that it isaproblem in al income and ethnic groupsin society.

The Uninformed Concerned believe that family violence is an urgent
priority for government and their community and that most groups and institutions in society
should take responsibility. On the other hand, they see a number of barriers to becoming
involved (fear for personal safety, family matter and not wanting to involve authorities). They
also take somewhat less personal responsibility than some other groups in society in helping to
stop family violence. When faced with actual or hypothetical situations they are reticent to
approach the abuser (particularly if the abuser is male). They are also more likely than some
othersto believe that women could get out of an abusive relationship if they wanted to.
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This group is sightly over-represented by women, older Canadians (55 and
over) and parents. They are the second lowest group in terms of socio-economic status, and are

dlightly over represented by Francophones, Quebeckers and visible minorities.

e) Segment Five: Active Concerned

The Active Concerned segment constitutes 19 per cent of Canadians and
represents individuals who are particularly sensitive to and concerned about the problem of
family violence in Canadian society, as well as children’s exposure to violence in general. The
Active Concerned hold a distinctively strong set of views related to all aspects of family
violence. They have the broadest definition of family violence and are most likely to think that
yelling and swearing, pushing and shoving, destroying family member’s things or preventing
access to family income is family violence. Violence toward children under 12 is the greatest
cause for their concern. The Active Concerned tend to think that their children and/children are
exposed to violence on a regular basis, express a very high level of concern about exposure to
violence and agree that witnessing violence has a significant impact on children’s well-being.
They are the most likely to think that family violence is more serious than it was ten years ago,
that it occurs with rdatively greater frequency in their community and express the most
concern for real and hypothetical family violence situations. They generally feel that thisis an

issue that should be an urgent priority for both the government and their own community.

This group cites the widest number of causes and consequences of family
violence. They believe that family violence cuts across all ethnic and income groups and can
move along a continuum from milder behaviours (e.g., verbal) to more extreme forms. They
are most likely to advocate the same protections for dependent adults and children witnessing

family violence as are accorded to children who experience family violence directly.

The Active Concerned group does not agree that abusers are out of control
and tend to advocate harsher penalties for abusers. They are most apt to disagree, for example,
that abusers should be given treatment instead of jail. Responsibilities for stopping violence are
also placed far and wide by this group (socia institutions, friends and family, support groups)
including the highest rating of persona responsibility for stopping violence in their own

community.
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The Active Concerned group has the highest reported incidence of
individuals who themselves have experienced family violence, who know someone else who
has experienced it and/or who have heard or read information about family violence. They
have the widest number of information sources to provide to someone who is experiencing
family violence. They are most apt to assist in a situation of family violence. Because they
often see the situation as serious (real or hypothetical), they are the most likely to involve
authorities and generaly alert others to the situation. They are most likely to agree that the
courts (though not police) treat cases of family violence too lightly and are unsupportive of
victims. They also suggested (more than anyone else) that the police should treat victims with

more compassi on.

Seven out of ten of the Active Concerned are women. This group is
typically Anglophone, and has a higher than average number of individuals in their late 30's to
50's. They are represented by a disproportionate number of upper socio-economic status
individuals (e.g., university degree and dlightly higher than average household income). They
are not the highest SES group, however, and have a dightly higher than average proportion of
part-time workers. This group is somewhat over represented in BC and Ontario. The Active
Concerned also have the highest proportions of individuals attending religious services
regularly.
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9 CONCLUDING THEMES

This public opinion research on family violence has covered a great breadth
of topics and provided information on Canadians' opinions overall, as well as an understanding
of how these vary within segments of society. Some of the key themes that have emerged from

the survey research are summarized below.

9.1 Understanding of Family
Violence

Canadians have quite an expansive definition of family violence that goes
well beyond traditional conceptions focusing on physical violence within the immediate
family. Other relationships such as dating and extended family members relationships, as well
as caregiver relationships are also included in most Canadians' understanding of family

violence.

Canadians' understanding of the types of behaviours that define family
violence is similarly broad. While serious forms of physical and sexual abuse top the list of
what is “aways’ considered to be family violence, certainly, emotional and psychological
forms of violence are also seen as serious and with significant consequences. In fact, yelling
and swearing at afamily member isviewed in asimilar way to pushing, shoving and grabbing.

Financial abuseis least likely to be included in individuals understanding

of family violence. Throughout the survey, financia abuse is viewed as a less serious concern

and also sparks greater apathy and confusion in terms of appropriate ways to respond or
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intervene. Canadians are similarly less likely to assign responsibility to financial institutions

for reporting or addressing this form of abuse.

9.2 Level of Concern

When thinking of relationships within the immediate family with respect to
violence, individuals more often think of spousal relationships. Y et, violence toward children,

particularly children under 12, elicits the greatest degree of concern.

Concern about violence toward children is also reflected in the responses to
the hypothetical family violence scenarios and in the way individuals characterize the actua
situations of family violence they have known about. Incidents of family violence (actua or
hypothetical) that involve children generally elicit greater concern. Situations involving close

family or friends also generate greater concern than those involving neighbours or strangers.

Levels of concern about family violence also tend to follow the particular
“interests’ of the respondent. For example, youth under 25, while generally expressing less
concern about family violence than other groups, exhibit relatively greater concern when
violence involves children. Older Canadians treat situations involving older parents and
financial abuse with greater seriousness than other segments. Women have consistently higher

levels of concern about family violence than men.

Level of personal exposure to the issue, either through direct personal
experience, knowing of a situation of family violence or having read or heard information
about family violence has a profound impact on attitudes. These individuals in general have a
more expansive definition of family violence, stronger ratings of the seriousness of family
violence, are more sensitive to the consequences of family violence, assign greater
responsibility to ingtitutions and individuals for addressing family violence and generally place

a higher priority on the issue both for government and the community.
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9.3 Priority of Family Violence

Canadians generally believe family violence has become a more serious
problem over the last ten years. The focus group discussions reveaed that at least part of the
perceived increase in family violence is due to greater awareness of the issue and more
willingness among individuals to talk about and report their abuse. While recognizing that
family violence is a serious socid problem, there is a tendency to view family violence as
occurring far from one's own backyard. Almost half of Canadians think that family violence

occurs not very often or not at al in their own community.

The majority of Canadians (three-quarters) place a high priority on the
issue of family violence both for governments and for their own community. Individuals
generally disagree that the issue has been overstated by the media or women’s groups (though

the former is perceived to be more credible than the latter).

9.4 Causes and Consequences

The causes of family violence are most often attributed to outside stresses
on the family such as financia strains, unemployment and so on; substance abuse is also
viewed as a key causal factor. Following is a middle tier of complex factors that respondents
recognize as determinants such as a history of violence in the family, poor communication, a
need to control others and violence in society. At the same time, however, Canadians do not
absolve abusers of persona responsibility for their behaviour; two-thirds disagree that those

who cause harm are out of control and therefore not responsible for their behaviour.

Family violence is viewed as having serious consequences both for those
who are directly exposed to or are the target of the violence, as well as for other family
members who are witnesses to violence. The perceived consequences yielded awide variety of
responses for both victims of direct and indirect family violence, however, negative
psychological consequences (e.g., fear, depression) are mentioned most frequently, as well as
negative impacts on self-esteem. Canadians also appear to be very familiar with the cyclical or

intergenerational impacts of family violence which lead to aggressive behaviour in children or
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other family members. Negative impacts of family violence on health impacts are seen to be

significant aswell.

Thereisadistinct gender issue with respect to the perceived prevalence and
consequences of family violence. The mgjority view is that women are as prone to violence as
men, however, women are also viewed as more in need of protection than men from family
violence. There is a significant split in terms of the extent to which people believe women
could leave an abusive situation if they wanted to. Participants in the focus group discussions
were, on the one hand, very appreciative of the enormous barriers women face in leaving a
violence relationship. On the other hand, participants pointed out the greater community

resources and social support now available to those who have made the decision to leave.

9.5 Availability of Information

Most individual have read or heard information about family violence in
the last year and the magjority of Canadians feel well-informed about the issue, with television
and newspapers being most frequently mentioned sources. Focus group participants noted this
information to be in the form of high profile news stories, talk shows, or fictional accountsin
the entertainment media. Nevertheless, the extent to which individuals have been exposed to
information about family violence has an important and positive impact on a number of other
attitudes about family violence (e.g., broader definition of family violence, concern about the
issues heightened) and is correlated with a greater willingness and capacity to intervene in

situations of family violence.

There are some pockets of individuals who have less access to or interest in
information about family violence. Y outh, individuals who are single and those with a lower
socio-economic status are less likely to have read material on the subject. Individuals are most
interested in obtaining information which will help them recognize when family violence is

occurring and practical information on how to respond.
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9.6 Tolerance for Family Violence

According to these survey data, the mgjority of Canadians have been
touched in some way by family violence, either directly in their own lives (one-third) or having
known someone who was in a situation of family violence (six in ten). In terms of the latter, the
most recent situation of family violence that respondents knew about most often involved
physical and/or psychological abuse among spouses or toward children and was perceived to
be serious in nature. Incidents of sexua or financial abuse or involving relationships such as
siblings, older parents or dating relationships were in the minority. This may reflect
comparatively lower incidence rates in fact, or may also be partialy attributed to lower levels
of awareness or greater reluctance to discuss these types of situations. Just under half of

individuals were able or willing to intervene in the most recent situation that they knew aboui.

The responses to the hypothetical scenarios when compared to the actual
experiences of individuals who have known of afamily violence situation suggest that people’s
intentions to intervene are probably exaggerated (for example, fewer than one in ten claimed
they would do nothing across the different hypothetical scenarios presented, whereas more than
four in ten did not respond in the recent situation of family violence that they knew about).
Nevertheless, looking comparatively, the hypothetical scenarios suggest that the way in which
Canadians would intervene in a situation of family violence are quite similar between the

actual and hypothetical situations, as are the barriers that would prevent them from responding.

When people respond to a situation of family violence (actual or
hypothetical), this response is most often informal. Individuals respond by talking, supporting
or giving information to the person who is being harmed or to the person who is causing harm.
Thisis particularly true when afamily violence situation involves a family that one knows well
and for situations involving emotional/psychological or financial abuse. In general, most
Canadians indicate a high level of comfort in approaching a friend who is causing harm or

experiencing family violence (particularly when this person is of the same gender).
Individuals reacting to an actual situation of family violence by involving
authorities, such as child welfare or police, is relatively rare (this was much higher in the

hypothetical scenarios, particularly in cases that were characterized as very serious and/or

EKOS Research Associates Inc., 2002



Family Violence Syndicated Study — Final Report 98 — 16/05/2002

involved children or strangers). Older Canadians, visible minorities, and those with a lower
socio-economic status are more likely to say they would rely on police in the hypothetical

situations that were presented.

While less that 10 per cent indicated calling police themselves in the most
recent situation of family violence that they knew about, 39 per cent said that police were
involved in this situation. In other words, other persons involved or perhaps the victims
themselves involved police. This finding is repeated with respect to involvement of child
welfare authorities.

9.7 Barriers to Intervening

Taking together respondents’ actual behaviour, their hypothetical intentions
and some direct questions on barriers to helping in a family violence situation, the key
obstacles to intervening in situations of family violence are reluctance to intrude on the privacy
of the family and being unsure as to what action to take. The former is more likely to be a
factor in situations involving a family that one knows very well and for situations of
emotional/psychological abuse and financial abuse. Privacy of the family isless likely to be a
barrier in situations involving a stranger or when a child is involved. Y outh are more likely to
cite privacy of the family as a barrier. Fear for personal safety and believing the situation to be

an isolated incident are less important concerns.

9.8 Institutional Responsibility for
Addressing Family Violence

Canadians assign responsibility for addressing the issue of family violence
to a broad range of groups and ingtitutions. Individuals themselves and friends and family
members are perceived to bear great responsibility in this area, as do health and community
workers. Business and clergy are assigned less responsibility in this area. Still, over one half of
Canadians believe these groups should have at least some role in reporting and stopping family
violence. While the survey responses support a legal obligation for reporting family violence
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for many professionals and organizations, the focus group discussions emphasized a mora
obligation for reporting, coupled with the need for more training and sensitization of some

groups to recognizing and effectively taking stepsto address a situation of family violence.

Judicia responses to family violence were also examined. In generd,
respondents felt that the police respond more effectively and appropriately to situations of
family violence than courts (the latter being viewed as too soft on family violence). Thereisno
clear consensus on what police could be doing differently. Canadians generally support
additional protections for dependent adults and for children who witness family violence,

though the nature of these protections was not explored in detail.

In terms of appropriate judicia responses, the family relationship is an
important context for Canadians in terms of responding to family violence. In the focus groups,
participants were hesitant to recommend charging in every instance of reported family
violence. At least some of this caution is due to a lack of knowledge of criminal justice
processes, but also reflects a general preference for investigation and consideration of
complaints on an individual basis. Canadians on the whole see counselling and treatment as
more effective than jail time in cases of family violence (compared to violence involving
strangers). In the focus group discussions, it was suggested by some that counselling be made
mandatory and that this form of intervention also encompass the victim and other family

members who are witnesses to violence.

9.9 Bottom Line

From the survey results we find that Canadians express a high level of
concern for the issue of family violence and see it as a high priority for both government and
communities. The genera public is quite well informed and sophisticated in their

understanding and perception of family violence.
Y et, spousal and child abuse are the only two forms of family violence that

are truly front and centre in people’s minds. These are the two groups that have historically
been in the public eye and as such draw the greatest attention and concern. Elder abuse, for
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example, is as yet not registering very highly on the public radar. Physical (and to a lesser
degree emotional) abuse is more commonly understood as family violence compared to other

forms such as financial abuse or failing to provide basic necessities.

