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required. Furthermore, features of the legislation itself can present 
severe barriers'to its implementation. Finally, the recency of such 
legislation and the ,concomitant period needed for interpretation and 
action to IIfilter down" to community agents impeded the ability of ' 
the projects to effect changes within this arena. 
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7 Institutionalization. Of Family 
Violence Services 

This chapter develops two distinct yet interrelated themes: (1) the 
ways in which services for victims and perpetrators were implemented, 
changed and institutionalized, and (2) the factors influencing organ­
izational development of the family violence projects over the funding 
period. Earlier evaluation reports (Fagan et al., 1980) documented 
the numerous obstacles the family violence projects �e�n�c�O�l�.�l�!�n�t�e�r�~�g� 
during the �i�n�~�)�t�i�a�l� phases of operation. The details of local constraints 
on the projects' services and a close examination of the process of 
institutionalizatlon are provided in the case studies. This chapter 
highlights the key f<:ictors affecting organizational development and 
service institutionalization in the ten projects studied in depth and 
relates these to the outcomes of the prc:jects following cessation of 
federalfunding.* 

The first section of the chapter e)!:amines the services offered by the 
projects, beginning 'with a review of the type of services offered and 
the evolution of these services over the life of the projects. This 
section explores factors influencing changes in the services and 
presents information on which services survived termination of grant 
funds. This analysis contribut,es to an understanding of the strategies 
used by projects to incorporate their services into the local justice 
and social service systems. 

The second section identifies the major �v�a�r�i�a�J�)�\�~�e�s� affecting the develop­
ment and institutionalization of �~�h�e� family violence projects. The 
section begins with a discussion of the organizational models of the 
projects and reviews changes in the models over �t�h�~� course of federal 
funding. The following variables had a major impact on the history of 
the particular projects: ability to establish "domain" (an area of 

*Information is current as of the summer of 1980, approximately 
six months following termination of LEAA support. 
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acknowledged expertise), project leadership, organizational issues, 
sponsorship, ideology and resources. These factors are discuS!'ied for 
each of the projects. 

As the case studies illustrate, there is no correlation in many cases 
among successful implementation of the project as a viable, weil­
fUl}ctioning organization, the outcomes of institutionalization of 
project services and continuation of the organization. Several of the 
projects which had considerable difficulty defining their service 
domain and functioning as an organization were nonetheless able to 
secure continuation funding. Most services which survi ved into the 
final year of funding were continued by subsequent funding streams. 

It is important to emphasize in this chapter the many differences 
which existed among the projects. The projects varied in organi­
zational structure, type of and relationship to sponsoring agency, 
services offered, -project leadership, available resources, and the 
environment of other service and justice agencies in which they 
existed. While such differences constrain our apility to generalize 
across projects, this analytic framework nevertheless provides a 
perspective from which policy and program implications can be drawn. 
The pollcy implications discussed in the summary will focus on those 
factors which facilitated or prevented implementation of services 
and which helped or hampered organizational functioning. 

The Institutionalization of Services 

OVERVIEW 

Over the course of the Family Violence Program, the direct services 
the various projects offered evolved and changed. A number of the 
services grant writers had planned failed to begin in the first year 
and were eliminated by Year II. The content of all the services 
changed over the course of the projects' life. These changes took 
place for a number of reasons: 

• constraints and pressures from outside agencies (police, courts, 
social.service, etc.); 

• explicit gUidance and direction from the federal grant moni tor; 
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• constraints from LEAA program goals; 

• influence from the local sponsor; 

• expressed victim needs; 

• increased knowledge and sophisticatiol) in dealing with domestic 
violence victims. 

Sponsors, local agencies and the federal government all directed and 
channeled the family violence projects into what they considered 
appropriate directions. Sometimes the pressures arose from "turf" 
issues where the family violence projects were seen as impinging on 
the prerogatives of other agencies. This was especially acute when 
the famUy violence projects attempted to work in conjunction with 
the police (see Cleveland and Miami-DIP case studies). L'1 other cases, 
agencies curbed the scope of the projects' activities. For example, in 
Philadelphia the Family Court succeeded in curtailing the number of 
cases the project brought to court. The federal grant monitor also 
exerted a good deal of control over the scope of activities. An 
instance of this can be found in the diversion programs. :viany of the 
projects wished to include batterers, who were not under court 
mandate, 1n their counseling groups. The grant monitor would not 
authorize project funds to be spent for non-divertees. The grant 
moni tor also played a direct role in reshaping the direction of the 
New York City and Cleveland projects. 

The wide scope of the LEAA program goals also affected service 
development. The projects were constrained from focusing all their 
attention and resources on direct services as they were obliged to 
work simultaneously on outreach and training efforts despite limited 
funding. The projects with a social service orientation were continu­
ously urged to give attention to linkages with the criminal justice 
system • 

. Growing knowledge and expertise in the area of domestic violence 
also led to the alteration of services. Viost staff had had little or no 
prior experience with domestic violence victims. The programs them­
selves were created using experimental treatment or service delivery 
models and were designed with flexibility in mind. Thus services 
were altered over the course of the funding cycle. One major impetus 
for change came from the domestic violence victims themselves; the 
project clients were quite explicit in demands for additional or 
different sorts of services. 

Tables 7-1 and 7-2 summarize the results of the attempts to imple­
ment and continue services during the term of the LEAA funding. 
Certain services--diversion, police crisis intervention, and special 
prosecution--proved quite difficult to implement. Police crisis 
intervention caused such extensive implementation problems that all 
attempts were eventually abandoned. Other services, once imple­
mented, were dropped in favor of more appropriate or simply more 
workable alternatives. 
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Table 7-1 

Direct Services-Implementation' (Year One) 

Victim 
Stelter Counslg. 

Civil Crim. Special 
Advocacy Advocacy Prosec. Mediation 

New York City 

Brattleboro 

Safes pace 

Cleve lana 

Fayetteville 

Salem 

White Plains 

Miami--DIP 

Philadelphia 

Santa Barbara 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

/+/ 

+ 
+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

/+/ 

+ 

+ + 

+ + 

+ + 

+ 

+ + 

+ :. service im plemented and delivered to clients 
(+) = service attempted but not fully operationalized 

( . / = service not included in evaluation 

Table 7-2 

+ 

+ 

+ 

( +) 

+ 

Police 
Crisis 

Intervent. 

(+) 

. Direct Services-Development (Years Two and Three) 

Civil Crim. Special Victim 
Stelter Counslg. Advocacy Advocacy Prosec. Mediation 

New York City 

Brattleboro 

Safes pace 

Cleveland 

+ 

+ 

Fayetteville + 

Salem + 

White Plains 

Miami--DIP 

Philadelphia 

(~ta Barbara / +/ 

+ = service continued 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

*' 

+ 

+ 

/+/ 

+ 

+ + 

*' 

( *') *' 

+ + 

+ + 

+ 

*' 
+ + 

*' *' 

(+) = service attempted but not implemented 
() = service <?r attempt to implement service dropped 
*' = new serVice /+/ = service not included in evaluation 7 - '+ 

() 

( ) 

+ 

+ 
( ) 

Police 
Crisis 

Intervent. 

( ) 

Diversion 

( +) 

( +) 

+ 
'\\ .'. 

(+) 

+ 

Diversion 

( ) 

*' 

+ 

+ 

/ *' / 

+ 

+ 

fl· . 
,I 

) 

( ) 

:-...·iediation, for example, emerged as an inappropate intervention with 
most domestic disputants and was dropped in the second year. Several 
of the projects replaced special prosecution efforts with other services. 
Finally, some of the project,S added civil and criminal advocacy efforts 
as well as additional counseling services as the need was manifested 
during implementation. 

Beyond impleihentation delays, additions, and deletions, virtually all 
services evolved substantively as well. This evolution and the factors 
that influenced it are examined below for each major service. 

SHELTER 

Five of the ten case study projects offered shelter services to victhns 
of family violence--Brattleboro. Miami-Safespace~ Fayetteville, 
Salem and Santa Ba,rbara. *' Of these, only Brattleboro did not survive 
the termination of/federal funding. Three areas--childcare, shelter . / mternal managyC'nent, and counseling --emerged as common problems 
for allJh~;p~<5jects. As discussed below, most of these problems 
stemmed from lack of experience both with the difficulties encountered 
by victims emerging from a battering incident and in managing a 
group-home environment. 

Management 

The amount of time and effort needed to manage the daily activities 
of a shelter had been severely underestimated by project planners. 
Little tRought was given to organization of such basics as cleaning 
the shelter and preparing food; most planners had assumed that clients 
would be able to handle such matters with little structure or super­
vision from staff. Such optimism proved unfounded and, over the 
course of their development, all of the shelters evaluated moved 
toward a more strictly managed environment. Rules solidified and 
procedures became more defined. ' 

Staff roles within the sh~lter were also restructured, especially 'in the 
Brattleboro and Salem shelters which were or;g-anized originally as 
collectives with shared decision-makint'responsibilities. Both evolved 
toward a hierarchical structure with roles and tasks more strictly 

() 

*'The. Santa Barbara shelters were not included in the URSA Ins'ti tute 
evaluatIOn as they were not funded by LEAA. 
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delineated after undergoing a similar management crisis at the end of 
the first year. In both cases, staff had neglected shelter Ii ving 
conditions in their preoccupation with other project activities, 
including fundraising for grant match-funds. Staff resolved the crisis 
by allocating more time to the shelter and creating more structured 
staff responsibili ties for shelter management. 

Fayetteville and Miami-Safespace also underwent shelter manage­
mentshifts in the early part of the project and ultimately found 
experienced managers for the shelters. 

Counseling 

All the shelters experienced problems In providing responsive therapy 
for shelter clients. Overworked staff found it difficult to make time 
for counseling sessions. Moreover, a short-term treatment model 
suitable for clients in crisis was difficult to construct. Brattleboro 
staff found it problematic to refer shelter clien.ts to therapists at 
local mental health agencies whom they saw as having IIblame the 
victim" viewpoints. Ultimately former shelter clients in Brattleboro 
formed their own peer support group which later evolved into a 
separate organization to 'provide peer counseling to battering victims. 

In Salem, staff underwent a change in attitude toward counseling. 
Initially they decided not to include counseling services in the shelter 
as they reasoned that simple removal of the woman from the battering 
situation would be sufficient. However, in response to client requests 
for counseling, such services were instituted in the second year. 

The development of counseling methods is discussed in the following 
section, "Victim Counseling." 

ChiJd Care 

, Only one shelter planner had foreseen the need for special staff to 
work with and counsel children. All the shelters soon found that the 
child residents (whethe:r or not they had been directly involved in the 
battering episode) were agitated and needed special attention. The 
adult clients, themselves in a state of emotional crisis, were often 
unable to provide the attention their children required. Some of the 
shelters were able to hire additional staff to work with the children, 
while others were not able to secure the extra funds. 
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VICTIM COUNSELING 

Victim counseling was the most pervasi ve and widely utilized service 
in the family violence demonstration projects. The projects offered 
three distinct types of counseling services: hotline counseling, option 
counseling, and various forms of therapy. Although all projects 
counseled victims in some fashion, not all provided each type (see 
table 7-3). 

New York City 
Brattleboro 
Safespace 
Cleveland 
Fayetteville 
Salem 
Whi te Plains 
Miami--DIP 
Philadelphia 
Santa Barbara 

Table 7-3 

Counseling Services by Project 

Hotline Option/I&:R 

X 
X X 
X 

X 
X 

X 

X 
/X/ /X/ 

/X/ = Service not included in evaluation. 

Hotline 

Therapy 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 

/X/ 

Three of the shelters (Salem, Safespace, and Brattleboro) offered 
hot line assistance to victims of family violence. However, the shelters 
found that providing this servi.ce contributed to staff and volunteer 
burnout. This was especially true for Miami, where hot line staff 
worked nights for low pay and little opportunity to advance. The 
hotline! nevertheless, proved an essential service in that it enabled 
the project to intervene during the actual incident and arrange for 
the victim to be transported to the safety of the shelter. 

Option Counseling 

Option coun!;~ling spanned the gamut from crisis intervention--when 
a client came toa project office in an extremely agitated state--to 
information and referral (I&:R) provision. IaR involved discussing 
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services and service providers with the client and either setting up an 
appointment for her or providing her with names, telephone numbers 
and addresses. Often an I&R session would turn into a crisis counseling 
session when the client became distraught over her situation. 

Projects which were not initially conceived of as counseling projects 
were obliged to turn, at least partially, toward providing such services. 
In White Plains, for example, the project was originally oriented 
strictly toward prosecution of batterers. Staff soon found that 
women who were unable to i)rosecute (either due to the merits of the 
case or their own personal desires) nonetheless needed help. The 
project developed I&R capacities and networks in accordance with 
the demand. 

The New York City project was originally designed as an advocacy 
project to inform victims of the full range of civil and criminal 
recourses for domestic violence victims and to actively assist with 
the civil or criminal judicial process. Stymied by recalcitrant court 
personnel, the project direct services evolved into an information and 
referral service and option counseling. 

The services provided by the Philadelphia civil Legal Clinic staff and 
criminal paralegal also changed over the course of the project. Prior 
to LEAA funding, volunteers had provided social service oriented 
option counseling to victims who sought assistance from the District 
Attorney's office. Once the grant began, the options counseling took 
on a more legal-options orientation. During the second year of the 
grant, there was a return to including social service options in the 
counseling. This was due in part to a growing skepticism on the part 
of staff of the efficacy of legal remedies. Social workers from 
another agency were stationed in the Legal Clinic in the second year 
and provided crisis intervention as well as option counseling. 

In Brattleboro, project staff maintained office hours for drop-in 
clients and were available at all hours for crisis calls and visits to 
clients. These services continued throughout the term of the grant. 

In Fayetteville, counseling services were offered out of the project's 
central office. Counseling ranged from option counseling to more 
therapeutically oriented sessions. The option approach developed in 
response to client need (see discussion below). 

Therapy 

The two Miami projects, Brattleboro, Fayetteville and Salem 
(beginning Year II) all offered counseling or therapy services to project 
clients. 
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Two of the projects, Fayetteville and ~1iami-DIP, had planned 
extensive therapeutic interventions with both victims and batterers. 
The Fayetteville project found that it had to drastically readjust its 
model of therapy to meet the short-term crisis needs of battered 
women. According to the director of that project: 

The philosophical underpinnings of counseling as it is tradition­
ally practiced is to make people well. We learned quickly that 
we could not do this for our client population. What they 
requested and what we provided was information and options 
regarding ways to stop the violence. Counseling under these 
circumstances becomes an evaluation of the client's si tuation 
and an assessment of her service needs. 

Thus, in Fayetteville counseling goals and expectations w~re scaled 
down. The project found that a very small percentage of Its female 
clients actually entered into a multi-session therapeutic relationship 
with the counselors. 

The DIP project was able to conduct more intens~ve th:rapy, alth?~gh 
directed toward batterers as well as victims. ThIS project had orIgmally 
envisioned that it would have a subcontracting arrangement for 
theraoists who would train its counselors. However, after the first 
year it became apparent that a permanent staff with more sophisticated 
therapeutic skllls was necessary, and such therapists were hired 
directly. DIP expanded its counseling services in the final year to . 
include abusers groups and victims groups. The type of therapy vaned 
with the skill of the counselor and the need of the client; however, 
medium-term counseling with a goal of achieving personal growth 
was the most extensive therapy offered. Staff did not attempt long­
term therapy, nor did they focus on characterological change. 

As mentioned previously, the Salem and Brattleboro projects in 
response to client demands provided more therapy than they had 
originally envisioned. 

CIVU.. COURT ADVOCACY 

Seven of the projects--New York City, Brattleboro, Safespace, 
Miami-DIP, Salem, Fayetteville and Philadelphia--provided some 
form of civil advocacy. Although all of these projects provided 
assistance with protective orders and made referrals for divorce and 
child custody issues, the degree and type of involvement varied 
considerably. (Ci vii advocacy is discussed at length in chapters 3 and 6.) 
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For most of the projects, civil advocacy changed over the life of the 
project. In New York City, where civil court advocacy was the 
central focus of the project, civil court staff thwarted the project 
from providing the planned civil/criminal options counseling. 
Following a brief attempt at advocacy and court accompaniment, the 
project became an I&:R service. The Philadelphia project, designed to 
provide legal assistance to victims seeking restraining orders, 
complied with pressures from the family court to keep down the 
numbers of clients for whom it filed protective orders; its role turned 
from pure advocacy to a screening function. Philadelphia was also 
obliged to represent clients in court as the availability of legal aid 
attorneys diminished. In Brattleboro and Miami-DIP features of the 
domestic violence legislation itself limited the extent to which it 
could effectively be used. Miami-DIP expended a great deal of time 
developing procedures for the issuance and enforcement of restraining 
orders; by the close of the grant funding, these procedures were just 
beginning.·to be utilized. 

Fayetteville also became involved in the civil pr.ocess: it retained an 
attorney in the second year to aid victims to obtain restraining orders. 
The project's paralegal gave information on divorce and child custody 
and made referrals to attorneys. 

Salem was the only project whose advocacy role remained as imple­
mented. Advocates from the Salem project accompanied women to 
court and aided them to complete the forms needed to secure a 
restraining order. 

CRIMINAL JUSTICE ADVOCACY 

The Philadelphia, White Plains, Brattleboro, Cleveland, Fayetteville 
and Santa Barbara projects all gave assistance to victims who wished 
to prosecute batterers. At the beginning of the Family Violence 
Program, the Philadelphia project was the only one with a staff 
position designated solely for advocacy in the criminaL justice 
system. The Philadelphia criminal paralegal's job was to guide victims 
through the filing of private criminal complaints (for misdemeanor 
non-arrest assaults) and the pretrial hearing. OVer the course of the 
Family ViolenCe Program, other projects began to designate staff for 
similar functions and the Philadelphia project itself obtained another 
part-time advocate to aid victims with felony prosecutions. 

In Santa Barbara, the special prosecutor position was eliminated 
after the first year (see below) and in its place two positions .for 
paralegal prosecution advocates were created. They counseled 
victims who wished to prosecute and accompanied them through 
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court hearings. Fayetteville's paralegal was originally supposed to 
facilitate implementation of the diversion program. However, when 
that program failed to start in Year I, the paralegal began to devote 
attention to victims who wished to prosecute. 

The Cleveland project became involved in the criminal courts only 
during the last year of LEAA funding. They provided advocacy 
services for prosecution cases referred to them from the Victim / 
Witness Program. Originally designed as an early intervention 
program (i.e., aiding victims prior to their involvement with the legal 
system), the Cleveland project was obliged to move into victim/ 
witness work when the requisite client numbers failed to materialize 
for early intervention efforts. 

Paralegal staff from the White Plains project counseled victims who 
decided to prosecute. They explained court procedures to them 
although they did not do court accompaniment work. 

Overall, the family violence projects found that. much of the advocacy 
work with victims involved in the criminal courts revolved around 
explaining their rights and options, informing them of exactly what 
the court process entails, and giving them emotional support through 
court appearances. In the experience of some of the projects, such 
assistance to victims proved more effective than had special 
prosecutors. 

SPECIAL PROSECUTOR 

At the inception of the Family Violence Program, four of the projects 
had special prosecutors. However, by Year II, the special prosecutor 
was dropped from the Salem and Santa Barbara projects. Bothof 
these projects made the decision that grant resources could be more 
productively used in other areas. Low case loads and difficulty in 
obtaining conviction~ contributed to the decision to drop the special 
prosecutor from these projects. 