The general public ascribes a high level of moral (and for some, legal)
responsibility for stopping family violence to awide variety of sources including those directly
involved, family, friends and neighbours, as well as a wide array of public ingtitutions and
professionals. They are even willing to involve the business community, such as employers and

financial ingtitutions (albeit to alesser degree), in order to reduce family violence.

In spite of high levels of concern across a variety of family violence
situations, there is, nonetheless, a fairly strong recognition that it is not easy to approach a
situation of family violence. Key barriers include fear of intruding on a family affair and not
knowing what actions to take. The former barrier is particularly important when the situation
involves someone that one knows well. In these cases, when an individua e ects to intervene,
the response tend to be quite informal. Canadians are reticent to involve the authorities in
situations of family violence, particularly when they know the family well, unless the

circumstances are perceived to be dire.

Public information/awareness campaigns may assist in eroding both of
these top barriers to responding. If people are sent consistent messages that family violenceisa
crime and not getting involved (or involving authorities) allows these crimes to continue
unchecked, as well as providing information about how to help, Canadians may feel better
equipped to deal with these circumstances. Designers of future communications strategies may
at least take comfort in the fact that fear of intruding on a private family matter and lack of
knowledge about what to do are significantly easier to combat than fear for persona safety,
which is not perceived to be a strong barrier. Additional messages, which may be of benefit are
related to barriers which prevent spouses from removing themselves from situations of family
violence and information about the nature of financial abuse and abuse of elderly parents and

their potential impacts.

The reticence to report family violence to authorities may be, in part,
fuelled by the perception that the judicial system is not dealing effectively with cases of family
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violence. Suggestions were also made for the improvement of police services, however, thisis
a much less salient concern. Canadians seem to advocate fairly decisive handling of cases of
family violence, including the removal of the offender from the home at the time of the
occurrence of the offence. In terms of responding beyond the immediate situation, there is
limited knowledge of crimina justice processes and the implications of procedures such as
mandatory charging. Canadians do not generally believe that jail is the right answer, viewing
counselling and treatment as more appropriate. The position of advocating counselling and
treatment, rather than jail seems to rest largely on the perception that jail in itself is not an
effective remedy, that abusers are dysfunctiona in some way (though not out of control), and
that the family context is complex and one that requires longer-term solutions to address

violence.

Throughout the survey findings there is surprising consistency of views
across the country, with only a few saient differences. Differences are often evident between
Quebeckers and the rest of Canada and between those in the middle-age categories and those at
the either end of the age spectrum (i.e, youth and seniors). There are some systematic
differences according to gender, socio-economic status and persona engagement in the issue,
identified throughout the report, but perhaps best depicted in the typology of the five groups of
Canadians. Knowledge of these differences may help to guide future communications

strategies.
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9: INTRO

SHIFT +? TO TERMINATE

Hello, my name is...from Ekos Research Associates. We're conducting a
survey about people's attitudes toward various social issues on behalf of
the federal government. All of your replies to the survey will be kept
confidential. Are you 16 years of age or older? IF YES: May | begin? IF
NO: Ask for person in household over age of 15.

CONTINMUE ...t bt b et b bt bbbt e st e bt bt ekt et e bt et e s e e e ene e 1

31: SEX
DO NOT READ
Record sex of respondent

32: AGE

READ CATEGORIES IF NECESSARY

Before we begin the interview, may | ask which of the following age
groups you belong to?

16-17 years
18-24 years
25-29 years
30-34 years
35-39 years
40-44 years
45-49 years
50-54 years
55-59 years
60-64 years
B5 YEAIS OF OIUEY ...ttt b bt ans 11
(DO NOT READ) DKZNR. ..ottt sttt anas 99

33: PRCCS

We would like to get people's perceptions regarding the various forms
of violence that children can be exposed to in a variety of places.

In order to do that, I'd first like to ask if you have children
in the household? @chil

1=yes

2=no

9=DK/NR

How many are:

Under 5 @chil2

Between 5-11 @chil3 0=DK/NR
Between 12-17 @chil4
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39: CCsSDC
=>*if IF((CHIL=#2,#3),1,IF((CALC==1),2,3))
calculate nonparent/parent of 1/parent of more than 1

CRITATEN'S ...
§YZ 18 1 ol 1 [ OSSOSO
YOUE CRITAFEN'S ..ttt bbbt bbb enea

40: CCSD
=> * if CccsDC

CRITATEN .. bbbt
VOUE CRITO. ..ottt bbb enea
YOUE CRITATEN ...ttt st st sbe b sseneaneas

41: CALC2
=>*jf IF((CCSDC=#1,#3),1,2)

42: CCSsD1

In general, to what degree do you feel <ccsd > <calc2 > exposed to
violence on a regular basis? Would you say that <ccsd ><calc2> never
exposed to violence, exposed to violence occasionally, often, or all the

time?

43: PCSD1

How worried are you about <ccsdc > amount of exposure to violence in
each of the following places. Would you say that you are not worried at

all, somewhat worried, worried or very worried.

44: CSD1A

Rotation => CSD1F
How worried are you about exposure to violence....

At school, in the playground, involving bullying or witnessing fights,

for example.

N [o] aF= L= 1L IRYAY Lo g T=To IR
SOMEWRNAE WOITIEA .....vviiiiciie ettt ettt e ebe e st be e s be e sbeeeabe e sraeesbeesnteeteas
AVAV o 4 =T [P R
VEBIY WOITIEO ...t bbb bbbttt b bbb e en et ene e
(D117 11 = SRR
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45: CSD1B

How worried are you about exposure to violence....
On television, or in the movies and videos, or music videos

N (o] aF= L= L IRVAY o] § =T [N 1
SOMEWRNAT WOITIEA .....oviiiiecie ettt ettt et e s te et e e te e saeeebe e saeeenteesnaeereas 2
ATAY o] g g 1=To PO TSRO PR TOPPPRRR
Very worried
[ 54 N1 TR

46: CsDhi1cC

How worried are you about exposure to violence....
In computer or video games or on the Internet

N [o] a1 IRV Lo T=To IR 1
SOMEWRNAE WOITIEA .....oviiiieciie ettt ettt e st e e ebe e s be e sbeeeabe e sreeesbeesareeteas 2
AVAY T 5 =T [P R 3
VEIY WOITIEA ...ttt bbbttt e bt et s b e st e e et e s e st nbeenea 4
(D157 11 = S 9
47. CSD1D

How worried are you about exposure to violence....
On the streets, in your community or neighbourhood

N [o] a1 IRV o] =T [N 1
Somewhat worried 2
WOITIEd......oocveiiiecie e o3
WEEY WOITIEA ...ttt bbbt bbbt bbbt 4
(D] 57 11 S 9
48: CSD1E

How worried are you about exposure to violence....
When participating in sports

N [o] ar= L= L IRVAY o] =T IR ORI 1
SOMEWNAT WOITIE .....oviiviiieie ettt ettt ettt e et e e et e e st e e st e s sraeesbaesaeeareas 2
Worried
VEIY WOITIEA ...ttt bbbttt b bbbt 4
(D] 17 11 = SR 9
49: CSD1F

How worried are you about exposure to violence....
Between siblings in the family

N [o] aF L= UL IRVAY o] =T IR S PUOSOTRR RPN 1
SOMEWRNAE WOITIE .....oviiiicieie ettt ettt st e et e st e e sba e e te s saaeesbeesaeeateas 2
WOrTIEd......oocviiiieecie e o3
Very worried b
(D157 11 S 9

50: CCSD2

=> CCSD3 if CSD1A=#1,#2 AND CSD1B=#1,#2 AND CSD1C=#1,#2 AND
CSD1D=#1,#2 AND CSD1E=#1#2 AND CSD1F=#1#2_

Some people believe that exposure to violence has relatively little impact
on the well-being of children, while others believe that the impact is
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much greater. For each of the following sources I'd like you to tell me
what you think the impact of witnessing violence is on <ccsd > on a
scale where 1 is no impact at all, 7 is a very strong impact and the
midpoint 4 is a moderate impact.

51: CSD2A

Rotation => CSD2F

=>+1 if CSD1A=#1-#2

How much of an impact is there from witnessing violence....

At school, in the playground, involving bullying or witnessing fights,
for example.

LNO IMPACT AL AlL....oiiii e 1
ettt eL oAt — et et ae e Aot oL oA e A Re LR et e te At R e R et ek et eRe b Re A e e b e s et eRe b ete e e be s be e e tenearas 2
K TSRS
4 Moderate impact
L PSPPSR PPPPPPP
TSRS

7 very strong impact

DK/NR

52: CsSD2B

=> +1 if CSD1B=#1-#2

How much of an impact is there from witnessing violence....
On television, or in the movies and videos, or music videos

53: csD2C

=> +1 if CSD1C=#1-#2

How much of an impact is there from witnessing violence....
In computer or video games or on the Internet
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54: CSD2D
=>+1if CSD1D=#1-#2
How much of an impact is there from witnessing violence....

On the streets, in your community or neighbourhood
1 No impact at all

55! CSD2E

=>+1 if CSD1E=#1-#2

How much of an impact is there from witnessing violence....
When participating in sports

1 No impact at all

56: CSD2F

=> +1 if CSD1F=#1-#2

How much of an impact is there from witnessing violence....
Between siblings in the family
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57: CCSD3

DO NOT READ ACCEPT UP TO 3
Where do you typically turn when you are looking for information
about parenting?
Doctor/GP/pediatrician
INtErNet.....ccccovviviciie s

BIOCHUIES ...ttt
NON-PrOfIt AENCIES.......eiuiitiiieii ettt b et
Counsellor ...
Schools/teachers/guidance counsellors ....
Friends or neighbours............cccocccevveniennn

DIKZINR .o

58: PEOPL

READ LIST AS YES/NO FOR EACH ONE, SELECT ALL THAT APPLY

Many of the following questions in this survey are about the issue of
family violence in Canada. Which of the following relationships do you
consider to be included in your understanding of family violence? Does
it include...

Rotation => 7

Violence between immediate family members..........cccooviiiniiin e 01
Violence between a girlfriend and boyfriend ...........ccccoovvviiiiincicicc e 02
Violence by a teenage or adult child toward their parent............cccocooviniiiiniienenn 03
Violence among extended family members such as cousins or uncles or aunts....... 04

Violence between someone in a relationship of trust and the person in their

CAre (£.0., TOSTEI CAME)...ocuiiieiieiiiee ettt b et ens
Violence between children in a schoolyard............c.cccoiiviiiniinnie
Harassment DetWeen CO-WOIKEFS .........cccovoiiiiriiicencce s

Violence by a caregiver towards an adult with a disability
(DO NOT READ) None of the abDoVe.........ccooiiiiiieee e
(DO NOT READ) DKZNR ....oottititititieisieieeet sttt bbb

59: PEOP2

PROMPT IF NEEDED ACCEPT AS MANY AS APPLY

Thinking about violence occuring in the immediate family, what kinds
of relationships do you tend to think of?

Rotation => 3

Vi0lENCE DEIWEEN SPOUSES.......cviiiieieiieieet ettt bbb e
Violence between parents and children ...
Violence among SiDIINGS ...
Other (SPECITY) ettt ne st b een
DIKZINR L. bbbt bbbttt s
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60: TYPES

People do not always agree about what types of behaviours are
considered family violence. Please tell me whether you think each of the
following should be considered family violence: always, usually, in
Some cases, or never.

61: TYPE1L

Rotation => TYPE9

Would you consider...to be family violence?

Yelling, swearing or humiliating a family member

LAY SO OT PR OTPRRP 1
LIS 0] g Tel o7 Y=L OO RURRRP 2
USUBITY <.ttt s et et et e st e b et ese e b e ebesbesbe e et e s neenes 3
AAVVAYS ...t bbb et h bbbt b e R R bt bbb bRt e Rt bt bbbt neenea 4
[ 54 N1 USRI 9
62: TYPE2

=>+1 if ROT1=#1

Would you consider...to be family violence?
Pushing, grabbing or shoving a family member

LAY G ST T PR PR 1
I SOMMIE CASES .. .veiiitiiee ettt e e ettt ettt e e et e et e e st et e e et e e e e ebb e e e sabae e e eabaeesbbeeesabeeeseabaessbbeseaabeeesares 2
USUBITY <.ttt b bbbt b bt b et e bt ne e e 3
AUVVAYS ..ottt et b e b e bbbt R e e te bt besa et eneeneas 4
[ 4 N1 RO 9
63: TYPE3

Would you consider...to be family violence?
Kicking, biting, or hitting a family member with a fist

NN LAY SO PP 1
I SOIMIE CASES .. .veiiiteiee et e ettt ettt e e ettt e ettt e e s bt e e ettt e e e ebb e e e sabee e e eabaeesbbeeesabeeeseataeesbbeeesabaeesnres 2
USUBITY .ottt ettt b et st e st e b e e s e e seebesbe st e e et e e neenes 3
AAIVVAYS ...ttt bbbttt b bbb bR Rt bbb bt n e e Rt bbbt eeneenea 4
[ 4 N1 PR 9
64: TYPE4

Would you consider...to be family violence?
Using or threatening a family member with a gun or knife

NN LAY SO PRI 1
[ IEST] 0 g [l o U= PSRRI 2
USUBITY <.ttt sttt et e be st e e et e s e b e et e besbe st et eneeneenes 3
AAWVBYS ..ot bbb bbb et b e bbb r e nea 4
[ 4 N1 = RS 9