However, these problems were overcome by the White Plains and 
Philadelphia projects where techniques for screening clients were, 
developed and winnable cases constructed (see chapter 6 for details). 
These projects learned that complaining witnesses had to be properly 
prepared for the court experience and carefully briefed for testi­
mony. As discussed earlier, the fact that the Philadelphia and White 
Plains project were sponsored by tre District Attorney's Office facili­
tated case handling procedures and helped guarantee sufficient client 
liumbers. 
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The Cleveland project initially focused on mediation as a way of 
stopping violence between disputants. However; the mediation 
procedure was curtailed and finally eliminated when it was found that 
clients were not receptive to it. The project found that the strong 
emotions and overall relationship arising in battering situations were 
not amenable to the rational process of mediation. The project also 
learned that mediation agreements were difficult to uphold in light of 
the great power differential between victim and abuser. 

POLICE CRISIS INTERVENTION 

Both the Cleveland and Miami-DIP projects planned joint domestic 
violence crisis intervention with the police. Miami-DIP intended to 
have trained crisis counselors accompany police to the sceng of a 
domestic violence incident, while the Cleveland project wanted to 
have hot-line counselors stationed in the police radio room to counsel 
abuse victims call1ng for police assistance. Due to turf disputes 
between the police and the projects (detailed in chapter 6), both 
attempts to do this sort of crisis intervention met with failure. 

DIVERSION 

Of the five family violence projects tvUami-DIP, Fayetteville, Salem, 
Cleveland, and Santa Barbara) which successfully implemented a 
diversion counseling program, only ,'vtiami-DIP and Santa Barbara 
were able to implement their services from the beginning of the grant. 
The other programs experienced considerable delays in creating referral 
links with the courts • 

. After experimenting with a number of counseling strategies, the 
projects found that a short-term behaviorally oriented therapy 
focusing on achieving.qiscrete goals proved most effective. As, 
discussed in detail in-chapter 6, the projects had difficulty keeping 
control over abusers who did not fulfill the terms of their diversion 
agreements. 

The White Plains project introduced an Innovati ve program by linking 
with another agency to which diversion cases were sent for counseling. 
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Table 7-lJ. shows the array of direct services which were institution­
alized following termiric'ltion of federal funding. With the exception 
of the Brattleboro project and the Philadelphia special prosecutor, all 
of the services which were implemented and carried into the second 
and third years of the projects received continuation funding. This is 
consistent with the findings in chapter 6, that policy impacts in the 
justice system occurred primarily in the projects' first year. 
ObViously, the survival of projects and their impacts in their early 
years are critical. However, as discussed in the next section, the 
continuation of services was related to the organizational development 
and fate of the projects. 

Table 7-1J 

Direct Services-Post=Federal Support 

Shelter Diversion 
Special Crim. Civil Victim 
Prosec. Advocacy Advocacy Counslg. 

Police 
Crisis 

Mediation Intervent. 

'.' ·')w York City I 
~. ttleboro / 

+ + 
() / / / 

Safespace 

Cleveland 

Fayetteville 

Salem 

White Plains 

\Hami--DIP 

Philadelphia 

Santa Barbara 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ = service continued 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

() 

+ 

+ 

+ 

( +) + 

+ + 

/ + 

(+) + 

/ = service discontinued at end of federal program 
(+) = service dropped earlier 
() = service never implemented 

+ + 

+ + ( ) 
+ + 

+ + 

+ 

+ + ( ) 

+ + 

+ + 
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Organizational Development 
and Continuation 

As noted in chapter 3, there were three different organizational 
forms: 

• Subcontractor /interagencv coordination model. These projects 
were characterized by a central administrative unit which 
managed direct service subcontractors located in other agencies. 
The Miami-DIP and Philadelphia administrative units managed 
newly created services while Santa Barbara administered a 
combination of pre-existing and new services. 

• A new, nonprofit organization. Salem and Brattleboro were 
both newly created organizations. However, in Brattleboro the 
project was the offshoot of an existing women's center. 

• S ecial unit/ ro °ect in an existin a encv; Social service and 
criminal justice agencies created or continued) '.mits and special 
projects in response to the family vioLence funding. Miami­
Safespace, Fayetteville, White Plains, New York City, and 
Cleveland were all formed in this way. 

The organizational forms were designed in re:::ponse to the LEAA goal 
of "demonstration of an effective mechanism for (inter)institutional 
coordination." Therefore, the configuraotion of organJotational types 
represents an attempt to conform to the expectation that the family 
violence projects would playa brokerage role between agencies. 

.. ,\11 three of the organizationai types encountered difficulties during 
the start-up period; however, the subcontractor m'odel proved the 
most problematic. Ultimately, the subcontractor organizatior:s 
changed to resemble a conglomeration of semi-independent units 
(Santa Barbara, Philadelphia) or else eliminated some of the sub­
contracted services and began to functj"n as a domestic violence unit 
within an agency (Miami-DIP). 

Organizational changes occurred over the life of the LEAA funding 
and immediately following the cessation of federal monies. Table 7-5 
below shows the original organizational form "f the family violence 
projects, and table 7-6 illustrates the post-LEAA form. Only half the 
projects kept the same organizational form after the termination of 
federal funds. However, with the excepti~lfl of Brattleboro, all the 
family violence projects successfully maintained themselves after 
federal funds ceased. 
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New York City 
Brattleboro 
Safes pace 
Cleveland 
Fayetteville 
Salem 
Whi te Plains 
Miami-DIP 
Philadelphia 
Santa Barbara 

Table 5-5 

Original Organizational Form 

Subcontractor Unit of Agency Independent 

New York City 
Brattleboro 
Safespace 
Cleveland 
Fayetteville 
Salem 
White Plains 
Miami-DIP 
Philadelphia 
Santa Barbara 

X 
X 
X 

x 

x 
X 
X 

x 

x 

X 

During the implementation and subsequent development stages, a 
number of factors emerged which proved central to the success of 
the projects and affected their continuation once federal funding 
ceased. 

Table 7-6 

Organizational Form--Post-LEAA Funding 

Services 
Dispersed 
within an 
~ency 

Unit of 
Original 
Agency 

Unit in 
New Agency 

Inde­
pendent 

Sub­
contractor No FYP 

x 
x x 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X :. "'-' 

X X 
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Among the most critical factors were: 

• Problems with the organizational model 

• Successful establishment of a "domain"* 

• Project leadership (including issues of planning, fundraising, 
internal management, and linkage development) 

• Sponsorship 

•. Ideology 

• Resources 

The influence of each factor on organizational outcome is discussed 
below. 

THE ORGANIZATIONAL MODEL 

The three organizational types--subc~ntractors, inde'pendent non­
profits, and the special units (within larger agencies)--all dealt with 
issues particular to their form. of organization. 

Subcontractor Projects 

Two of the subcontractor projects m'et \Vi th the most organizational 
difficult19s. In nei ther Philadelphia nor Miami-DIP were agreements 
between-'5ubcontractors and sponsoring agencies fully elaborated in 
advance. Coot)equently, questions 01 subcontractor autonomy and the 
autho~ity of the project administrator led to months of bitter 
disputes. The attempt to create and implement new services was 
particularly difficult in the absence of clear leadership and direction. 
Both projects were plagued by qu~stions of authority: was the director 
the administrator or merely a coordinator of services and activities? 
In Miami-DIP, the hL~rarchy problems eased following the resignation 
of the first director~ However, the Philadelphia project never . 
resolved these issues, and the project was plagued by lack of internal 
coordination<'p,nd much duplication of effort between the components. 
Partly as a, rlesult of management problems, the range of services in 

*/lDomain" here refers to specific areas of competence claimed, 
tasks performed, and services rendered by an organization. 
Established domai~ refers to the recognition of a project'sSJ,rea of . 
c:ornpe~ence a.nd services by most 'Of the other agen(.,~~z in co;; project's 
operatmg enVironment. See: Cook, 1977; Levine ana" White, 1961; 
Benson, 1975. 
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both Miami-DIP and Philadelphia was curtailed over the course of the 
grant. 

The Santa Barbara project had a less ambitious role planned for the 
administrative unit, and many of its service components had already 
been opera tionalized prior to the federal program. The role of its 
administrative unit was diminished in the second year of the grant in 
anticipation of spinning off the components. 

The resolution of the subcontracting problems had consequences for 
the final organizational form of these family violence projects. 
Santa Barbara's dispersion of project components was by design: the 
administrative unit was phased ~ut gradually over the course of the 
grant and each of the components became independent. In Phila­
delphia the subcontractors each functioned fairly independently; 
however, only the legal clinic and the .criminal paralegal obtained 
continuation funds under the auspices of the subcontractor. Miami­
DIP continued as a subcontracting project, but functioned as a single 
unit. '. 

Independent Nonprofits 

Very different kinds of organizational .issues confronted Salem and 
Brattleboro. Sponsored by feminist constituencies, both projects 
incorporated ideas of collective management and minimal role differ­
entiation into the design of the project. Over the course of the 
funding period, the projects moved to a more hierarchical structure 
and a. stricter different~'ation of roles and dl~ties. Part of the decision 
to change in this direction was engendered by the need to maximize 
staff efficiency in the face of pressures from clients and perfor­
mance demands from LEAA. For Salem, this change permitted 
effective work on fundraising; for Brattleboro, it led to the resolution 
of internal management difficulties and better shelter operations. 
However, these changes did not significantly affect survi val of the 
Brattleboro project (see discussion of "Resources" below). 

Special Unit 

The five projects that were units of larger agenCies face9 yet a 
different set of organizatio.nal issues. These projects had to grapple 
with their relationship to their sponsoring agency. The directors had 
to steer a course between establishing a separate organizational 
identity for the family violence project and maintaining good working 
relations with their superiors in the parent agency, to whom they 
were tied for resources and legitimacy in the community. 

The degree to which this became an organizational issue varied from 
project to project but had no significant effect on project develop-
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mente The only exceptions were Miami-Safespace and Cleveland, 
where the project directors were leaders in the sponsoring agencies 
as well. This fac:t facilitated relations with the larger community, 
but also contributed to the Cleveland project's failure to establish a 
separate identity. 

Despite the connection with the sponsoring agency, continuation 
funding was not assured for all the projects. White Plains and Miami­
Safespace were obliged to raise their own funds, and New York City 
was assumed by a new agency which changed its service focus. 
Cleveland became part of the Victim/Witness program which had 
sponsored It and changed its services accordingly. 

EST A.BLISHMENT OF DOMAIN 

An initial, crucial task of the family violence projects was to 
demarcate an area among service providers and justice .agencies in 
which they were the recognized experts. The experiences of shelters 
and justice-related components differed significantly in the establish­
ment of domain. 

5helters 

The shelter components of all projects succeeded in establishing their 
domain fairly readily because they entered a service vacuum: there 
had previously been no emergency housing for adult battering victims. 
Shelter was a noncontroversial service, had a ready supply of clients, 
and proved a boon for other service providers who heretofore had no 
way of dealing with victims in need of emergency housing. 

Establishing domain in this service area helped in large part to ensure 
the continuation of ali shelt~rs except Brattleboro's. 

Justice-Related Projects/Components 

For a number of projects attempting to link services with police, 
prosecutors, courts, and/or probation, domain was more difficult to 
establish. (Details of these attempts are given in chapter 6.) Both 
successes and failures in establishing domain in the justice arena had 
important ramifications for organizational development and institu­
tionalization. 

Cleveland. Multipleatternpts to carve out a service area for 
battering victims that would be the sole province of the family 
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violence project were thwarted. The project was unsuccessful in 
implementing a referral system using the police, in gaining access to 
the police radio room to provide hotllne services, and in establishing 
itself in civil court as a provider of free legal services. In the face of 
these failures, the project retreated to the domain already estab- . 
lished by its sponsoring agency--victim/witness services. In addition 
to the impacts on services, this shift had important organizational 
ramifactions: the once semi-autonomous project became absorbed by 
the Victim/Witness Service Center. 

New York City. Given the pre-defined domain of the Family Court, 
the New York City project was placed in the unfortunate position of 
having to rely on the court's probation officers--the very persons the 
project was created to. "police"--as its sole referral source. The 
project attempted several domain-establishing strategies, under the 
direction of federal grant monitors, but ultimately foundered on the 
obstacles inherent in its situation. Eventually, the project was picked 
up by a new sponsor, the Victim Services Administration, and adopted 
a different service model that had proved successful in establishing 
domain in other city courts. 

Philadelphia. Although the complex of subcontracted services that 
comprised the Philadelphia project did not establish a domain, the civil 
Legal Clinic component proved quite succes:::ful in so doing. Initially 
assured a steady stream of clients from the district attorney's office, 
the Legal Clinic was soon inundated as police and social service 
providers became aware of its existence. As in the case of the 
shelters, the Legal Clinic entered an area in which there was a virtual 

. vacuum of services. Its domain expanded further as funding cutbacks 
in legal aid services created a need for court representation. By the 
end of the national program, the Legal Clinic's exclusive domain 
proved a powerful argument in its quest for continuation funding. 

Miami-DIP. The pre-trial intervention unit that was to conduct on­
the-scene crisis Ihterventi\ ~n in concert wi th the police failed to 
establish domain. The Safi:!streets police unit with whom the project 
was scheduled to work saw themselves as already carrying out the 
type of crisis-intervention work that the DIP counselors were 
supposed to do. The domain dispute led to the demise of the proposed 
joint effort. ,~ :. 

Diversion Comp<)nents. Domain issues proved critical impediments 
for most of the diversion efforts. Due in large part to difficulties in 
es·tablishing domain, Fayetteville and Salem began their diversion 
services late in the course of federal funding. Both were social 
service agencies and experienced problems creating ties within the 
justice system. Ultimately personal ties with key justice system 
actors formed the linkages necessary for the di version program. 
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Philadelphia never succeeded in overcoming domain obstacles: the 
project's expertise in treating batterers was never accepted nor was 
an adequate referral system created. 

Santa Barbara, while successful in implementing its diversion program, 
ran abreast of domain issues in trying to follow-up on batterers who 
failed to attend counseling. The probation department refused to 
cooperate and wi thheld information necessary for follow-up. 

The most successful of the di version efforts in establishing a clear 
domain was the DIP program. It enjoyed a privileged location in a 
unit of the state attorney's office that had already created other 
types of diversion programs. DIP's special client area was easily 
demarcated, and the necessary linkages already existed. 

Prosecution Components. Domain issues proved central to the initial 
success or failure of the special prosecutors. Special prosecutors 
whose projects were not funded through district attorneys' offices 
had difficulty generating a sufficient caseload .. In both Salem and 
Santa Barbara the lack of a case load led to the elimination of the 
special prosecutor position in the second year of the grant. In Santa 
Barbara, the special prosecutor's salary was converted to funding for 
paralegal advocates, a role with an easier domain to establish. 

The White Plains special prosecutor was funded out of the district 
attorney's office and was the head of the domestic violence project. 
Her position in the District Attorney's Office and the clear support of 
the project by the District Attorney made the creation of referral 
networks virtually automatic. 

In Philadelphia, first year prosecution efforts were hampered by the 
lack of enthusiasm on the part of the individual who held the position. 
In Year II, an assistant district attorney with a clear commitment to 
the project was hired, and the process of creating a special domestic 
violence caseload was easily accomplished. 

The Philadelphia and White Plains prosecution efforts met with 
opposite results at the end of federal funding: the Westchester project 
was picked up locally and the Philadelphia one discontinued. Domain 
considerations proved paramount. In Philadelphia, the special 
prosecutor and the remainder of the domestic violence project never 
coalesced as a unit. The special prosecutor functioned independently 
of the rest of the project, and her successes were attributed to her 
personally rather than to the project. Thus, when LEAA funding 
ceased, the position of special prosecutor was discontinued although 
the individual remained on the district attorney's staff. 

In contrast, in White Plains the special prosecutor had clearly 
established a solid domain for the project itself. When the project 
was threatened with dismantling following cessation of federal funds, 
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the sped.al prosecutor was able to marshall a considerable and vocal 
constituency of clients and representatives from other agencies to 
gain continuation funds. 

PROJECT LEADERSHIP 

Project directors ranged from individuals with years of experience in 
creating and managing social service programs to persons for whom 
the family violence project represented their first management 
endeavors. Many' of the experienced directors brought with them 
valuable contacts from previous positions as well as personal status 
within the sponsoring agency. Specifically, we can isolate the effects 
of project leadership in the following areas: organizational planning, 
fundraising, internal management, and linkages with other agencies. 

Organizational Planning 

The project director's involvement in initial planning had obvious 
effects on early implementation. In several projects (for example, 
Miami-Safespace, White Plains, Fayetteville, and Cleveland) the 
future project director took part in grant-writing and conceptualiza­
tion of the project, creating continuity between the planning and the 
start- up of the program. In many of the other projects, the director 
was hired after start-up and had to begin to implement it as well as 
reshape it. In several cases (e.g.! Miami-DIP and Philadelphia), the 
directors were implementing project designs with which they were 
quite dissatisfied. 

Another.: important aspect of organizational planning was whether and 
how the director conceptualized the long-term future of the family 
violence projects. Many of the more experienced direc-cors designed 
implementation strategies with specific long-term goals in mind. 
These goals varied across projects. For example, t~e San:a Barbar~ 
director followed an explicit strategy of eventual dlsperslOn of project 
components as independent entities at the end of the federal program. 
By contrast, the Fayetteville director sought to create a model program 
with so strong a reputation as to assure its incorporation and continua­
tion by its sponsor, the Department of Social Services. Both goals, 
although quite different, were realized in the institutionalization of 
the projects. 

The directors of Miami-Safespace and Salem also instituted long-term 
organizational planning and survival strategies for their projects. 
Both projects experienced an orderly transi tion from LEAA to other 
funds. 

i - 21 



( 

( 

Fundraising 

A number of projects were obliged from inception to devote a great 
deal of project resources and staff time to fundraising efforts. This 
was especially true for the two nonprofit corporations, Brattleboro 
and Salem, which had to obtain matching funds for the LEAA grant 
from loc;::!.l municipalities and private sources. For Brattleboro, the 
leadership of the project proved unprepared for the task: attempts to 
raise funds compromised project services but did not secure continu­
ation funding. By contrast, tht) second director of the Salem shelter 
was a skilled fundraiser and directed staff in writing funding proposals. 
She was able to obtain a combination of federal and local support to 
continue the project. 

Good fundraising skills led directly to the successful continuation of 
the other projects. The White Plains project director, when told that 
the district attorney's office could not fund the project, was able to 
launch a countywide dd ve that brought the appropriation of special 
funds. The ~\Hami-Safespace director successfully employed a combined 
public-private fundraising strategy: (1) as part of a lobbying group, 
she helped to pass a marriage license tax bill that would fund shelters i 
and (2) she secured private donations for the shelter. 

InternaL Management 

In a number of instances, project directors with little management 
experience were hired to manage very difficult projects. Philadelphia 
and New York City serve as prime examples in point. In Philadelphia. 
the complex subcontractor arrangement was plagued by an atmosphere 
of mistrust and political differences and by an absence of clear lines 
of authority. In New York City, the original project design had under­
gone major and ill-conceived shifts in emphasis that placed it in 
conflict with its main source of client referrals. In neither case were 
the project director's experience and skills equal to the difficult 
management situation. 