EKOS Research Associates Inc., 2002



Family Violence Syndicated Study — Final Report A-8 — 16/05/2002

65: TYPES
Would you consider...to be family violence?
Inappropriate, unwanted or forced sexual activity with a family member

NN LAY S SRRSO RRROPU PSPPI 1
[N SOIMIE CASES....uei i et e ettt et e et e et e e st et e e et e e e e ebte e e sabeeeeeateeesaabeeeanbeseaassaeessaeeeanteaennsens 2
USUBITY <.ttt s et e bt e st e b et e s e e b e ebe st e et e s et e e neenes 3
AAIVVAYS ...ttt bbb ekt h e b bt H e e e R £ e R e bt b e bt ke e et Rt Rt nbe b bt enrenea 4
[ 54 N1 TR 9
66: TYPEG6

=>+1 if ROT1=#2

Would you consider...to be family violence?
Hitting a family member with an open hand

N LAY SRR 1
I SO CASES .. .veiiiteie e ittt e e ittt e et e e ettt e e ettt e e st et e e ettt e e e bt e e e sabaeesaabae e s bt e e e aabeeesaabaeesbaeeesabeeeanres 2
USUBITY <.ttt bt bbbt e bt b e bt et e bt e e ens 3
AAIVVAYS ...t b bbbttt h bbbt b e R R Rt bbbt n e R e bt bbbt neenea 4
[ 4 N1 = PR 9
67: TYPE7

Would you consider...to be family violence?
Throwing, smashing, hitting or kicking another family member's things,
or hurting family pets

NN LAY SRR PR 1
I SOMMIE CASES .. .veieitiieeciie e ettt e et e e e ettt e e ettt e e s bt e e et e e e e ebb e e e sabaeeeeabaeesabbeeesabeeesaabaeeerbbeeesabeeesnres 2
USUBITY <.ttt b bbbt b e bt st e bt ne e 3
AAVVAYS ...t bbbttt bt bbb bR R bt bbbttt e Rt bt bbbt neenea 4
[ 4 N1 TR 9
68: TYPES

Would you consider...to be family violence?
Preventing an adult family member from knowing about or having
access to family income or savings, even if they ask

NN LAY SRR PROOTPRRP 1
I SOIMMIE CASES .. .veieitriee ettt e ettt e st e e ettt e e st e ettt e s e tb e e e e bt e e e sabaeeeaabaeesbbeeesabeeesbbaeesrbbeesaabeeesnrees 2
USUBITY ..ttt b e bbbt b e bbbt n et 3
AAVVAYS ..ottt ettt E b e ettt Rt et e ae et b et et eneenea 4
[ 4 N1 = SRR RSRRT 9
69: TYPEY

Would you consider...to be family violence?
Failing to provide food, shelter or medical attention to a family member

LAY G SR T P ROUPPR 1
I SOIMIE CASES ... veieiteie e ettt e ettt e ettt e et e e et e e st et e e ettt e e e eab e e e sabeeeseabeeesbbeesaabeeesasteeeebbeeeaabeeennrees 2
USUBITY <.ttt ettt et et st e b e e st e b e e be st e s be st et e neens 3
AAWVBYS ..o bbb bbbt b e bt bbbt neenea 4
[ 4 N1 RO RRRT 9
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70: DOJ1
READ ENTIRE LIST, SELECT ONLY ONE
Which of the following types of violence in the family do you consider

to be the greatest cause for concern?
Rotation => 6

Violence toward ChIlArEN ... 1
Violence toward the elderly or disabled..............ccoooiiiiiiiii s 2
DaAtiNgG VIOIBNCE ...ttt bbbttt b e 3
Sibling violence.... b
SPOUSAl VIOIENCE ... ....5
Violence against parents by their teenage or adult children o
[DO NOT READ] All 0f the abOVE .........ccooiiiiiieee s 6
[DO NOT READ] DKZNR ..ottt 9
71: DOJ3

=>+1if DOJ2=#7

PROMPT IF NECESSARY ACCEPT ONE RESPONSE

What group of people within the family do you think is the most at risk
of experiencing family violence?

Rotation => 7

ChIlAren UNAEE 12.......ooiiiiiee bbbt 1
IEETET T o T TSP P TR PSP PROUPTPROPRPROTN 2
EIAEITY PROPIE ...ttt ettt bbbttt 3
Younger women ...... o

Older women .... )
Younger men..... ...6
(0] [0 [T o 0 11T o TSSOSO TSR U RPN 7
SOMEBONE BISE ...ttt ettt bbb et b ettt nbesbe st s et ee e 8
NO PArTICUIAT GrOUP ..o s 0
DIKZINR Lottt 9
72: READ

In the last 12 months, have you heard or read anything about family
violence?

Y S ittt e e et — e e et —t e e b—e e i beeeabat e e e bae e e e beeeabaeeeabreeaabbeeearaees 1
NN Lo TSP PR PRI 2
[ 4 N1 TR 9
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73: WHERE

=> +1if NOT READ=#1

DO NOT READ LIST, ACCEPT UP TO THREE RESPONSES
Where did you get this information?

Newspaper story
Magazine ..................

EMPIOYEIZAt WOTK......oiiiiiiiieieieest sttt eneas
POSEErZPamMPRIET ...t
Community organization...................

Doctor/health care provider
Other (SPeCify) ...ccovevriireiieiiens 0]
DIKZINR Lottt b ettt E bttt e Rttt e s te bt e neane it enean X

74 INFO

Do you feel you are personally well enough informed about family
violence?

D =TSSP PPURRROt 1
NN Lo TSP PP 2
(D] 57 11 = S 9
75: NEED

=>+1if INFO=#1

DO NOT READ LIST, ACCEPT UP TO THREE RESPONSES

What kinds of information do you feel you need?

Warning signs/Ztypes of family VIOIENCE .........coociiiiiiiiie e
Statistics/amount/frequency of family violence ...
Information about resources in community/shelters/crisis line..........cccococeevenn.
Talking to kids about family violence.............ccooiiiiiiie
Material related to justice system
Other (SPeCify) ..o, 0]
DIKZINR Lot bbbttt e X

76: COMP

MIRROR APPROPRIATE SCALE LABEL BACK TO RESPONDENT

How would you rate the problem of family violence in our society today
compared to ten years ago on a scale where 1 means much less serious
today that it was 10 years ago, 7 means much more serious today and
the midpoint means about the same?

1 Much less serious today than 10 years ago ....
2 Less Serious today .........ccceeerveenenienieieenieeenns
3 Somewhat 1€SS SEFOUS TOAY ......ccerviiviieiiiiiiieie sttt
4 ADOUL The SAIME ..ottt st sae et reene s
5 Somewhat More SErioUS TOAAY .........ccovrveiriirreise e
6 IMOKE SEIIOUS TOAAY ... .ottt bbbttt bbb
7 Much more serious today than 10 years ago
DIKZINR et b ettt b b bbbt b bbbt b bt ens
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77 COMP2

To what extent do you think that family violence exists in your own
community? Would you say that family violence does not take place at
all, does not take place very often, takes place a fair bit or takes place a
lot in your community.

NOT AL AIL ... 1
NOT VEIY OFLEIN ...ttt sttt b e st sb e e neenea 2
A fair bit 3
Alot.......... 4
DIKZINR Lot bbbttt e 9
78: CAUS

ACCEPT UP TO THREE RESPONSES - GIVE FULL ANSWER OF 5-10 WORDS

FOR EACH

Why do you think violence occurs in some families?
PROMPT WITH FIRST 2 CATEGORIES IF NEEDED
Rotation => 12
Alcohol/Zdrugs ...
Inability to control temper
Stress in family (e.g., divorce, death in family) ...
A history of violence in life of individual/learned to be violent in childhood
home/that's what Parents did ..........ccoceriiiiiiiiiiese s
Violence in society SUCHh @S iN MEAIA..........coiiiiiiiiiie e N
Control/need to make family members do what they want
Attitudes/behaviour of family members that provoke violence ............cccccocinennne 07
Individual's lack of respect for family members.........ccoccooiiiiniienciciee
JBAIOUSY ..ttt bttt et bttt ntaresae et neen
Family financial difficulties/Zunemployment ...
POOI COMMUNICALION ...ttt
Lack of support/isolation/reluctance of others to get involved
RESPONSE .ttt b ettt b et reenre s
DIKZINR Lottt bbbttt e
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79: CONSQ
=>+1if ROT1=#1
ACCEPT UP TO THREE RESPONSES - GIVE FULL ANSWER OF 5-10 WORDS
FOR EACH
What do you think are some of the impacts on family members who
directly experience family violence?
PROMPT WITH FIRST 2 CATEGORIES IF NEEDED
Rotation => 12

PhySICal INJUIY/ZPAIN ...t 01
Financial losses/Z10ss Of €arningS/POVEITY ..........covviivienieiierieiieee e 02 N
Loss of self-esteemn and self-CoNfideNCe.........c.cooeiiiiiiiii e 03
Isolation and self-withdrawal ... 04
Development of aggressive behaviour/cycle of violence/teaching children

that's NOW t0 DENAVE..........coi e

Negative psychological effects (e.g., depression, fear)
Family DreakadOWN ..o e
Poor/limited development of Children ...
Youth crime/schoolyard bullying............

Poor school performance of children
Poor health ...

Loss of respect for violent family member.............ccooiiiiniiii e
RESPIONSE ...ttt e bbb r e enne
DIKZINR Lottt b ettt Ee bbbt e Rt te et e ae e et e nenreenean

xXo0zzzzzZ

80: CONS2
=>+1 if ROT1=#2
ACCEPT UP TO THREE RESPONSES - GIVE FULL ANSWER OF 5-10 WORDS
FOR EACH
What do you think are some of the impacts on other family members in
the household who are not themselves targeted, but who are exposed to
or witness family violence?

PROMPT WITH FIRST 2 CATEGORIES IF NEEDED
Rotation => 12
PhySICal INJUIY/ZPAIN ...t s
Financial losses/loss of earnings/poverty
Loss of self-esteem and self-CONfIdENCE...........cooiiiiiiiiii e
Isolation and self-Withdrawal ...
Development of aggressive behaviour/cycle of violence/teaching children
that's NOW t0 DENAVE..........coii e
Negative psychological effects (e.g., depression, fear)
Family breakdown ...
Poor/limited development of children ...
Youth crime/Zschoolyard DBUHYING........coooiiiiiii e
Poor school performance of Children ...
Poor health ...
Loss of respect for violent family member
RESPONSE ..ot
DIKZINR Lottt

X0o0zzzzzZ
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81: ACT

Have you ever known someone who was experiencing family violence?

82: ACT2

=> PERS if NOT ACT=#1

I would like you to think about the most recent family violence situation
that you know about.

83: UOT1

How long ago did you become aware of this situation?

IN the Past SIX MONTNS ..o bbb 1
IN the PaSst 12 MONTNS ..o 2
MOPE than @ YEAN A0 0. ... ..ecviiierieiiieecie sttt sttt ettt e e s besbesbesbeeeneerearens 3
DIKZINR e bbbttt b bbb et R bt bbbt be e e ens 9
84: ACT3

Was the family that was involved one you knew very well, well,
moderately well, or did not know well at all?

VEEY WEILL ..ot 1
WVEBIL .. 2
Moderately well...........cccoooviiiviiiininnn 3
Not know well atall... b
DIKZINR ettt b et a et bbbt R et bbbt eeneeteereenen 9
85: ACT3A

READ ENTIRE LIST THEN ACCEPT ONLY ONE RESPONSE

Did this situation involve...

Rotation => 6

Violence toward Children ... s 1
Violence toward the elderly or disabled..............ccooriieiiiiiiiii s 2
[T L[ To IV To] =T o ot OSSO
Sibling violence....
SPOUSAI VIOIENCE ...ttt ettt st be e ne et e
Violence against parents by their teenage or adult children...........c.cccooeiiiiininens 7
[DO NOT READ] All Of the @DOVE ......c.cciiiiiiieeesce s 6
[DO NOT READ] DKZNR. ..ottt ettt 9
86: ACT3C

PROMP ONLY IF NEEDED - ACCEPT AS MANY AS APPLY

What was the nature of the behaviour?

PRYSICAI ADUSE ...ttt 1
Emotional/psychological abuse 2
Sexual abUuSe ..o w3
FINanCial @DUSE.........ccooviiii 4
ORI bbbt 5 O
DIKZINR bbbttt bbb bbbt bbbt ne b e 9 X
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87: ACT3E
READ LIST
Would you say this situation was...

NOT AL AI1 SEITOUS ...t ettt sttt reenea
SOMEWRAL SEITOUS......e.eieiiieiieieete ettt sttt ettt st et e e et s e bt et e sbesbe et eneeseeneere e
SEITOUS ...ttt bbb bbb
Extremely Serious ..........cccoeveevenennne

(DO NOT READ) DK/NR

88: ACT4

Sometimes a person can help in a family violence situation. In the
situation we were just talking about, were you able to do anything?

Y B ittt ettt — e e et —— e e h—e e e e ——eeaat—teeait—eeeateeeaatteeeabreeeahbaeeaatreeeabeeeaarreaearees 1

N [ TR 2 => ACT6
[ 4 N1 = SRR RORRRRT 9 => ACT6
89: ACT5

=>+1 if NOT ACT4=#1

DO NOT READ LIST, ACCEPT AS MANY AS APPLY

What did you do about the situation?

Talk to and/or give information to the person causing harm ...
Talk to/listen to/support the person who was being harmed..............cccccooniinee
Consult with other people you know to try to decide what to do
Get advice from a local family violence program ..........ccccceeeveieveneiciciese e

CAll 91Tt

(0= 11 I o o] 1= OSSOSO

Alert Family ZFrIENAS. ... e

Alert physician, caregivers, other professionals............ccoioinininiinin e

Alert child welfare/Children's Aid Society ..........