All project directors, however, had to deal with the difficulties 
inherent in starting new services, conducting outreach and training, 
and seeking to work in two very different institutionalspheres-­
social service a!1d criminal justice. The more experienced managers 
prioritized their service goals and concentrated on firmly establishing 
one before going on to another. In Fayetteville, for example, the . 
director focused on implementing the shelter and counseling services, 
leaving for year two the dive.rsion program and dvillegal services, 
which were then successful'll' established. The White Plains project 
provides an example of adept management in response to unforeseen 
circumstances. In the face of victim reluctance, the director there 
quickly recognized the need to re-order priorities and establish 
referral links to social service providers instead of urging aU clients 
to prosecute. 
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Establishing Linkages 

Development of linkages with other agencies for referral.o~ ~lients 
and other joint endeavors was a vital part of start-up actlvltles ~nd 
of the process of establishing domain. Linkages ensured the proJ~cts 
a sufficient client load and enlisted the resources of other agencles 
for their clients. 

The directors of the family violence projects played a key role in 
structuring the development of linkages with other agencies. They 
arranged meetings with heads of other agencies, allocated staff time 
to developing contacts, and in general prepared a strategy whereby 
project activities such as training sessions and speaking engagements 
would serve the function of creating linkages. 

Where the diret;tors were skilled managers with prior experience in 
the area--as in the cases of Miami-Safespace, White Plains, Fayetteville, 
and Santa Barbara--such linkages were readily created. These 
directors drew on former contacts and allocated the necessary staff 
time to pursue a policy that prioritized linkage 'formation. These 
same directors were most adept at using the linkages they had 
developed with other agencies to help them in their effo.rt~ to ob~ain 
continuation funding. Other agencies wrote letters and helped Wl th 
pOlitical lobbying in support of project continuation. 

SPONSORSHIP 

The types of agencies sponsoring the family violence projects are 
shown in table 7-7 below. 

,'\!though sponsorship was a vital factor in the start-up of the project 
services and initial linkage building, once these issues were resolved 
and a project domain established, the sponsorship variable declined in 
importance. 

Private Non-Profit 

Ne\v York City 
Brattleboro 

Salem 
Santa Barbara 

Table 7-7 

Agency Sponsorship 

Public Agency 

Social Service 

Fayetteville 
Miami-Safespace 

Cleveland 
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Criminal Justice 

Philadelphia 
~~iami-DIP 

Whi te Plains 
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In terms of project perpetuation, the role of the sponsor varied by 
i~dividual project rather than by type of sponsor. In general, sponsors 
dId not autom~tically assume fiscal responsibility for the projects. 
Only FayettevLlle and Cleveland were assumed by their sponsors. The 
other projects that remained with their original sponsors were obliaed 
to generate the major portion of their own funds, although in Phila~ 
delphia the district attorney assisted one of his project components 
to negotiate for continuation funds. 

The two independent non~profits, Salem and Brattleboro met with 
different outcomes--Salem finding funding and Brattleb~ro not doin"" so. 
Thus, no conclusive generalization can be made about the viabill tv of 
this form of sponsorship. . 

IDEOLOGY" 

~ike s~onsorship, ideological factors played a significant role in the 
inCeptIon of the family violehce projects and in service initiation but 
a lesser role in the continuity of the projects post-LEAA funding. 
111ere were three major ideological issues in play during project 
develop~ent: feminism, concepts of family integrity, and concepts of 
appropnate roles for social service and criminal justice personnel. 

Feminism 

As ?iscussed previously (see Fagan et al., 1980), feminist organi­
zatIOns played a central role in the identification of domestic 
violence as a major social problem and were instrumental in urging 
LEAA staff to involve the agency in intervention programs for familv 
violence. Of the ten projects, three--Santa Barbara, Salem, and . 
Brattleboro--were explicitly feminist; a fourth, Philadelphia, had 
feminist organizations as subcontractors; and a fifth, New York City 
h~d ,a fer:ninist orientation. Initially, the feminist ideology created ' 
dIfficultles in dealings with justice agencies and more traditionally 
minded social servke providers. However, as project services became 
a regular feature in the social service community and as ties to 

*" As used here, lIideology" refers to the philosophical orientation 
that pro~ide~ a rationale or justification for the goals and activities 
of organIzatIons. The orientation contains both an attitudinal and an 
action prescription. This definition draws on discussions by TUrner 
and Killian (1972) and Oberschall (1973). 
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individuals within agencies became established, the feminist character 
of the projects ceased to be a major issue. . 

Ties to the feminist community and to domestic violence coalition 
groups proved instrumental in obtaining continuation funding. Such 
groups formed the lobbying effort for marriage tax to support shelters. 
In Massachusetts, a feminist coalition helped with fundraising efforts 
for the Salem shelter. Support from the feminist community was also 
vital in the perpetuation of services in Santa Barbara. 

Family Integrity 

Another ideological factor was the value many services providers 
placed on "family integrity.1I Since most projects emphasized victim 
safety as their utmost concern, they were continually educating other 
service providers about the life-threatening nature of domestic 
violence. The family vi(iJmce projects had to contend with perceptions 
that their purpose was to split families apart when many social service 
and ctiminal justice personnel believed firmly in keeping families 
together. The New York City project was viewed by its host agency, 
the Probation Department, as working against the legislative mandates 
of the Family Court to IImaintain families." Clients referred for 
restraining orders were seen as trying to break apart their families, 
and accordingly were often referred elsewhere for social services. 

The projects varied, however, on the emphasis they placed on keeping 
families together when this was an option. The Fayetteville project, 
for example, put a great deal of importance on counseling for batterers . 
and reuniting families. This orientation enabled them to work with a 
judge who believed in family integrity and saw the project's diversion 
program as 1;1 way of preserving families. 

Social Service vs. Justice Roles 

Another ideological issue was the question of appropriate roles for 
criminal justice personnel and social service providers when inter­
vening in family violence. As discussed in chapter 6, many police 
officers did not see family violence as a crime equivalent to assaults 
between strangers. Similar attitudes pervaded other areas of the 
justice system as well. 

During the initial phases of the grant, accommodations took place 
between justice system personnel and the projects or, when such 
arrangements were not forthcoming, the projects abandoned efforts 
to work with the' -justice system. Therefore, by the time the funding 
cyCle was terminated the role issues were resolved and did not playa 
major part in project continuation. 
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RESOURCES 

All of the family violence projects were required to match the LEAA 
grant through local funds, and the percentage of local funds increased 
over the funding cycle. Projects sponsored by traditional agencies 
readily obtained matching funds by internal lobbying. Obtaining the 
match was more difficult fc·r the independent non-profits, who were 
obliged to solicit funds from local governments and private sources. 
Problems in raising funds locally contributed greatly to staff burnout 
in the Brattleboro project; lack of local resources and limited govern­
ment budgets made fundraising a lengthy and discouraging process. 

The paucity of local resources ultimately led to the demise of the 
Brattleboro project. The comparatively small population of the county 
(33,000 versus 290,000 in Santa Barbara or 1.9 million in Philadelphia) 
provided a very limited tax base. The county was also quite poor and 
suffered from a high unemployment rate. Vermont has few private 
foundations from which to draw support. TherC" was also no special 

. legislation, such as in Florida and California, to support shelters from 
marriage license taxes. 

All of the other projects were able to secure funds for continuation 
from a variety of sources including foundations, pri vate donors, local 
and state funds, and other federal programs. Cleveland, Fayetteville, 
and Miami-Safespace were picked up by their sponsors. However, 
Safespace generated its own private donations and also received funds 
from the S1:ate marriage license fee.·, White Plains lobbied for u. special 
county appropriation of funds. Miami-DIP recei ved continuation 
funding from federal funds designated to Dade County in the wake of 
the 1980 race riots~ Salem put together a combination of federal 
(Title XX and Housing .and Urban Development) monies and local 
Community .'Aental Her.!l.1th fund5. Philadelphia's Legal Clinic, the 
only part of the project to continue, was funded by the Department 
of Public Welfare. New York City was funded through a victim . 
services program. The Santa Barbara program received support for its 
newly separated componef1ts from several sources: its paralegals 
were funded by the District Attorney's Office; the shelters received 
marriage tax funds; and the diversion services were funded locally 
through the Probation Department. 
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Conclusions 

The institutionalization of the projects and, t1-:eir services depended 
on the viability of the services and the organizational SUccess of the 
~ar:nilY violenc7 projects themselves. However, as seen in this chapter, 
it I~ more pOSSIbLe to analyze the factors affecting service implemen­
tatlon than to formulate generalizations about the institutionalization 
of the projects. Examining table 7-8, we find that each of the ten 
p,rojects has a distincti ve profile of factors affecting institutionaliza­
tion. There are a number of reasons for this. The prbjects were 
high~y individualized, with no two projects offering the same array of 
s~rvIces. E:en among projects with similar serVices, there was great 
dIvergence In types of sponsors and geographic location. Although 
the analysis has isolated those factors affecting organizational develop­
ment and institutionalization--organizational model, domain, 
leadership, sponsorship, ideology and resources--in every project 
these factors assumed different importance in final outcomes. 

Despi te the difficulty in generalizing about the combination of factors 
i~volved in, both, project and service institutionalization and organiza­
tlOnal continUatlon, one major variable stands out: ability to establlsh 
a do~ain. Establishing a domain set the underpinnings for the projects' 
serVIces as well as their ultimate institutionalization in the community. 
There were two important aspects to establishing domain which became 
salient to institutionalization: 

• The ability to establish a credible and well-known identitv for 
the project in which the legitimacy of domestic violence ~s an 
issue was recognized as well as the project's ability to deUver 
services. 

• :;h{~ project had to be perceived as a vital service by criminal 
justice and/or social service agencies. 

The projects which successfully kept their identi ty as family violence 
programs intact and maintained their service model all established a 
strong domain. Two projects, Cleveland and New York City, which 
did not establish a clear domain were absorbed in other agencies and 
the focus of their services changed. Both were amalgamated into 
victim/witness services, a far more curtailed and less focused activity 
than they had originally planned. The emphasis on domestic violence 
as originally envisioned was marginal at best. 
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Table 7-8 

Factors Affecting the Institutionalization of the Family Violence Projects'. 
" 

Or'ganizational Domain Planning 
Leadership in: 

Fundraising Management Linkages Sponsorship Ideology Resources 

New York City 

Brattleboro 

~"-"0?afespace 

Cleveland 

Fayetteville 

Salem 

White Plains 

Miami-DIP 

Philadelphia 
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Viability of Services 

Virtually all the services which were successfully implemented 
survi ved the termination of federal funds. The exceptions were the 
Philadelphia special prosecutor and the services offered through the 
Brattleboro project. 