Other (SPECITY) ..cooveeiiiiicee e 0]
DIKZINR Lottt bbbttt s X
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90: ACTG6

=> +1if ACT4=#1

DO NOT READ LIST, ACCEPT AS MANY AS APPLY

Even though people might want to help more in a situation of family
violence, there are many reasons why they don't. What were your own
reasons in this instance?

Didn't have all the facts/unsure what was really going on/afraid of making

ITHSTAKE ...ttt b bttt b bbb bt n e bt bbb b e nr e e nean 01
Unsure of what exactly to do about the situation/lack of information about

WAL 1O 00ttt b e bbbt st b e e b neen 02
Afraid for personal safety if Ot INVOIVEd ... 03
Did not want to intrude on family matter/none of my business...........c.ccccooecerienne 04
Thought it would make the situation worse for person being harmed...................... 05
Doesn't do any good to intervene because person being harmed won't do

anything about it to change SItUAtIoN ...

Situation did not appear to be serious
Was told about situation in confidence/promised notto tell.............c.ccceeeee.
Authorities don't help the situation/would make matters Worse ...........ccccoccvvevenene
Believed situation was an isolated iNCIdent ...
Other (specify)
DIKZINR Lottt

91. RCM1A
Do you know if the police were involved in the situation?

92: RCM1B

=> UOT2 if NOT(RCM1A=#1)

MIRROR APPROPRIATE SCALE LABEL BACK TO RESPONDENT

Do you know whether the victim involved in the situation was satisfied
with the handling of the situation by police? IF so, how satisfied do you
think that this person was on a scale where 1is completely dissatisfied, 7
is completely satisfied and the midpoint 4 is neither satisfied nor
dissatisfied?

1 Completely diSSAtiSTIEd. .........ooeiiiiiiii e 1
P B XY=\ (1) <o IR 2
3 SomMEeWhat diSSALISTIEA ........ccviiieiiie ettt et

4 Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
5 Somewhat satisfied
6 Satisfied.......ccccovvvevieiiec e,
7 Completely SAtISTIEd. ..o
(D] 57 11 S 9
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93: RCMI1C
=> +1if RCM1B=#5-#8

Can you tell me, briefly in your own words, why the victim was not
satisfied with the handling of the situation by police?

L] 0] 1TSS SSUUSTTPRRPPRON 97 O
[0 0 N | TSR 99
94. UuoT2

=>+1if NOT(ACT3A=#2-#4)

Do you know whether child welfare authorities were involved in this
situation or not

Yes child welfare ot INVOIVEA ..........ccooiiiiiiie e 1
NO TheY it NOT.....c.iiiiiicee e sbe bbb e s reaneas 2
Don't have enough knowledge t0 COMMENT .........cccoiiiiiiiiiiie s 3
A TP PP U PR OTPTURPPRPROPN 9
95: PERS

Have you ever experienced or been exposed to family violence
personally?

D =L T TS T PSSP TSP ST PPRTUPTURUPRPROTN 1
N o TSP T PP U PR PTTURRPRTRRTN 2
DIKZINR ottt et b et R et bbbt R et b ettt neereereenen 9
96: PERSB

=> +1if NOT (PERS=#1) OR AGE=#1

Was this direct experience or general exposure to the violence? ***IF
ASKED- Was the violence targeted directly at you or were you living in
a household were violence was occurring?

DIFECE EXPEITEICE ...ttt ettt ettt b et e st bt et e e b e b e ne e 1
GENETAI EXPOSUIE......ciitiiiiiieieii ettt sttt ettt st e et e st e seebeebeebesbe b e seeseasaebesbestesbeseeneeseane 2
BOTH <.ttt 3
DIKZINR .o 9
97: APRE

I'm going to read you TWO different scenarios and ask you about your
response in each case.

98: ASC1
Imagine that you found out that <arotl > <arot2 >
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99: ASC?2
READ LIST

In this situation, would you be...

N [o] oo alot=T ¢ U=To I L = | | RS
Y0 0 4 [oNV] g =N A o0 Tod=1 g T=Yo [T
(00] (o110 s [=To FH TSRS
Extremely concerned.............cccceeuenee.

(DO NOT READ) DK/NR

100: ASC4

DO NOT READ, ACCEPT UP TO THREE RESPONSES

What do you think you would do in this situation?

[ Lo TN 0o 11 o1 [T PO SO TSRS 00
Talk to and/or give information to the person causing harm.............cccoccoceniiennnnn 01
Talk to/listen to/support the person who was being harmed............c.ccoccooveviiiiennne 02
Consult with other people you know to try to decide what to do..........cccceevreienene 03
Get advice from a local family violence program ..., 04
Call 911,

Call police
Alert family/friends
Alert physician, caregivers, other professionals............ccoiiininiiiiniii e 08
Alert child welfare/Children’s Aid SOCIELY ........cccoviiiiiiieiie e 09
Other (specify)
DIKZINR Lottt bbbt

101: ASC5
=>+1 if NOT ASC4=#1

DO NOT READ, ACCEPT UP TO THREE RESPONSES

Why might you not respond?

Don't have all the facts/unsure what is really going on/afraid of making

ITHSTAKE ...ttt bbb bbbt bt bbbt e n et e bt e b b et e e nean 01
Unsure of what exactly to do about the situation/lack of information about

WAL TO 0Ottt b e ettt b e b e neen 02
Afraid for personal safety if Ot INVOIVEd ..ot 03
Do not want to intrude on family matter/none of my business ..........c.ccovevirvennnn 04
Would make the situation worse for person being harmed .............ccccooviiiiiiiine 05
Doesn't do any good to intervene because person being harmed won't do

anything about it to change SItUAtioN ... 06
Authorities don't help the situation/would make matters wWorse ............c.ccocovenenne 07
See situation as an isolated INCIAENT..........cccoiiiiiiiii e 08

OLNEr (SPECITY) ittt bbbttt ens 97 O
DIKZINR Lottt bbb bbbttt s 99 X

102: BSC1
Imagine that you found out that <brotl > <brot2 >
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103: BSC2
READ LIST

In this situation, would you be...

N [o] oo alot=T ¢ U=To I L = | | RS
Y0 0 4 [oNV] g =N A o0 Tod=1 g T=Yo [T
(00] (o110 s [=To FH TSRS
Extremely concerned.............cccceeuenee.

(DO NOT READ) DK/NR

104: BSCA4

DO NOT READ, ACCEPT UP TO THREE RESPONSES

What do you think you would do in this situation?

[ Lo TN 0o 11 o1 [T PO SO TSRS 00
Talk to and/or give information to the person causing harm.............cccoccoceniiennnnn 01
Talk to/listen to/support the person who was being harmed............c.ccoccovviviiiiennn. 02
Consult with other people you know to try to decide what to do..........cccceevreienene 03
Get advice from a local family violence program ..., 04
Call 911,

Call police
Alert family/friends
Alert physician, caregivers, other professionals............ccoiiininiiiiniii e 08
Alert child welfare/Children’s Aid SOCIELY ........cccoviiiiiiieiie e 09
Other (specify)
DIKZINR Lottt bbbt

105: BSC5

=>+1if NOT BSC4=#1

DO NOT READ, ACCEPT UP TO THREE RESPONSES

Why might you not respond?

Don't have all the facts/unsure what is really going on/afraid of making

ITHSTAKE ...ttt bbb bbbt bt bbbt e n et e bt e b b et e e nean 01
Unsure of what exactly to do about the situation/lack of information about

WAL TO 0Ottt b e ettt b e b e neen 02
Afraid for personal safety if Ot INVOIVEd ..ot 03
Do not want to intrude on family matter/none of my business ..........c.ccovevirvennnn 04
Would make the situation worse for person being harmed .............ccccooviiiiiiiine 05
Doesn't do any good to intervene because person being harmed won't do

anything about it to change SItUAtioN ... 06
Authorities don't help the situation/would make matters wWorse ............c.ccocovenenne 07
See situation as an isolated INCIAENT..........cccoiiiiiiiii e 08

OLNEr (SPECITY) ittt bbbttt ens 97 O
DIKZINR Lottt bbb bbbttt s 99 X

EKOS Research Associates Inc., 2002



Family Violence Syndicated Study — Final Report A-19 — 16/05/2002
106: REFER

DO NOT READ LIST, ACCEPT UP TO THREE RESPONSES

If someone who was experiencing family violence asked you where to

get information or support, what would you suggest?

Their family/ZTrIENAS ..o 01
SNEITET ... 02
POLICE .. 03
ST P TSSOSO PP T TSP PP TP PP 04
Children's Aid/social Worker/Zcounsellor ... 05
Community services/family centre/SuppPOrt groUPS.........ccveeeirerereeneieeese e 06
Employee assiStance PrOgram .........ccoriiieriiiiiiee et 07
Physician/Zhealth care proVider...........ooii e 08
INEEINEL. ... e 09

(O 1] o )Y ST 10
VICTIMS' SEIVICES ...ttt 11
OLhEr (SPECITY) eoeiieiieici ettt b sttt neans 98 O
DKZNR = UNSUFE ...t 99 X

107: PRBAR

=> PREID if ROT1=#1

Sometimes people might not help in a family violence situation. How
often do you think this is......?

108: BARR3

Rotation => BARR9

How often do you think that people don't help.....

Because people are afraid of being harmed themselves?
would you say that this happens....read list

RATEIY .ttt e bbbt a et enes 1
E310] ] {0 0TSSR 2
(0 1 1= o PR 3
AWVAYS ..ottt b R b bbbt Rt et e b et et e na et eneeneas 4
DIKZINR oot be et e bbbttt et e b e b et et e e bt beeb et et et ereeneereereens 9

109: BARRS

How often do you think that people don't help.....

Because people feel that it is a family matter and not their concern?
would you say that this happens....read list

[ L =] OSSR 1
310] 1] {0 0TRSO 2
(@1 (=] o PSSRSO 3
AAWVAYS ..ot b bt bbbt bbb r et neenea 4
DIKZINR oottt ettt ettt et e b ettt eae et b et et et e b eatebeebeebe et et ereeneereeneens 9
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110. BARRG6
How often do you think that people don't help.....

Because people are unsure of exactly what action to take
would you say that this happens....read list

111: BARR7
How often do you think that people don't help.....

Because people believe the situation to be an isolated incident
would you say that this happens....read list

112:  BARR9
How often do you think that people don't help.....

Because people are concerned that involving the authorities would make

the situation worse
would you say that this happens....read list

113: PREID
=>RCMP3if ROT1=#2

Which of the following organizations or individuals do you think
should be legally obligated to report family violence to the proper
authorities, such as the police or Childrens' Aid? Please respond with a

yes, No or in some cases.

114: 1D3

Rotation => ID12
Should...be obligated to report family violence?

Health professionals where spouses, partners or older adults are

involved
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115:  1D4

Should.....

Officials from banks, insurance companies and other financial
institutions be obliged to report family violence, where there is financial
harm

116: 1D8

Should.....

Employers be obliged to report family violence where spouses or
partners are involved

117:  1D10

Should...be obligated to report family violence?

Community workers where spouses, partners or older adults are
involved

118: ID12
Should...be obligated to report family violence?
Clergy/Spiritual leaders

119: RCMP3

READ LIST AS YES/NO FOR EACH ONE, SELECT ALL THAT APPLY

Beyond legal obligations to report family violence, who else is touched
by family violence and therefore should play a role in helping to stop
situations of family violence?

Rotation =>4

Immediate family members
Friends and neighbours.............c.ccccoeeni.

Victims’ service units With the Police ... 03
Groups who help victims/community Service providers...........ccccooecrveeneinsiennnnns 04
Business leaders and employers

Other (SPecify) ...cccocvveniiiiic
None of the above............ccovvvvieinne
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120: RESP1

Rotation => RESP4

=> +1if ROT18=#1

READ ENTIRE LIST - THEN ACCEPT 1 RESPONSE

Which of the following responses do you think is most appropriate for a
person who was found to be responsible for kicking or hitting his or her
spouse or partner with a fist? *NOTE: Mediation is where the victim
and offender are brought together by a third party to discuss an
appropriate way of dealing with the situation

Rotation =>4

DO NOTNING .ttt b e b et eneas 00
JAITTIMIE 1.t 01
COMMUINILY SEIVICE ..ottt sttt sttt st et et e seeseebesbesbe st et eseaneans 02
Counselling and treatMent........ ... 03
IMEEATALION. ...ttt bbbt b ettt nn et nn 04
(DO NOT READ) Other (SPECITY)...coueieiiirieiie ettt 98
(DO NOT READ) DKZNR ..ottt 99

121: RESP2

=> +1 if ROT18=#1

READ ENTIRE LIST - THEN ACCEPT 1 RESPONSE

Which of the following responses do you think is most appropriate
when someone was found to be responsible for kicking or hitting
another person with a fist in a bar? *NOTE: Mediation is where the
victim and offender are brought together by a third party to discuss an
appropriate way of dealing with the situation

Rotation =>4

DO NOTNING ... bbbttt b e b e et eneas 00
JAITEIMIE 1.t b ettt et 01
COMMUINITY SEIVICE ...ttt b bbbt b e bbbt e e e neans 02
Counselling and treatMent............cooiiiiiiiieec e ens 03
IMEEATALION. ...t b bbbttt nr e nen 04
(DO NOT READ) Other (SPECITY)...ccuiieiiirieiie ettt 98
(DO NOT READ) DKZNR ..ottt 99
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122: RESP3

=>+1if ROT18=#2

READ ENTIRE LIST - THEN ACCEPT 1 RESPONSE

Which of the following responses do you think is most appropriate
when a youth was found to be responsible for hitting or kicking another
youth at school? *NOTE: Mediation is where the 2 people involved are
brought together by a third party to discuss an appropriate way of

dealing with the situation
Rotation =>4

[ Lo TN a o 11 o1 1T PO OSSOSO TSURSRRN 00
YOULh AEteNTION CENTIE.......oviiiiiieiee s 01
COMMUINILY SEIVICE ...ttt sttt b et b e bbb bbbt seeneanas 02
Counselling and treatMent.........cccooiiiiiieiecr e 03
IMEATALION. ...t 04
Suspended or expelled from SChOOI ..o 05
(DO NOT READ) Other (SPECITY)...coueieiiiiiie et 98
(DO NOT READ) DKZNR .....ootiiiititiieieieitt st 99

123: RESP4

=> +1 if ROT18=#2

READ ENTIRE LIST - THEN ACCEPT 1 RESPONSE

Which of the following responses do you think is most appropriate for a
parent who was found to be responsible for kicking or hitting his or her
child with a fist?

Rotation =>4

[ o TN 0o 11 o 1o T PO SO USRS 00
JAITTIMIE 1. 01
COMMUINILY SEIVICE ..ottt sttt ettt et seeseebesbesbe st et eneeneans 02
Counselling and treatMeNnt........ ..o 03
(DO NOT READ) Other (SPECITY) ...iiiieieiieie ettt 98
(DO NOT READ) DKZNR ....coetiitititiiisieieeet st 99

124: RCMP2

PROMPT ONLY IF NECESSARY ACCEPT UP TO 4

Thinking about the traditional role of the police in responding to a
situation of family violence, what additional roles would you like to see
the police play or what changes would you like to see in their role?

No additional role -Status QUO .........cccoiiiiiiiieesirere e 00
Provide safety plans fOr VICHIMS ........cccoiiiiioiiiee e 01
Provide referrals to Legal Services and/or victim support Services..........ccccecveennenne. 02
Provide information about counselling to person causing the harm ......................... 03
Provide education in schools and community organizations to raise awareness

OF FAMITY VIOIENCE ... 04
OLhEr (SPECITY) oottt sb et neens 97
DIKZINR Lottt 99
.............................................................................................................................................. 07

125: PRAGR

Please tell me how you feel about each of the following statements. In
each case, | would like you to tell me whether you agree or disagree, on
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a scale where 1 is strongly disagree, 7 is strongly agree and the midpoint
4 is neither agree nor disagree.

126: DO1

Rotation => DOJ10

=>+1 if ROT11=#1

MIRROR BACK LABEL ON SCALE

I would be able to say something to a <ROT3 > friend who | thought
was abusing <ROT4> spouse or partner.

1 SErONGIY ISAGIEE ...ttt bbbttt 1
B LT | (=T OSSOSO 2
B MIlALY ISAQIEE ....eviiiieieece ettt sttt sttt e e nseneenea 3
4 Neither agree NOF AISAGIEE ........couiieieieieeerte ettt sb e se e eneas 4
B IMILAIY @OTEE ...ttt et 5
I AN | (=T TP SO ST PRRPPRRP 6
T SEONGIY AOTEE ...ttt bbbt bttt ettt b et nb e et ene e 7
DIKZINR ettt bt et R et bbbt R Rt e bbbt nenreeneenen 9
127:  DO2

=>+1 if ROT11=#2

MIRROR BACK LABEL ON SCALE
I could not talk to a <ROT3 > friend who is being abused by <ROT4>
spouse or partner.

1 SErONGIY AISAGIEE ..ottt b et 1
P I E- Vo | (=T TSSO 2
SIMILAIY AISAGIEE ... bbbttt 3
4 Neither agree NOT AiSAGIEE ......c.civirieieieiee ittt e st st sbe e seneeneas 4
B IMILAIY @OTEE ...t ettt e et 5
I e | (=TT TSRS TP PPN 6
T SEONGIY AQIEE ..c.viieie ettt et sb e et e s e teetesbesbe st e e et ene e 7
DIKZINR .o 9

128: AGRE4

=>+1if ROT12=#1

MIRROR BACK LABEL ON SCALE

Children in an abusive home will often have psychological problems

1 SErONGIY ISAGIEE ...ttt 1
2 DHSAGIEE ...ttt ettt b bbb bR bR b b et h bbbt e et ne e 2
SIMILAIY AISAGIEE ..ottt bttt sbe bt neene e 3
4 Neither agree NOK AiSAGIEE ........couirieieieiee e sr e 4
BIMILAIY @OTEE ...t 5
OB e | (=T O TP TSROSO UT PP RPPPRRP 6
T SEONGIY AQTEE ...ttt bbbttt b e bbb 7
DIKZINR Lottt bbbttt s 9
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129: AGR5

=>+1if ROT12=#2

MIRROR BACK LABEL ON SCALE

Children who live in violent homes are more likely to be bullies at
school.

1 StrONQIY AISAQIEE ... .ecviiiieieeee et re bbb sr e e ens 1
B - T | (=T OSSOSO 2
SIMILAIY AISAGIEE ...t bttt st bt 3
4 Neither agree NOT AISAGIEE .....cc.civirieieieiee sttt st sbe e eseneeneas 4
B IMILAIY @OTEE ...t ettt bt 5
I Ao | (=TT TSRS SP PP 6
T SEONGIY AQIEE ...ttt bbb bbbttt bbb e et ne e 7
DIKZNR Lottt bbbttt 9
130: AGRS8

MIRROR BACK LABEL ON SCALE
Living with family violence doesn't affect your general health

1 SErONGIY ISAGIEE ...ttt bbbttt 1
B I E- T | (=T OSSPSR 2
SIMILAIY AISAGIEE ...t bbbt b et 3
4 Neither agree NOT AISAGIEE .....cc.civirieieieiee ettt e st st sbe b seneeneas 4
B IMIIAIY @OTEE ...t ettt e et 5
I AN | (=TT TSRS PP 6
T SEONGIY AQTEE ...ttt ettt bbbt bttt et b e bt e et ne e 7
DIKZNR Lottt bbbttt 9

131:  AGIl1A

= +1if NOT ROT14=#1

MIRROR BACK LABEL ON SCALE

The court system treats cases of family violence too lightly

1 SErONGIY AISAGIEE ..ottt b b 1
B LT | (=T OSSOSO
3 Mildly disagree

4 Neither agree NOK AISAGIEE ........covirieieieiee ettt sbe e sr e eneas 4
B IMITAIY @OTEE ..ottt ettt bt ne e 5
B AT ..ttt E bbb e Rt Rt et R et b e e b E e r b e e 6
T SEONGIY AQIEE ...ttt bbb bbbttt bbbt n e ne e 7
DIKZINR Lot bttt s 9

132:.  AGIl1B

=>+1if NOT ROT14=#2

MIRROR BACK LABEL ON SCALE

The police respond too lightly to situations involving family violence

1 SErONGIY AISAGIEE ... .ottt 1
P 1= Vo | (=T TSP 2
SIMILAIY AISAGIEE ... bbbt 3
4 Neither agree NOT AISAGIEE .....cc.civirieieieieeee ettt sbe st eeneeneas 4
B IMILAIY QTR ... bbb e 5
B AT ...ttt bbb Rt Rt b e b r e 6
T SEONGIY AQIEE ...ttt ettt st et e e st e beebesbe bt e e e e ene e 7
DIKZINR Lo 9
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133:  AGR12

=>+1if NOT ROT14=#3#4

MIRROR BACK LABEL ON SCALE

The <rot7 > are very supportive of and responsive to victims of family
violence

1 StrONQIY AISAQIEE ... .ecviiiieieeee et re bbb sr e e ens 1
B - T | (=T OSSOSO 2
SIMILAIY AISAGIEE ...t bttt st bt 3
4 Neither agree NOT AISAGIEE .....cc.civirieieieiee sttt st sbe e eseneeneas 4
B IMILAIY @OTEE ...t ettt bt 5
I Ao | (=TT TSRS SP PP 6
T SEONGIY AQIEE ...ttt bbb bbbttt bbb e et ne e 7
DIKZNR Lottt bbbttt 9

134: AGR13
MIRROR BACK LABEL ON SCALE
Family violence occurs in all <rag13 > in Canadian society

1 SErONGIY ISAGIEE ...ttt 1
B I E- T | (=T OSSPSR 2
SIMILAIY AISAGIEE ...t bbbt b et 3
4 Neither agree NOT AISAGIEE .....cc.civirieieieiee ettt e st st sbe b seneeneas 4
B IMIIAIY @OTEE ...t ettt e et 5
I AN | (=TT TSRS PP 6
T SEONGIY AQTEE ...ttt ettt bbbt bttt et b e bt e et ne e 7
DIKZNR Lottt bbbttt 9

135: AGR21

MIRROR BACK LABEL ON SCALE

I don't believe that family violence is as serious as it's made out to be by
<ROT9 >.

1 SErONGIY ISAGIEE ...ttt 1
B LT | (=T OSSOSO 2
SIMILAIY AISAGIEE ..ottt be bt e e ere e 3
4 Neither agree NOK AISAGIEE ........couiieieieiee ettt see e se e eneas 4
B IMILAIY QTR ...t ettt b b et 5
OB e | (=TSPTSRO TPV P PR 6
T SEONGIY AQIEE ...ttt bbb bbbt ekttt b ettt ne e 7
DIKZINR Lottt bbbt bbbttt s 9

136: AGR25

MIRROR BACK LABEL ON SCALE

I don't think that | personally have any responsibility for helping to
reduce family violence in my community

1 SErONGIY AISAGIEE ..ottt b nb e 1
P B 1= Vo | (=T TSRS 2
SIMILAIY AISAGIEE ..ottt et sbe bt e e ene e 3
4 Neither agree NOK AISAGIEE ........couiiiieiiieet ettt sr e 4
B IMILAIY @OTEE ...ttt ettt b ettt ne e 5
B AT ...ttt bbb Rt Rt b e E e b e 6
T SEONGIY AQIEE ...ttt ettt ettt e st e bt e besae bt e e e e ene e 7
DIKZINR L.t bbbt 9
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137  AGR26

=>+1if ROT16=#1

MIRROR BACK LABEL ON SCALE

Dependent adults should be protected by the same kinds of
interventions as the ones used for children

1 StrONQIY AISAQIEE ... .ecviiiieieeee et re bbb sr e e ens 1
B - T | (=T OSSOSO 2
SIMILAIY AISAGIEE ...t bttt st bt 3
4 Neither agree NOT AISAGIEE .....cc.civirieieieiee sttt st sbe e eseneeneas 4
B IMITAIY @OTEE ...t ettt b b e 5
I Ao | (=TT TSRS SP PP 6
T SEONGIY AQIEE ...ttt bbb bbbttt bbb e et ne e 7
DIKZNR Lottt bbbttt 9

138: AGR27

=> +1 if ROT16=#2

MIRROR BACK LABEL ON SCALE

Children who are exposed to or witness family violence should be
protected by the same interventions as the ones used for children who
experience the violence directly

1 SErONGIY AISAGIEE ...ttt b et 1
BB I E- Vo | (=T TSRS 2
SIMILAIY AISAGIEE ...t bbbt b et b e 3
4 Neither agree NOT AiSAGIEE ......c.civirieieieiee sttt e et sbe e eeneeneas 4
B IMILAIY @OTEE ...t ettt e et 5
I N | (=TSP S PP PRT PPN 6
T SEONGIY AQIEE ..c.viieieieeee ettt et e b et e s e beetesbesbe st e e e e ene e 7
DIKZINR .o 9

139:  AGR29

=>+1if ROT17=#1

MIRROR BACK LABEL ON SCALE

I think that someone who insults and humiliates other family members
is likely to move to slapping and punching later on

1 SErONGIY AISAGIEE ...ttt 1
2 DHSAGIEE ...ttt ettt etttk b bbb e R Rt bR b b e e bt bt bbbt e e ne e 2
SIMILAIY AISAGIEE .....veiviieieieee ettt be et neere e 3
4 Neither agree NOK AISAGIEE ........couiiiiiiiiirete ettt sr e 4
BIMIIAIY @OTEE ..ottt sttt be et ne e 5
B AT ..ttt bbbt E e b b r e 6
T SEONGIY AQTEE ...ttt bbbttt st bbb 7
DIKZINR L.ttt 9
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140 AGR30
MIRROR BACK LABEL ON SCALE
I think family violence should be an urgent priority for <ROT10 >

1 SErONGIY AISAGIEE ...ttt ettt b e enas 1
B - Vo | (=T OSSR 2
B MIlALY ISAQIEE ....ocviiiieieici ettt sttt sa s neenea 3

4 Neither agree nor disagree
5 Mildly agree

DIKZINR L.ttt b bbbttt

141: AGR32

=>+1 if ROT17=#2
MIRROR BACK LABEL ON SCALE

People who are violent with family members are usually out of control
and not responsible for their own behaviour

1 Strongly disagree
2 DiSAQIee ....oveeeeeeieiet et
SIMILAIY AISAGIEE ...t bbbt b et
4 Neither agree nor disagree

142: DOJ4
MIRROR BACK LABEL ON SCALE
Women are more in need of protection from family violence than men

1 SErONGIY ISAGIEE ...ttt bbbt 1
B - Vo | (=T OSSOSO 2
SIMILAIY AISAGIEE ... ettt bbb 3
4 Neither agree nor disagree !

DIKZINR Lo 9

143: DOJS
MIRROR BACK LABEL ON SCALE
Just as many women as men are violent with other family members