Despite these successes, it is importa~t to reiterate that a number of 
services failed to begin and a great many experienced considerable 
start-up delays and problems. For example, none of the attempts to 
work directi.Y with police on crisis intervention were implemented. 
The failure of these efforts can be traced in large part to lack of 
detailed arrangements between projects and police during the planning 
stages. A more viable strategy might include a pollce/family violence 
project co-sponsorship. 

Diversion services also proved d~fficult, and in one case impossible, 
to implement. Projects experienced problems with developing proper 
client flow mechanism;;. Analysis of the projec.ts' experience in 
diversion endeavors showed that the institutional location of the 
family violence project and the existence of other types of diversion 
programs were key elements for implementation and ultimate s~cce~s. 
Criminal justice affiliated projects and programs where other diverslOn 
programs existed implemented domestic violence diversion with g:eat~r 
ease. Once implemented, all of the diversion programs were contmued. 

Special prosecution efforts were also subject to problems with client 
flow and linkage creation. However, projects w\lich had full support 
of the district attorney and enough political leverage to ensure suffi­
cient case loads proved successful. Continuation of these positions 
was linked to the overall success of the family violence project. 

Success of advocacy services in ci vi! and criminal courts was tied to 
the institutional location of the family violence project as well as to 
particularities of local legislation and court p~ocedures. Acr?~s the 
projects two very different institutional 10catlOns proved POSI ti ve for 
advocates. Salem advocates were situated far. enough outside of the 
criminal justice system to enable considerable freedom of action 
while paralegals in Philadelphia and Santa Barbara effecti vely .used 
their vantage points within the system to the advantage of theIr 
clients. However, where advocates were dependent for referrals, 
such as in New York City, their advocacy efforts were severely 
hampered. Advocacy also proved to be a service which readily 
received continuation funds. 

Shelter facilities with their counseling and related services also 
proved viable given a sufficient local funding base. The only shelter 
not to be continued was Brattleboro which was' located in a rural, 
economically depressed area. 
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The Organizational Model 

Given the.w~de range ~f services and the great variety of project 
sponsors, It IS not pOSSIble to declare one organizational model 
super~or to an~ther. .However, the difficulties subcontractor projects 
experienced WIth project management and service creation make the 
effectiveness of this model open to question. Santa Barbara was the 
only site where the subcontractor model functioned effectively. This 
was largely because most of Santa Barbara'S services predated the 
LEA!, giant. The Santa Barbara project director gave the uni ts 
conSIderable autonomy and most functioned as independent entities. 

The evaluation revealed that projects which are units of another 
agency need a combination of considerable independence (in order to 
develop a domain) .as well as the strong support of their sponsoring 
agency. The relatIvely unsuccessful Cleveland project is an instance 
in which agency support was forthcoming but not autonomy. The 
Fayetteville, White Plains, and Miami-Safespace projects were among 
the most successful projects and all were given,needed support bv 
their sponsor coupled with a great deal of freedom of action. . 

The fate of the two independent non-profits stresses the importance 
of a need for strong community or coalition backing in order to 
continue beyond the termination of federal funds. The Salem project 
was successful in obtaining local support whereas the Brattleboro 
project was unable to amass the needed resources • 
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8 Knowledge, Policy & 
Research In Family Vio~lence 

The Policy Context 

In American society," the family historically has beep exempted from. 
"public scrutiny. Nevertheless, during the post World.,War II era, and 
particularly beginning with the Great Soc~,~ty in the 1 960s, the principle 
of limited government intervention in families gained acceptance as 
fundamental social, economic, and demographic changes deeply altered 
American family structure and lifestyles. It wasn't until the social 
discovet"Y of violence in the family in the late 1960s and early 1970s 
that this principle was widely defended and translated into public 
policy. In the mid-1970s, when the federal government declared that 
an epidemic of violence had swept across America, the notion of 
intervention in violent families by the justice system (and other agents 
of social control) gained legitimacy. Only then did an action program, 
a federal demonstration program to perfect justice system solutions 
to the family violence problem, receive endorsement and, most 
important, funds. Though feminist organizations and grassroots 
programs called for the development and funding of services for 
battered women and their families, the federal response was an 
ambitious program integrc.ting shelter, medical and social services 
with justice system approaches to prevent and reduce family violence 
among children, spouses, and the elderly. 

This final chapter summarizes the evaluation results from the LEAA 
Family Violence Program, the first federal effort designed specifically 
to respond to violence" between spouses. The 42-month study examined 
the historical roots of the LEAA program, including both the origins 
of family violence as a social problem and the program's development 
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by a federal crime control agency. The di versity of services were 
analyzed, each representing an attempt to translate the program 
assumptions into a social intervention. The efforts to alter and 
improve the justice system's responses to family violence were 
analyzed, as were the impacts of these efforts on victims and their 
families. The impacts on communities were determined by the continua­
tion of both services and the organizations which provided them. 

The policy implications of these efforts are discussed in thIs chapter. 
Most federal agencies conduct research through both evaluation and 
knowledge production activities, as an aid to policy and program 
development. In this chapter, the results of these acti vi ties are 
translated into con!=lusions and recommendations to support future 
efforts to reduce violence toward women in the home. The discussion 
begins with a review of the mission of the Family Violence Progra'TI 
and the evaluation. Family violence as a social problem is analyzed 
in terms of the knowledge" gall1ed through this and other studies, and 
its amenability to justice system interventions is discussed. Issues in 
the development and efficacy of services are identified. Conclusions 
and recommendations include polley, services, and future activities . 
. '\ closing discussion, indeed an epilogue, ends this report. 

THE FAMILY VIOLENCE PROGRAM: MISSION AND GOALS 

The LEAA Family Violence Program was the result of a long tradition 
of activity in LEAA (and its forerunner, the Office of Law Enforce­
ment Assistance) to develop approaches for law enforcement to deal 
with domestic disturbances. A second perspective which supported 
the LEAA program was its concern ~LtB victims, and increasing the 
participation of victims in the crimfnar justice process. The Family 
Violence ini tiati ve emerged from an agency which had adopted a 
particular perspective on crime, which has been called the "victimiza­
tion perspective" (Lewis, 1982). That perspective defined crime as an 
event rather than an act, and focused on the interaction between 
victim, offender, and environment. Crime is viewed as an experience 
of citizens rather than an activity of offenders. From this perspective 
came the two initiatives which directly gave rise to the Family 
Violence Program: Citizen Involvement, and the Victim/Witness 
Program. Though departing somewhat from the Victim/Witness Program 
by emphasizing the ",development of concrete services for victims, the 
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Family Violence Program continued the LE~A tradition of aiding and 
encouraaing victims to participate in the Justice process, thereby 
improvi;g the crime control efforts of criminal justice agencies. 

After several years of social activism and research in family violence, 
and building on the precidents established both by grassroots women's 
organizations (shelters for battered women) and criminal justice 
agencies (the development of crisis intervention teams and the use of 
special prosecutors), LEAA responded to several constituencies by 
funding a services demonstration program in FY 1977. Over $8 million 
was spent in a four year period to support 23 si tes plus technical 
assistance services and program development acti vities. 

The central mission of the LEAA program was to help communities 
identify effecti ve approaches to the reduction and prevention of acts 
of violence upon family members. In particular, the program te,sted a 
variety of methods to combine criminal justice interventions with 
other (social service, medical) interventions to ensure victims' safety 
as well as punishment for offenders. Despite LEAA's, criminal justice 
focus, national program goals and activities explicitly included other 
systems and constituencies involved with family violence victims, 
recognizing the complexity of family violence as a social problem. 
However, a precise model for accomplishing this agenda was not 
provided--it was left to demonstration projects to design :nethods to 
meet the LE;'\A program goals. 

The nine program goals represented an ambitious agenda with proposed 
changes in community attitudes, policies of the justice and social 
service systems, development of service coordination methods, and 
specific targets for reduction of certain violent behaviors. All 
projects were expected to pursue all nine goals, with funding ranging 
from $42,000 to $275~000 annually with an increasing local match 
which reached 509·6 in the third grant year. Ovel' the four year history 
of the LEAA program, the 23 sites which were funded provided a 
range of 13 services, identified by grantees as strategies to achieve 
these LEAA program goals. 

The evaluation of the LEA A program wa,s conducted under the auspices 
of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention through 
its research agency, the National Institute for Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention (NIJJDP). Though both LEA A and OJJDP . 
were part of the Department of Justice, OJJDP was separate from 
LEAA in its author-izing legislation arid the political stature of its 
administrator. Under the OJJDP legislation, NIJJDP was instructed 
to assess the impacts of family violence on children and families. 
Consequently, the decision to administratively locate the evaluation 
in OJJDP established more than the usual independence and "arms 
l'ength" relationship which evaluators traditionally maintain from 
program activities. As described in chapter 2, this arrangement at 
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times complimted and impeded the development of a consensus on 
evaluation goals and procedUres, as well as the relationship of the 
evaluators to the demonstration programs. Nevertheless

J 
the evalua­

tion pursued its mission in four broad areas: explore the assumptions 
of the LEAA program, evaluate the development a71d efficacy of the 
services provided, assess the extent of attainment of LEAA program 
goals by the demonstration projects, and develop knowledge and policy 
recommendations to guide future activities in family violence. 

Despite the unusual relationship between program and evaluators, the 
evaluation was able to develop a wealth of knowledge about the causes 
of family violence, the development and delivery of services, and 
policies which impede or facilitate interventions with violent families. 
Evaluation resu~ts were based on data gathered from across 23 projects 
from case records on 3,100 families, 270 followup interviews, and 
program observations and key actor interviews as part of a study of 
sys~em and commtmity impacts. 