1 SErONGIY ISAGIEE ...ttt 1
2 DHSAGIEE ...ttt b bbbt h Rt bR b bRt h bbbttt ne e

3 Mildly disagree

4 Neither agree NOT AISAGIEE .....cc.civivieieieieese sttt sbe e st st seeneeneas 4
B IMILAIY QTR ...ttt 5
OB e | (=T OO TO TSRS UP PR RPP PR 6
T SEONGIY AQTEE ...ttt bbbt bbbttt bbb e et 7
DIKZINR Lottt 9
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144.  DOJ6
MIRROR BACK LABEL ON SCALE
Most women could get out of an abusive relationship if they wanted to

1 SErONGIY AISAGIEE ...ttt ettt b e enas 1
B - Vo | (=T OSSR 2
B MIlALY ISAQIEE ....ocviiiieieici ettt sttt sa s neenea 3
4 Neither agree NOK AISAGIEE ........ciuiriiieeeeeerie ettt sae b e eneeneas 4
B IMIIAIY @QTEE .ottt ettt be et ne e 5
I N e | 1T TR R PP PR 6
T SEONGIY AQTEE ...ttt bbbt bttt st b e bt e e ne e 7
DIKZINR Lottt bt et a R bttt R et b ettt neereeneenen 9
145.  DOJ7

MIRROR BACK LABEL ON SCALE
A spouse who hits his or her partner should be able to get treatment
instead of being charged or going to jail

1 SErONGIY AISAGIEE ...ttt b e b e 1
BB I E- Vo | (=T TSRS 2
SIMILALY AISAGIEE ...t bttt b e bt 3
4 Neither agree NOK AISAGIEE ........couirieieeeieee ettt sr e eneas 4
B IMIIAIY @QTEE ..ottt ettt b ettt ne e 5
I N e | 1T TSRS P PR PR 6
T SEONGIY QQIEE .o.viieie ettt ettt et e b et et e s e e teetesbesbe st e s e e ene e 7
DIKZINR .o 9
146: DOJ8

MIRROR BACK LABEL ON SCALE
When a spouse hits his or her partner, it's a crime.

1 SErONGIY AISAGIEE ..ottt sb e b 1
BB I E- Vo | (=T TSRS 2
SIMILAIY AISAGIEE ... bbbt b et 3
4 Neither agree NOK AISAGIEE ........couiiiiieeeiee et se e eneas 4
B IMIIAIY @OTEE ..ottt bbbt be it e et ne e 5
I e | (=TT ST P PR PPN 6
T SEONGIY AQIEE ...viieie ettt te bt e et e s e teetesbesbe st e n et ene e 7
DIKZINR .o 9
147  DOJ9

MIRROR BACK LABEL ON SCALE
A spouse who hits his or her partner should be removed from the home.

1 SErONGIY AISAGIEE ..ottt 1
P I E- Vo | (=T TSRS 2
SIMILAIY AISAGIEE ... bbbttt e et 3
4 Neither agree NOT AISAGIEE .....cc.oivirieieieieese sttt b e b eeneeneas 4
BIMIIAIY QIO ...ttt sttt b et neene e 5
B AT ...ttt h R Rt b e b r e 6
T SErONGIY AQTEE ...ttt ettt ettt st e et e s e st e beetesbe bt e e e e ene e 7
DIKZINR Lo 9
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148: DOJ10

MIRROR BACK LABEL ON SCALE

If a spouse hits his or her partner and he or she hits back, they should
both be charged.
1 Strongly disagree
2 DiSAgree ...vovveveieieect e
SIMILAIY AISAGIEE ...ttt bttt b e bbb
4 Neither agree NOF AISAGIEE ........civirieieeeiee ettt sr e eneas
5 Mildly agree

149: DOJ2

READ LIST AS YES/NO FOR EACH ONE, SELECT ALL THAT APPLY

I'm going to read you a list of ways to deal with family violence and ask
you to tell me for each one, whether you consider it to effective?

Rotation => 13

AICONOI DUSE PrOGIaMS. ...c.cviiiieiiicieise et
Parent programs OF traiNING.........cc.cooereiiirine e
Employee assiStanCe PrOgramS. .......cciieirieiiiiiinieireeies et
Shelters for victims of abuse ..............

Counselling services for victims
Treatment for offenders......................

Harsher penalties for offenders ...
Public education and awareness Programs .........ccccevereriereereiesesesesseseesseresesesessesees
Mediation between victims and abusers...............

Reducing violence on TV (e.g., entertainment)
Encouraging people to openly talk about their disapproval of family violence....... 11
ComMMUNItY SUPPOIT PrOGIAIMIS. .....couiiiiitireiieeeieeiesiestesee st ere e sbe st sbe e e ese et sbeseeseenes 12
Having health care providers ask questions as part of routine medical check-

DIKZINR Lottt 99
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150: DOJ2B

=>+1 if NBR(DOJ2)<2

READ LIST AND ACCEPT ONLY ONE

And which of the ways you just picked, would you consider to be the
most effective way to deal with family violence?

AICONOI ADUSE PrOgramS.......cociiiiiieee e
Parent programs OF traiNING.........cc.cooereiiirinene e eneas
Employee assistance programs
Shelters for VICtims Of @DUSE ..o
Counselling Services fOr VICIMS ...
Treatment fOr OFfENAErS ..o
Harsher penalties for offenders ...
Public education and awareness programs ...
Mediation between victims and abusers.........
Reducing violence on TV (e.g., entertainment) ...........cccoce oo
Encouraging people to openly talk about their disapproval of family violence....... 11
ComMMUNItY SUPPOIT PrOGIAIMIS. .....couiiiiitiieiieeeieeiesieste ettt sbe b e se e sbesbesbeseenes 12
having health care providers ask questions as part of routine medical check-

Anything else (response)
DIKZINR ettt sttt s R bbbt n e b e be bt eenenreenen

151: BACK
Finally, I'd like to ask you a few background questions.

152: EDUC

=>+1 if AGE=#1

DO NOT READ, ACCEPT ONE RESPONSE

What is the highest level of formal education that you have completed?

Elementary SChOOI OF 18SS ..o 01
Some high school...........cccccocveieiiciiiennn,

Graduated high school

Some community COllege/CEGERP ... e 04
SOME UNIVETSITY .ttt sttt sttt eseebesbesbe st et e e aneans 05
Graduated community college/CEGEP ...........cccoiiiiiiiii s 06
Graduated UNIVEISITY .....ooeieiiieeiiieseste ettt sttt sb et neans 07
Other (SPeCify) ..cccooeiiieiiiiee e,

DK/NR .....ccccovvnne.

TRADE SCHOOL
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153: MTONG

What language did you first learn to speak and still understand?

ENGIISI <.ttt et 01
FIENCRN. ... e 02
OLNET (SPECITY) ettt st b et ans 98 O
DIKZINR .ottt bbbttt 99
ITALIAN ottt 04
CHINESE ...ttt bbbttt bbbt 05
GERIMAIN Lttt b e bbbt et b e e b a e bt b e bbbt nr s 06
PORTUGUESE ..ottt bbbttt 07
POLISH ..o bbbttt bbbt 08
UKRAUINTAN ettt st e et ennreanbeenree s 09
154. MAR

=>+1if AGE=#1

DO NOT READ CATEGORIES

What is your current marital status?

Married/COMMON AW ..........coiiiiiiiie e 1
Single (Never been MArTIiEd) ........ccvoiiiiiiiiec e 2
SEPATALEA ...ttt bbbt b et b bbb n e et r e ne e 3
DIVOICEA ...ttt bbbt bbbt bt et 4
WIOWET ...ttt 5
DIKZNR Lot bbbttt 9
155:  ELD

=>+1if AGE=#1

Are you responsible for caring for any dependent adults?

Y S e 1
N O bRttt r e 2
DIKZNR Lot bbbttt 9
156: EMPL

=>+1if AGE=#1

DO NOT READ CATEGORIES

What is your employment status right now?

SEIF-EMPIOYEA ... ettt ans 01
EMpPloyed FUHI-TIME ... 02
Employed part-time (less than 30 NOUIS) ......cc.coeiiiiiiiniie e 03
UNEMPIOYEA ...ttt st e be e e s e e rentestenne s 04
STUOBNT ... 06
RETIFEO . ...ttt bt r et 07
HOMEMAKET ...t s 08
OLNEr (SPECITY) ittt bt ens 98 O
DIKZINR Lottt 99
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157: RELIG

READ LIST

Do you attend religious services...

REGUIATTY ..ottt b ettt e b e et neens 1
OCCASTIONAINY ...ttt ettt be et ne e 2
RATEIY o e bbbttt anen 3
NV . ettt bbbttt b e bt s bt e bt e bt et e s bt e s e e ab e e s b e nb e e s e e beenrenreenne 4
(DO NOT READ) DKZNR ..ottt ettt seeseeeeeeeseees et ssees s en s ss s sseen s 9
158: VIS

READ CATEGORIES, CHOOSE ALL THAT APPLY

Do you consider yourself to belong to any of the following groups?
PROMPT IF NECESSARY [...a members of a visible minority by virtue
of your race or color]

A member of a ViSible MINOFILY ... 1
A recent immigrant to CaNAAA ..........ccvvveiriiiiie s 2
AN ADOFIGINGAI PEISON ...ttt ettt se e b bt enea 3
Person With a diSability .........cooiiiiiii s 4
(DO NOT READ) None of the @bBOVE.......cccciiiiieicce e 8 X
(DO NOT READ) DKZNR ..ottt 9 X

159: INCOM

What is your annual HOUSEHOLD income from all sources before
taxes?

Y0 0O LTS 1
$20,000-529,999.......00ciiitieiiee et eere e be st e sreabeeabe et e sreareeas 2
$30,000-539,999.......0iiiiiiiiiiee et et e e et et et e bt st et e sreareeas 3
P$40,000-549,999.......0iiiiieiieiee ettt e b e b e et e steebeeabe et e sreareeas 4
$50,000-559,999.......0iiiiiiiiii ettt e b et et e e e bt et e ertesreareeas 5
$60,000-879,999.......0iiiiiiiiiiee ettt e e et et et e re et e rtesrearaeas 6
$80,000-599,999.......0cciiiiiciiee e e b e s sr e b e e b e et e sreereeabe et e sreareeas 7
B100,000 OF INIOT ..vieiieeeie ettt ettt ee e e ettt e st e s ettt e e s eabeeesbaeesasaeeessabesesabaeeessbaeeesbaeesssreeesarees 8
(D117 1 S 9
160: THNK

End of Interview
Thank you for your cooperation and time!

COMPIETION ..ttt bbb et b e bbb bt b e b b 1 D
10: ROT1

=> * jf IF((ROT1==0), TRC(RAN(1,2.99999999)),ROT1)

random selection for AGR23, AGR24
................................................................................................................................................ 1
................................................................................................................................................ 2
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11: ROT3

=>*jf IF((ROT3==0), TRC(RAN(1,2.99999999)),ROT3)

rot for DO1, DO2, AGRE?2

MBI ..o 1
FOIMALE ..ttt ettt ne e et neenea 2
12: ROT4

=>*jf IF((ROT4==0),ROT3,ROT3)

rot for AGRE2

IS ettt et E Rt bt b et e R e R e b e be et ettt e reenen 1
L OO TSSOSO 2
13: ROTS

=>*jf IF((ROT5==0),ROT3,ROT3)

rot for AGRE2

(01015 o TP P T PPN PRPPROPTO 1
L] 0 T U o TS U PP PR U UROPRTOPTO 2
14: ROT6

=>*f IF((ROT6==0),TRC(RAN(1,2.99999999)),ROT6)

rot for AGRE7

VEIlING OF SWEAITNG ...ttt et ettt e b e b ene 1
PUSHING OF SNOVING.....iiiitiiiieiesest ettt re b e 2
15: ROT7

=>*jf IF((ROT7==0),TRC(RAN(1,2.99999999)),ROT7)

rot for AGR11

0101 Tt OSSP USRS 1
(oo 18 o £ TP PRSP S PR OUTURRPRPRRN 2
16: ROT9

=>*jf IF((ROT9==0), TRC(RAN(1,2.99999999)),ROT9)

rot for AGR21

TN MIBAIA ...ttt e e reas 1
WOIMIEN'S GEOUS. .. cutiteestenteeiteate ettt ettt b e se bt e s e bt b e bt eh e b e b e e bt e Rb e bt s b e e bt ebe e b e nbe e b b s 2
17: ROT10

=> *f IF((ROT10==0),TRC(RAN(1,2.99999999)),ROT10)

rot for AGR30

the federal QOVEINMMENT..........coiiii et 1
MY COMIMUINIITY ...ttt bbbttt bbb b et e bt e bt bt nb e b e e s e eneens 2
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18: ROT11
=>*if IF((ROT11==0), TRC(RAN(1,2.99999999)),ROT11)
random selection for DO1, DO2

19: ROT12
=> * jf IF((ROT12==0), TRC(RAN(1,2.99999999)),ROT12)
random selection for AGRE4, AGRE5

20: ROT14
=>*if IF((ROT14==0), TRC(RAN(1,4.99999999)),ROT14)
random selection for AG11A, AG11B, AGR12

21: ROT16
=> * jf IF((ROT16==0), TRC(RAN(1,2.99999999)),ROT16)
random selection for AGR26, AGR27

22: ROT17
=> * if IF((ROT17==0), TRC(RAN(1,2.99999999)),ROT17)
random selection for AGR29, AGR32

23. ROT18
= *if IF((ROT18==0), TRC(RAN(1,2.99999999)),ROT18)
skip for respl/2 and 3/3
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24: AROT1

=>*if IF((AROT1==0),TRC(RAN(1,37.9999)),AROT1)

random selection #1 for ASC1

your neighbour is insulting or humiliating their spouse or partner............c.ccocoeenn. 01
your neighbour is pushing or grabbing their spouse or partner.............cccoceeeeveeeennne 02
your neighbour is kicking or hitting their spouse or partner with a fist.................. 03
your neighbour is forcing their spouse or partner into unwanted sexual

ACTIVITY .ttt R b b bbbt b e bbb e s 04
your neighbour is preventing their spouse or partner from knowing about or

L A7 o [0 [P O USSRV TP 05
your close friend or family member is insulting or humiliating .............c.ccoceveneenne 06
your close friend or family member is pushing or grabbing their spouse or

[0 L= L1 0 1= ST U PR OTPT PR PR PPN 07
your close friend or family member is kicking or hitting their spouse or.................. 08
your close friend or family member is forcing their spouse or partner ..................... 09
your close friend or family member is preventing their spouse or partner............... 10
a stranger is insulting or humiliating their spouse or partner............ccccevvenieineens 11
a stranger is pushing or grabbing their spouse or partner

a stranger is kicking or hitting their spouse or partner with afist.............cc.ccccoeene. 13
a stranger is forcing their spouse or partner into unwanted sexual activity ............. 14
your neighbour is insulting or humiliating their child.............ccccoooniiiiis 15
your neighbour is pushing or grabbing their child..............cccooiniiiii 16
your neighbour is kicking or hitting their child with a fist............cccccooiiiiiiiiis 17
your neighbour is engaging in inappropriate touching or sexual activity ................ 18
your close friend or family member is insulting or humiliating their child.............. 19
your close friend or family member is pushing or grabbing their child.................... 20

your close friend or family member is kicking or hitting their child with a fist....... 21
your close friend or family member is engaging in inappropriate touching or........ 22
a stranger is insulting or humiliating their child
a stranger is pushing or grabbing their child..................

a stranger is kicking or hitting their child with a fiSt............ccoccooniiiiiii 25
a stranger is engaging in inappropriate touching or sexual activity ............cc.coeevene. 26
your adult neighbour is insulting or humiliating their older parent.......................... 27
your adult neighbour is pushing or grabbing their older parent.............ccccocvvvevennne 28
your adult neighbour is kicking or hitting their older parent with a fist.................. 29
your adult neighbour is preventing their older parent from knowing about ........... 30
your close friend or family member is insulting or humiliating their older

PAIENT L.t b e re s 31

your close friend or family member is pushing or grabbing their older parent....... 32
your close friend or family member is kicking or hitting their older parent
your close friend or family member is preventing their older parent from .....
an adult stranger is insulting or humiliating their older parent .............ccoccceviene.
an adult stranger is pushing or grabbing their older parent .............cccccoceneieneicnne.
an adult stranger is kicking or hitting their older parent with a fist............c.c.cccoeoe..
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25: AROT2
=>*if IF((AROT2==0),AROT1,AROT1)
random selection #2 for ASC1

access to household income, even when they ask...........ccccooiiininiicininee
Their SPOUSE OF PAITNET....cc.iiiieiicici ettt ne e

partner with a fist.........ccocoeiiiiiiiiies
into unwanted sexual activity
knowing about or having access to household income, even when they ask ........... 10

28: RESC
=>*if IF((RESC==0),TRC(RAN(1,2.99999999)),RESC)
RESPECE TOI AUTNOTILY ...t 1

Safety and security

29: INDC

=>*if IF((INDC==0),TRC(RAN(1,2.99999999)),INDC)

Individual rights and freedOMS ... 1
Minimal governMENt INtFUSION ..........ccoviiiiiieisc e 2
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30: RAG13

=>*f IF((RAG13==0),TRC(RAN(1,2.99999999)),RAG13)

[gToTo] ¢TI0 ] o 10T o LSS 1
EENNIC GIOUPS. ...ttt 2
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Response Rate

Thefieldwork for this project involved a custom survey of 2052 respondents from across Canada.
In calculating response rates, sample attrition considers all numbers not in service, cases of
duplicate numbers, and business numbers. Screened out cases were largely individuals who were
not living on reserve or who did not have status. Tota eligible cases comprised al of the unused
cases, al refusals, retired cases (cases called atota of 8 times without success) and cases where
the only person able to respond to the survey was unavailable for the duration of the study. The
response rate was 34 per cent of the functiona sample contacted at the conclusion of the survey.

EXHIBIT 1
Call Results and Response Rates Table

Total Sample 14779
Numbers not in service 1899
Duplicates 17
Non-residential numbers 583
Numbers blocked by Phone companies 27
Total functional sample 12253
No answers 2139
Unavailable 313
Language difficulty 204
Other 113
Retired 111
Total Asked 9373
Refusals 5197
Cooperative Callbacks 4176
Completes 2052
Quota filled 2034
Ineligible 90
Response Rate 34.08%
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Syndicated Study on Family Violence
Draft Focus Group Moderator’s Guide

1.0 INTRODUCTION

Before the discussion begins, the moderator briefly introduces herself and explains the purpose
of the discussion, noting that:

U The group discussions are part of a study on Canadians’ attitudes towards family violence
being conducted by EKOS Research on behalf of a partnership of federal government
departments, academic and non-government organi zations.

The moderator aso explains that:

O Participants are encouraged to discuss their opinions and say whatever is on their mind.
There are no right or wrong answers and differences of opinion are perfectly acceptable.

O Thediscussion will last for approximately two hours.

(M

The discussion is being audio-tape recorded so that an accurate summary can be prepared.
Therefore, we would appreciate it if only one person speaks at a time. All comments will
be kept strictly confidential, and the names of participants will not be reported.

O (If applicable) Behind the glass, there are representatives from EKOS and/or our study
partners. These individuals wish to observe the discussion first-hand.

The moderator then goes around the table asking each participant to introduce themselves,
including their first name and to describe their current family situation (e.g., married/single,
children, ages).
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20 IMAGES AND UNDERSTANDING OF FAMILY VIOLENCE

1. What kinds of relationships do you think of when you think of “family violence’?

PROMPT to discuss relationships not mentioned: In the initial images you had,
did anyone think of: abuse in a dating relationship, abuse of elder parents,
women abusing men, etc.?

2. Would anyone consider family violence to include bullying among youth in the
schoolyard? Why or why not?

What about harassment between co-workers? To what extent would you
consider thisto be family violence? Why or why not?

In a recent survey EKOS conducted on attitudes toward family violence, we
found that about half of Canadians considered “bullying in the schoolyard” and
“harassment between co-workers’ to be family violence. What do you think
about this finding (e.g., is it surprising, would you have said the same thing,
why do you think people indicated that these behaviours were examples of
family violence)?

3. What kinds of behaviours do you think of when you think of “family violence’?

Did anyone think of emotional abuse such as yelling or swearing at a family
member as violence or abuse? Insulting or humiliating them? How does this
type of behaviour compare to physical violence (e.g., seriousness,
consequences)?

Did anyone think of financial abuse? When | say financial abuse, what does
this mean to you (e.g., types of behaviours, types of victims)? Do you consider
this to be atype of violence? How does this behaviour compare to other forms
of family violence (e.g., seriousness, consequences)?

In the survey | was talking about, we asked respondents whether they would
call different kinds of behaviours family violence. One of the things we found
was that insulting and humiliating a family member was considered to be
family violence as often as other more physical kinds of behaviours such as
pushing and shoving or hitting with an open hand. What do you think about
this finding (e.g., isit surprising, would you have said the same thing, why do
you think people responded this way)?

4. Would you say that family violence has increased, decreased or remained about the
same over the last 10 years?

What makes you say this?
What else do you think has changed about family violence over the last ten
years?
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3.0

4.0

Do you think are more willing to talk about their abuse than before? Why?

(If responses are different from survey) We asked this same question on the
national survey we conducted and found that many people felt that family
violence has increased over the last 10 years. What do you think of thisfinding
(e.g., isit surprising, why do you think people fed thisway)?

I’m going to read a couple of statements and I'd like you to tell me what you think.

The first is “Most women could get out of an abusive relationship if they
wanted to”. Would you generally agree or disagree with this statement? Why?
The second statement is, “If a spouse hits his or her partner and he or she hits
back, they should both be charged”. Would you generally agree or disagree
with this statement? Why?

WELL-INFORMED/INFORMATION NEEDS

How well-informed do you feel you are about family violence? What about other
Canadians?

Where do you usually get information about family violence?

What kind of information do you receive about family violence? From whom
(e.g., on TV/newspapers, who is the spokesperson)?

What kinds of information, if any, are you lacking? What about others?

What would be the best way to get more information to the public on family
violence?

On the survey we found that many people said they felt they were well-
informed about family violence. Y et, when we asked people what they would
do if they were confronted with a situation of family violence, many said they
wouldn’t do anything because they were unsure exactly what to do. What do
you think of this? Do you know what resources are available in the community
to help with these types of situations?

RESPONSIBILITY FOR ADDRESSING FAMILY VIOLENCE

With respect to some aspects of family violence, many professionas such as teachers
or doctors have a legal obligation to get involved. What about employers or
businesses? Should they have responsibility to become involved? Why or why not?
What could they do to address family violence, if anything? Is there anyone else who
should have alegal obligation to report/ amoral obligation?
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50 CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM RESPONSE

8. What do you see astherole for the police and courts in the area of family violence?

If a person calls the police to report an incident of abuse, do you think the
individual reported to have been abusive should always be charged?
Would the kind of abuse reported make a difference to your opinion on
whether a charge should be laid? (e.g., physical vs. emotional abuse, child
vs. spousal violence)? Are there exceptions? What about if the victim
doesn’'t want the abuser to be charged or taken away?

What are the advantages of charging those who are involved? Are there
any disadvantages?

Are there better ways of dealing with family violence without charging?
Why do you prefer not to have people charged? Is this about having a les
formal response or is there something about the current police/justice
system that does not adequately deal with these issues? What would you
suggest changing, if anything?

9. What do you think should happen to an individual who has been guilty of a family
violence related offence?

Counsdling and treatment?
Jail time?

Mediation?

Community service?
Other?

What is your reasoning? Why is one response more appropriate than
another?

Does your thinking change depending on the situation (e.g., does it matter
about the type of behaviour, who isinvolved)?

10. What are people thinking of when considering counselling and treatment as an option?
(e.g., would this be mandatory, who would offer, who would be counselled)

Is mandatory counselling and treatment likely to help?

In our recent survey that I've been talking about, we asked people what
would be an appropriate response when a person was found to be
responsible for hitting their spouse with a fist and when a person was
found to be hitting their child with a fist. People were more likely to
recommend that the individua have counselling and treatment when a
child was involved than when a spouse was involved. What do you make
of this finding (is it surprising, why this difference, what do you think
people were thinking of?)
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11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

Up to now we have been talking about family violence in general. Now we would like
to ask your views about violence involving children.

»  Some people think that al cases of child abuse should be reported to child
protection authorities, but others do not. What is your opinion?

* Some professionas such as doctors and teachers are required by law to
report child abuse. Who else, if anyone, do you think should be required
by law to report child abuse (e.g., neighbours, relatives, therapists, other
professionals working with children)? Why/why not?

*  Why do you think some people do not report child abuse?

* How about witnessing violence, do you fed the consequences compare to
experiencing it directly? Should the response by society be the same as for
children who are experiencing violence directly?

Findly, I'd like to shift gears for a moment and talk about violence in society in
general. We're interested in how people feel about children’s exposure to violence
these days. I'm talking about exposure to violence in a variety of settings such as on
television, the Internet, in sports or in the neighbourhood or schoolyard.

* To what extent do you think children in general are exposed to violence
these days?

» Isthisaconcern of yours?

*  What kinds of exposure concern you the most? Why isthis?

For those of you with children, to what extent are you concerned about your own
children’s exposure to violence? Are you more or less concerned about your own
children compared to children in general? Why or why not? What kinds of exposure
concern you the most? Why is this?

In our recent survey, we found that people with children at home tended to be less
concerned about their own children’s exposure to violence than non-parents who were
asked about their concern for children’s exposure to violence in genera ? What do you
make of this finding?

Has children’s exposure to violence changed over the last 10 years? How?

* What do you think are the long-term consequences of children’s exposure
to violence, if any?

That's al the questions | have this evening. Does anyone have any last comments
they’d like to make?

THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION
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PUBLIC ATTTITUDESTOWARD FAMILY VIOLENCE
FOCUS GROUP SUMMARY

Relationships and Family Violence

Q

The focus groups opened with a discussion of the types of relationships that come to
mind when thinking about family violence. Responses mentioned most often included
the spousal relationship and violence by parents towards their children. A minority of
participants across the groups mentioned other relationships such as sibling violence
and violence toward elderly parents by adult children.

Participants did not spontaneously raise schoolyard violence or harassment between
co-workers as included in their understanding of family violence, nor did they
generally view them as family violence per se when asked directly. They did, however,
view family violence as intimately linked with other aggressive or violent behaviour
and saw schoolyard bullying as a likely result of family violence. Similarly,
harassment at the workplace could be part of a broader pattern of abusive behaviour or
could, in itself, possibly lead to violence in the home. Other participants added that
perhaps some people view peer and co-worker relationships as “family-like” and thus
abuse within these rel ationships become akin to family violence.