FAMILY VIOLENCE AS SOCIAL PROBLEM: CENTRAL QUESTIONS 
FOR LEAA 

Throughout the period when family violence and wife battering emeraed 
as a social problem, there was general consensus among researchers 0 

and activists that thh was an incredibly complex phenomenon with 
strong psycho-social, socio-economic, and cultural elements. At the 
time when the LEAA program was designed, a variety of competing 
views and alternative explanations were under debate, and there was 
consensus on neither causes nor cures within the agency or among the 
s.everal constituencies supporting the program. Perhaps this was the 
reason why there was neither an explicit set of program assumptions 
nor a program model to be tested. 

The victimization and deterrence perspectives pervaded the program 
goals. Most of the services funded were centered on the victims. 
However, the "victim's environment" (i.e., the familv in which the 
victim and abuser Ii ved) was intended to be a margi~al focus of the 
services offered. The majority of services were designed for victims 
or abusers, and did not encompass the family as a social or economic 
unit or even as the setting in which abuse took place. Efforts to assist 
victims often were aimed~~ having the victim prosecute the offender, 
although prosecution would severly disrupt the economic and emotional 
eqUilibrium of the family. In effect, the deterrence/social control 
perspective was integrated with the victimization perspective 
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primarily to promote criminal justice interventions, and only 
secondarily to assist victims to address the family environment in 
which violence occurred. 

Whether this was an appropriate strategy depended in large part on 
the assumptions about the causes of spouse abuse. As family violence 
emerged onto the national agenda as a social problem, seyeral "causal" 
analyses were offered: 

• Family violence was seen as a violent crime, analytically related 
to deviant behavior and street violence. It was seen as a Iiie­
threatening disease whose "pathology" spread through some 
contagion and could be controlled by isolating and treating the 
offender. 

• Family violence resulted from some family dysfunction, similar 
to a deviance/pathology analysis but incorporating an interac­
tional, systems perspective. Accordingly, the d~viance or 
pathology seen as causing the violence was lo('.atf;:~ in the family 
as a unit rather than in ail individual. Hence, 211 members of 
the family were in need of rt~:eatment" and when family systems 
were restored to "normal" socio-economit and behavioral 
functioning anusi ve behaviors would cease. 

• Family violence reflected cultural attitudes toward violence, 
and developing social norms wh!=re violence was increasingly 
evident in and tolerated by a "sick" society. Through a variety 
of "public health" measures, violenc:::e in and out of the home 
could be reduced, even though we may not know until some 
later point what triggers it and how to prevent it. This 
perspecti ve regards violence as rooted in society, .and the 
incidence of famIly violence is not explained in the dynamics or 
ideology of families apart from other, sectors of life. 

• In contrast to the cultural perspective, family violence was 
seen as a reflection of sexual inequalities which deri ve from an 
ideology of patriarchical dominance. Society provides men in 
marriage (or other intimate relationships) with a "license to hi t" 
(Straus, et al., 1978). Family violence results irom an "environ­
ment" where powerless family members (women and children) 
are abused to maintain patriarchical h~gemony. 

In turn, each of these assump'cions about c~uses gave rise to a variety 
of assumptions about appropriate responses. Understandably, justice 
system intervention was the centerpiece of the LEAA program, but 
several sets of assumptions were reflected in the various project 
designs: 

• Justice system projects were designed to deter future violence 
through both the threat and reality of punishment, irre§pecti ve 
of family or culture. 
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• Shefter projects viewed justice system intervention as a protec­
tive measure for victims while pursuing more fundamental 
changes in the victims' atti tudinal, emotional, and material 
circumstances in the relationship. In other words, they 
attempted to empower victims to make choices about their 
lives and to take actions to change the family environment. 
Reflected here are assumptions about causality rooted in ideology. 

• "Therapeutic" projects (mediation, diversion) sought to alter 
either the individual's pathology or the family's "systems" which 
led to violence. Justice system interventions were utilized to 
"encourage" or coerce offenders/famlly members to participate 
in therapeutiC services. 

The central question, then, for the LEAA Family Violence Program 
was whether family violenc~ was amenable to justice system interven­
tions. Regardless of the complexitY,of family violence as a 
phenomenon, and irrespective of the various perspectives in which 
justice system interventions were applied, the ultimate test of the 
Family Violence Program was whether the involvement of the justice 
system could in and of itself prevent the reoccurrence of family 
violence. * 111is question is really a two part issue: 

• Does the phenomenon of family violence lend itself to a 
deterrence/social control approach? Can abusers be stopped 
from comm.i tting further acts of violence against family 
members by arrest, pros~l;ution, and correctional intervent.ion? 

• If so, what are the issues and constraints for justice system 
agencies in responding to the phenomenon of wife beating? If, 
for example, spousal violence is in fact a form of family 
dysfunction or victim'disempowerment, what issues confront 
justice system agencies in addressing victims' or families' 
multiple service needs? 

. .A second set of questions for LEAA was the identification of 
strategies to achieve each of the program goals. What structures, 
philosophies, contents, and service approaches, both direct and 
indirect, were most effective in achieving the program goals? 
Equally important were the ingredients of such success, both within 
and across prd:ietts. Recognizing that such demonstrations often are 
unique confluences of people and events, the search for replicable 
strategies and elements was an important issue. ~1oreover, what 
policies could be identified from these efforts? For exam pIe, certain 

*Unfortunately, the design of the program did not lead to an 
understanding of why such approaches were effective. 
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features of criminal procedure statutes in fact were impediments to 
victims. The development of policies to ease such problems was a 
central concern. 

Finally, it was possible that some strategies were better suited for 
certain victims than others. Though knowledge of family violence is 
still at a relatively young stage, it is safe to assume that violence is 
not a unicausal phenomenon. It is likely then that the dynamiCS and 
characteristics of violent iamilies will vary, and that even the most 
well-implemented services would be limited in their effectiveness by 
family characteristics. This raises a third central issue: What are 
the interactions among services, project designs, and family back­
grounds which limit or promote the effectiveness of interventions? 
WIth knOWledge of the range of families and the interventions best 
suited for each, can we identify a "complete" service delivery system 
to respond to violent families? 

DEFINITIONS AND MEASUREMENT: WHAT IS VIOLENCE, WHAT IS 
SUCCESS 

As an emerging social issue, fa'mily violence was often a focus of 
intense and emotional debate. Driven by ideology, professional 
orientation, and bureaucratic mandate, the various constituencies of 
the family violence issue put forward an impressive variety of defini­
tions of violence. Earlier we saw the range of orientations in 
etiological (i.e., causal) assumptions and their corresponding 
intervention approaches. However, there was controversy and, 
occasionally, disagreement wi thin the Family Violence Program on 
what constituted family violence and, subsequently, what was success. 

What is Violence? 

One of the consequences of working within the justice system was the 
limitations imposed by codified law. Gatekeepers in the justice system 
were constrained by the penal code defini:tions of illegal acts. 
Accordingly, threats, denigration, humiliation, yelling, and other 
forms of systematic abuse were technically not illegal and not within 
the jurisdiction of the justice system. Also, gi yen the kinds of 
violence more commonly seen by justice system agencies, these non­
physical acts were regarded as less serious. 
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On the other hand most non-justice system projects viewed such acts 
as at a, minimum ;ntisocial and often as iorms of emotional violence, 
inflicting injury to the victim's self-esteem and sense of well-be.ing. 
Victims of such abuse were encouraged to seek help and often did. 
Shelter staff at times viewed such victims as simply at an earlier 
stage of what would eventually become a physically violent relation­
ship. They viewed them as appropriate for servi~es, though not 
perhaps appropriate for justice system intervention. 

As the data in Chapter 5 show, varying defini tions of violence and/or 
abuse may make the difference in whether a particular intervention 
appears as effective. Few services seem effective in stopping "abuse" 
which includes non-physical forms of violence. However, several 
services seem to be somewhat effective in deterring violence. Though 
non-physical abuse is a repugnant and offens.ive beha~ior, it may be, 
unrealistic to expect it to stop due to these InterventIons. In fact, it 
is possible that some physically violent men may "transfer" their 
aggressiveness to non-physical (i.e., verbal) types of assault. 

The key here, though, is that projects differed in their defi~itions of 
abuse and violence often depending on their service emphasis. These 
differences affected the types of victims (and families) seen, as well 
as the "outcomes" of the interventions. The llmitatio'ns imposed by 
the penal codes were pervasive, and deeply affected the t}~pe of 
response by projects, especially in the justice syste:n. POlIC~, for­
example, simply could not a:rrest for other than a vlo~en.t act'9~, 
statutory violation. In non-violent cases, they were hmlted to 
information and referral responses or mediation. Similarly, prosecutors 
were constrained in charging by the type of violence and injury to the 
victim. In some cases the questions of "malice," "intent," or other 
elusive attributes wer~ ingredients in justice system de.cision~. ~~r. , 
shelter or social service projects, these were not qu~stlons or el1g~bLlI ty 
or decision cri teria, but were part of a case evaluation system which 
helped determine an intervention strategy. 

How is Violence Measured? 

Controversy surrounds the measurement violence .. The secrecy 
of family violence complicates an already problemmatic. are~ •. 
,\1easurement problems limit our knowledge of the seventy, mCld~nce 
and prevalence of violence in the home. Our know ledge of abuse IS 

even more limited in view of its contextual and perceptual features. 
To reliably determine the effectiveness of family violence interve~tion 
strategies, one must address and resolve these measurement questIons. 
Indeed, assessment of the effecti veness of a strategy may rest on 
both conceptual and measurement issues. 
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There are four available sources of information on the occurrence of 
violence--information collected by official agencies, direct observa­
tions of researchers, surveys of random household,~, and self-reports 
by victims and assailants. Studies using more t~an o.ne of these . 
measures often reach divergent conclusions, ana sufI~r methodol~glcallY 
from the context of social Interaction in natural settmgs where viOlence 
occurs. Gelles (1979) thoughtfully reviewed the difficulties in measuring 
family violence. Current standards for measuri~g fam.ily violence 
include measures of behaviors (e.g., how many tImes dId you ... ) and 
injuries. Both may be inadequate to study f~n:ily violence since ea~h 
captures only one dimension. For example, InjUry may vary according 
to the skill of the attacker, so that an accidental fracture may appear 
much more severe than a bruise from being struck with an objec~. 
And who is to judge whether three punches are worse than two bites, 
irrespective of their frequency or the injuries tlley cause? 