Behaviours and Family Violence

Q

The focus group discussions confirmed that many Canadians accept emotional forms
of abuse within their understanding of family violence. When asked about the kinds of
behaviours that come to mind when thinking about family violence, participants were
as likely to mention emotional as physical forms of abuse. Some participants argued
that emotional abuse can be as serious and sometimes more damaging than physical
violence (“cuts and bruises will hea but emotiona stuff goes deeper”). Few were
surprised that survey respondents viewed emotional and certain physical forms of
abusein similar terms.

In at least two of the groups, participants felt that there is a difference between
“violence” and “abuse’, with abuse conjuring up a wider array of behaviours and
violence tending to emphasize physical forms of violence.

Focus group participants generally displayed little awareness of financial abuse. A
minority of participants across the focus groups raised examples of financial abuse
without prompting, but the issue is not top-of-mind for most. When asked specifically
about financial abuse, the notion brought to mind behaviours such as controlling
money, hoarding family income or running up debts. There were some mentions of
financial abuse of children (e.g., family-run businesses, spending benefits intended for
children on other things). There were mixed views about the seriousness of financia
abuse. For some, financial abuse was viewed as part of a pattern of control and likely
linked to other forms of emotional and physica control. Several participants pointed
out that financial abuse can have particularly significant consequences when it limits a
family member’s ability to leave an abusive situation.
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Family Violence Compared to Ten Years Ago

Q

Focus group participants were asked whether they thought family violence had
increased, decreased or stayed the same in the last 10 years. Initially, many participants
indicated that family violence had increased. The increase was attributed to greater
stress on the family (e.g., difficulty making ends meet coupled with greater
consumerism, dual income families), breakdown of the family (and more blended
families) which creates anger and stress, more violence in society in general and
greater cultura diversity. For some, however, the increase was attributed to greater
awareness and a broader socia definition of family violence. In other words, for at
least some individuals, the perceived increase in family violence is more an artifact of
reporting, rather than areal increase in violent behaviour.

For those who believe that family violence had decreased over the last decade, the
reasons were attributed to: less tolerance for violence within the family and in general
(e.g., removal of corpora punishment in the schools), greater education and awareness
of violence and their rights on the part of children and women, greater gender equality,
more resources available to help and support victims and new rules around obligatory
reporting.

There was a consensus among focus group participants that people are more willing to
talk about their abuse than before. Many participants remarked that family violence
was hidden in the past and associated with feelings of embarrassment and shame.
Today, there is greater openness around the issue. This new openness was attributed to
a number of trends: greater resources available to assist and support victims, media
attention to the issue, and more openness in society in general.

Reactionsto Statements

Q

Focus group participants were asked to react to the statement “Most women could get
out of an abusive relationship if they wanted to”. On the whole, the sentiment of focus
group participants tended toward disagreeing with the statement. Participants showed a
significant appreciation for the barriers that prevent women from leaving an abusive
situation or make leaving more difficult (e.g., difficultly even recognizing oneisin an
abusive relationship, lack of financial resources, poor support from family and friends,
concern for children, lack of self-confidence/self-esteem, fear for personal safety, lack
of services such asin rural areas). On the other hand, some participants pointed out that
there have never been more information and resources available to support women to
leave an abusive reationship (e.g., shdters, societal pressure). Therefore, in fact,
women can get out of an abusive relationship, though the process requires great
strength and support.

Focus group participants were asked to react to a second statement: “If a spouse hits
his or her partner and he or she hits back, they should both be charged”. The responses
of focus group participants were mixed, with many saying they would need more
information to decide on a response. Some participants argued the statement could
imply retaliation in self-defense in which case only the spouse who initiated the
violence should be charged. Others fdt that if the response entailed an escalation of
violence or greater harm, then both should be charged. In at least two of the groups,
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there was a sense of biasin the response, in that no matter who initiated the violence, it
would likely be the man who was charged.

Sources of | nformation/I nformation Needs

Q

Focus group participants were mixed in terms of characterizing themselves as well-
informed or not. Some participants felt well-enough informed, though perhaps not
well-informed. In some participants view, they know that family violence exists and
are informed at a surface level, though if they needed to, they were confident they
could find out more (“It's like diabetes, you don’'t go looking for more information
until you're confronted with it”). Some participants felt very well-informed as a result
of persona experience or through their work (e.g., social workers, teachers).

Newspaper and television are important sources of information about family violence
for participants. Participants indicated that much of their information was in the form
of high profile news stories or public service announcements. Other significant sources
of information included talk shows and the entertainment media (e.g., movies, TV
shows). Participants aso noted that persona experience with family violence (or
knowing someone) can be an important source of information.

In terms of information they are lacking or information needs, focus group participants
indicated that information on recognizing the warning signs of family violence and
what constitutes family violence would be useful, particularly for those forms of
family violence that are less familiar (e.g., financial abuse, elder abuse). Participants
were also interested in more concrete information on strategies or avenues to deal with
family violence. The best ways to provide information to the public were thought to be
television, doctor’s offices/community health centres, community newspapers, movie
trailers, and web-sites. The importance of disseminating information early (i.e., in the
schools) was mentioned in several groups.

Employer (and other) Responsibility

Q

The issue of responsibility for reporting of family violence was explored in the focus
group discussions. Like survey respondents, focus group participants assigned
significant responsibility for reporting and dealing with family violence to hedth
professionals and those in the “helping” professions. Other groups that were mentioned
as having a heightened responsibility in the area of family violence included coaches,
counsellors, daycare workers, clergy and home care/nursing home care workers.

Participants in the groups were somewhat cautious around the issue of assigning a
legal obligation for reporting for these groups, favouring an approach that emphasized
amoral obligation bolstered by additiona training and sensitization to family violence
and strategies to address the issue. Ingtituting legal obligations was thought to be
difficult since individuals are often not sufficiently educated about the signs of family
violence and, in one group, was thought to be administratively unwieldy (how could
you prove someone knew absolutely, what would be consequences, etc).
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Q

In terms of the role of employers, participants pointed out that family violence can
have a serious impact on how well one is able to work (“1 work with the public...I
can't do that if I'm coming to work with a black eye”). Again, many (though not al)
participants generally stopped short of assigning a legal obligation for reporting to
employers. Rather, employers were seen to have a role to play in recognizing family
violence and providing support or information to employees. According to focus group
participants, employers can play a further role by providing supports such as access to
employee assistance programs, peer support systems and awareness materials at the
workplace.

Criminal Justice System Response to Family Violence

Charging

Q

The focus group discussions examined the issue of responding to family violence,
focusing specifically on the issue of charging and consequences for offenders. Some
participants expressed a genera unfamiliarity with the workings of the justice system
with respect of family violence.

Participants generally believe that police should have greater discretion and authority
for charging individuals. The wishes of the victim are an important context for some,
but most felt that police should have the authority to charge regardless of the wishes of
the victim where warranted (participants believed that, in many cases, victims
unwillingness to charge would be linked to fear of reprisals from the abuser).

Participants were cautious around the issue of charging in all instances when a family
violence complaint is made, however. On the one hand, some participants noted that
charging emphasizes the seriousness of the crime and can be used to “scare’ the
aggressor. A charge also provides a “paper trail” or record of some kind. On the other
hand, participants feared that charging would not be appropriate in al instances
especialy where, for example, complaints were made maliciously or rashly. Some
participants felt charging in all case could have the effect of clogging the courts and
slowing the processing of al complaints. At least some of the caution around charging
appeared linked to confusion that charging equates with a jail sentence or that non-
crimina code behaviours such as emotional abuse could be included under a family
violence charge.

Overall, participants tended to view the decision to charge as one that requires
investigation and consideration on a case-by-case basis. Participants appeared willing
to trust the discretion of the police to evaluate individual cases of family violence
(though additional resources and training were often recommended). Charging,
participants felt, would be most appropriate under circumstances where the violence
was severe, where there was a history of repeated complaints and where the
capacity/resources of the victim to leave the abusive situation were limited (e.g., cases
involving children).

In several of the groups, the possibility of having an aternative organization respond to
family violence complaints was considered as a possibility (a crisis team, a “family
force” as opposed to “police force”). Other participants in the groups, however, felt the
authority of the police is important to maintain in instances of domestic calls and
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worried about the danger of these situations. In several of the groups, the suggestion
was made to include a fine component that would cover policing costs.

Counselling and Treatment

Q

Like survey respondents, focus group participants strongly favoured counselling and
treatment for abusers, and many felt it should be compulsory. Counselling and
treatment was felt to provide education and attitudina change and address the issue in
the longer-term. The effectiveness of compulsory counselling for al aggressors was
guestioned by some. While some participants felt that compulsory counselling
“couldn’t hurt” for even the most reluctant individuals, others viewed this approach as
highly ineffective and inappropriate for aggressors who don’t accept responsibility or
do not want to change.

“Counselling and treatment” conjures up a variety of images in people’s minds, from
anger management to addressing substance abuse issues. Individual participants
suggested further ideas such as. ensuring counselling is intensive and provided by
proper professionals, residential treatment, including home-visits or monitoring,
including a “buddy” system like “AA”, ensuring it is publicly funded so financia
concerns are not a barrier to participation. Several participants noted that a choice of
counsellors must be offered to ensure a good match between the abuser and the
counsellor.

According to participants, failure to attend or complete compulsory counselling should
have consequences even in the absence of an initial criminal charge. These
consequences were suggested as possibly including a criminal charge, or harsher
penalty should another incident of family violence be reported.

Many hesitated about requiring jail time of abusers, largely because incarceration is
perceived to be ineffective and could cause additional financial and emotional stress
for the family. For others, however a stricter approach is needed, citing that property
crimes are treated more seriously than family violence. Jail can also be an effective
deterrent, according to some. “Put ‘em away” was the sentiment of this group.

For most, the most appropriate response, however, was said to vary based on the
circumstances of the situation. For example, severe injury, sexual crimes or repeated
offences would merit jail for many. Even in these instances, however, counselling and
treatment was viewed as a necessary complement to ajail sentence.

Many participants suggested the need for counselling and treatment to involve victims
and other family members witnessing violence. Thisis viewed as treatment, as well as
a preventative measure to halt the cycle of violence.

With respect to the finding on the survey that respondents are more likely to favour
counselling and treatment (and less likely to select jail) as a response when a parent
hits a child (compared to when a spouse hits their partner), focus group participants
had various interpretations. Potential hypothesis for the finding included: 1) the parent-
child bond, being a more permanent one, requires repair to ensure the relationship
becomes health; 2) the strains of child-rearing can often become overwhelming and
could lead to physical abuse. The parent, however, needs help, not punishment;
3) child abuse reflects a highly dysfunctional relationship requiring counselling. The
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possibility that respondents had misunderstood the question was also raised in groups
that were highly surprised at the results.

Family Violence Involving Children

Q

In the case of children, focus group participants were far more willing to see authorities
involved and most participants believed that all cases of child abuse should be reported
(“better safe than sorry”). Children were variously described as being “innocent”,
“more vulnerable” or as one respondent put it, “Children can’t make the decision to
leave’.

Reasons why a case of child abuse might not be reported according to participants
include: fear of reprisals, fear of being wrong, reluctance to intrude on a family matter
and concern about making the situation worse (e.g., “no one wants to see children
going from foster home to foster home”). Participants noted that discerning child abuse
can often be “subjective’, particularly in drawing the line between discipline and
abuse. The effectiveness of child welfare authorities was questioned in many of the
groups, and participants expressed concern about under-staffing and inadequate
resources to properly investigate and respond to complaints.

The focus groups examined the issue of protections for children witnessing violence in
more detail. Participants viewed the consequences of witnessing family violence as
very serious for children. The issue of how to provide additional protections provoked
a mixed response, however. Again, counselling and treatment for the child involved
was recommended as an important aspect of any response.

Children’s Exposur e to Family Violence

Q

The focus group discussions confirmed that children’'s exposure to violence is a
significant concern for many. Children's exposure to violence was described as
“endless’, “dl over” and “huge”’. Most agreed that exposure to violence had increased
over the last 10 years by virtue of the widespread use of computers and video games
and some suggested that the violence itself had become more graphic, and the use of
foul language more prevalent.

The tendency in the survey to rate concern and impact as higher for violence on
television or computer games was reiterated in the focus group discussions. Media-
based forms of violence were simply seen to be more prevalent or frequent and also to
glamorize violence and to absolve the aggressor of any consequences. In most groups,
however, participants believed the extent of exposure to violence and its effects “come
down to parenting” (e.g., restricting access to violent programming, providing a home
environment that promotes discussion, spending time with children in other activities,
transmission of appropriate values).

The difference in the opinions of parents and non-parents evident in the survey was
presented to focus group participants and few were surprised by the finding. The
perceived reasons for the difference varied, however. For some participants, the more
attenuated concern of parents reflects parents greater confidence in their ability to
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control their children’s exposure to violence within their own household (many of the
parents in the groups take steps to monitor and restrict their children’s exposure to
certain televison programs, games, etc.). For others, the difference more likely
suggests parents are blind to their children’s exposure and view their children through
“rose-coloured glasses’.

According to most focus group participants, there are long-term consequences of
children’s exposure to violence. Impacts include a desensitization or numbing of
children to violence and a greater propensity for aggressive behaviour.

Conclusions

Q

The focus group results generaly tend to confirm many of the key findings from the
national survey. Like survey respondents, the focus group participants exhibited a quite
sophisticated understanding of family violence. This information is drawn from
personal experience and from actual and fictional media accounts of family violence.

The more in-depth and less structured format of the focus group discussions also
revealed some subtleties in attitudes that cannot be found from survey data. These are
particularly apparent around opinions about legal responsibilities for reporting family
violence and the criminal justice system response to family violence.
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