While these distinctions were of Ii ttle significance to shelter projects, 
these codified behaviors and the injuries suffered were useful and 
important evidence in criminal cases. At the same ti~e, the 
difficulty of recalling and describing such acts constrained _ 
Drosecutors who hoped to convict assailants. These problems onen 
gave rise to a willingness to negotiate a lower p!ea or .eve~ to 
conditionally discharge cases in return for promIses or deslstance. 

For researchers and projects alil}e, measurement issues posed dilem~as 
and constraints. Direct observatipn in >~omes is ce;rtainly unacceptaole, 
leaving only self-reports and documented evidence to determine the 
complex acts which occur during an intra-family as.sa~1t. The I:s.ual 
absence of witnesses (other than children) further hmtts the abt!l ty to 
accur'atelv assess what occurred in the home. These issues weighed 
heavily in'terms of policy, program, and research. 

What is Success? 

Finally, the definitions of "success," particular!y for ~icti.ms and . 
families, varied widely across projects, reflecting theIr dlfference~,. In 
ideology, service <:!mphasis, and a host of emotional and psycho-socIal 
factors relating to victims. :\t the "community" and "system" levels, 
most projects 'agreed that a stronger community response was an 
ingredient of "success." Increased reporting of in~idents, ~m~ro'led 
coordination of services, and proliferation of serVlces to VIctims and 
families were widely accepted indicators. For justice ~ystem p~oje:ts, 
a stronger response by the police and cour:s/was the pnmary Objectl v-e, 
including increases in arrests and prosecutIons. At the out~et, .hese 
projects viewed "success" as a unitary measure: the cessatlon of 
violence through deterrence and social control of the offender. O~er 
time, though, justicecsys~em projects be~c:n:e equall~ c,oncern.ed WIth . 
the proliferation o{services t~ ;:i~dress Vl\ ... tlms' multlp~e servIce needs:. 
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when its socio-economic and psycho-social consequences were not 
sim ultaneously addressed. 

Shelters always understood this, and from the beginnlno defined 
"success" in somewhat different and broader terms. R~sponding to 
victims' needs, whether to prosecute the offender or develoD an 
al~ern~tiye living arrangement, WaS the primary objective. '''System'' 
obJectI ves f~cused on developing and coordinating such responses, 
~cross a vanety of agencies. Shelters generally defined "success" to 
Include n~t only the victim'S physical safety but also her emotional, 
psychological, and material well-being. Few projects considered the 
family in these terms. *" Justice system projects lacked the resources, 
other than through mediation efforts, to address families, while 
shelters considered it a conflict of interest to work with both victims 
and assailants. 

For victims, "success" was a difflcultand complex decision. Consider 
a victim's choices: lacking economic means, the decision to prosecute 
would likely take away her spouse's income, jeapordizina her and her 
~hildren's w~!l~being. So too would leaving a violent ho~e. Tn many 
Insta~ces, vlctlms accurately saw that 'their financial conditions Would 
worsen, or that they would be left with sole responsibility for child 
care. Few i.amity Violence projects were equipped to address these 
concerns. On th~ other hand, remaining at home risked further injury 
to her ~nd her chIldren. Victims with greater economic resources or 
cho.lce~ nevertheless were faced with a host of emotional and psycho­
socIal Issues, from loss of self-esteem to fear of loneliness or isolation. 
Also, many victims again correctly feared the wrath and increased 
violence of a spouse against whom they filed criminal charO'es. Victims 
made chOices, weighing all these factors; such choices obVi~uslY were 
mediated by personality and, more importantly, social structural 
factors such as age, race and income potential. 

Evaluators, too, were faced with choices regarding "success," and 
attempted to reconcile these varying perspectives. Given the mission 
for the research, it was necessary to consider a range of "success" 
~ea.sures ~onsistent with the program goals, project objectives, and 
VIctIm. chOices. The task was simpLlfied somewhat by the convergence 
of ~roJect perspectives in later years--collecting client data by justice 
proJects, for example, became more consistent with their service 
designs as they expanded to address a wider spectrum of victim needs. 
In analyzing the outcomes and effects of services, it was again. 
necessary to consider for each service a range of impacts. 

* A notable exception was the Fayetteville shelter, where staff 
conscienciously pursued attempts to intervene \\lith all family members 
throughout the victim's stay. 
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Accordingly, the results show how services can have I:tonflicting 
effects--that stopping violence can bring on other pt,pblems--that 
projects were ill-equipped to handle. Yet the multi-~!;eminsional nature 
of "success," its texture and inconsistencies, are very. much a part of 
the social reality of family violence and atte:npts to assist victims. 

I 

Knowledge Development 

I 

Basic epidemiological knowledge of family violence:!still remains 
scarce. Despite its extraordinary prevalence and li:fe-threatening 
implications, there have been few studies examiniI"\!s violence in 
American families. These studies in turn have yiel',!ied only limited 
knowlepge beyond incidence, prevalence, location,,;and behavioral 
descriptions of the violent acts. Accordingly, the information 
developed through this evaluation contributes to the somewhat limited 
knowledge base which drives programs and policY/I \10reover, it goes 
beyond earlier epidemiological studies in examinl.!1g several contextual 
aspects of wife abuse: violence history, prev.iou,f, interventions, and 
the situational contexts of violent incidents. AJ~ain, readers should 
remember that this information comes from a $€df-selected sample-­
those victims (and, rarely, assailants) who sought services from the 
Family Violence Program sites. 

CORRELA TES OF F AMiL Y VIOLENCE 
I 

Victims and assailants were comparable in several respects to the 
profiles obtained in earller epidemiological studies. They are young, 
disproportionately min9\rity, and mostly high-school graduates. Nearly 
70% of both victims and assailants were employed. Though differences 
between victims and assailants were noted, they again were comparable 
to the victim-assailant profiles in the Straus et ale (1980) and Shulman 
(1979) general population surveys. 

Victims and assailants were usua,lly married and cohabitating, 
though nearly 1 S% Ii ved apart. Naturally, cohabi tating victims 

8 - 11 

\ 

) 

frequently sought shelter. The rel~tions~ips we,re usuallY,of,sh~rt 
duration (two to five years), thougn that IS medIated by VlctIms age. 

There are two significant implications in these data. Looking. across 
projec.ts it appears that victims and assailants who seek serVIces are 
not vl!!ry'different from the "general" abus~d populat.ion •. This' s~ggests 
that the Family Violence Projects were faIrly effectI ve 111 reach~ng 
the ranae of abusive families. In addition, they successfully avoIded 
the Pitf~ll of serving only a small stratum of their targ~t populat~on. 
This may have been the result of a widesprea~ ab~ence In ~he. project 
sites of services specifically targeted to famIly viOlence vlctlms--the 
Case Studies in Volume II suggest that these project~ quickly b~c~me 
a focus of local services for battered women, both dlrectly ana VIa 
referral. 

Second these data refute the stereotype of the battered woman as an 
, < 

unskii"led housewife with few resources. The employment and educa­
tion data for victims suggest that victims who seek services have 
above average educational attainment. and ~re .often more, highly 
educated than the assailants. The national Incldence studIes suggest 
that battering is more frequent among high school dropouts: these 
data show no such pattern. Though the victim stereotype may not 
prevail, there may be a residual, un reached population of victims 
with less edlfcation who have not sought services. 

Finally., abuse in these families was frequent arad severe; injuries and 
medical care were common. The extent of abuse of pregnant women 
is shocking and repugnant. \Uscarriages often resulted from such 
incidents. Though abuse had been ongoing for about two years, the 

··rneC;Han frequency was once a week. 

The Search for Causes 

Despite the numerous theories advanc~d over the past ~O ~ears to 
explain violence and, more recently, wlfe abuse, there IS 11 ttle agree­
ment on the causes and correlates of family violence. In this study, 
we examined the severity of violence by assailants as a function of 
victim and assailant backgrounds and features of the violent confronta­
tion themselves. The rest.lits were noteworthy and suggest several 
policy and research issues. 

We found that exposure to violence during childhood was a 
consiste~t~\y strong predictor of the severity of assaila~ts' violence, 
both in recent and in prior incidents. Victims and assailants both were 
exposed to violence during their childhoods, but assailants we're. more 
frequently exposed. Exposure played different roles, however '. In the: 
violence patterns. Victims' childhood exposure was no~ relatea to 
severity of injury, but was related to whether the assallant was 
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violent both in and out of the home. For assailants, childhood 
exposure was strongly associated with all aspects of their violence. 

Other background factors were I.ess important in understanding 
violence. Age (younger), race (~Nhite), and education (higher) were 
associated with the severity of! violence. Drug and alcohol use were 
not strong predictors of the sf,!verity or extent of viol~nce. 

We also examined the relatior,\shiphistory as it related to wife abuse. 
The results were clear and consistent--the assailants' history of 
violence, both outside and inside the relationship, is the strongest 
contributer

J 
whether analyzed separately or in combination with 

background variables. The analyses combining background and abu$e 
history variables suggest that childhood exposure to violence and 
abuse history are the most powerful explanations of the severity of 
wife abuse. Also, we found that those assailants violent toward 
strangers were also :nost violent at home J and were abused as children. 
Indeed, actual violence apparently predicts future violence, particularly 
among frequent lawbreakers. 

These results support a social learning explanation of violence. Early 
socialization to violence apparently teaches and perhaps reinforces 
violence as either a coping mechanism or a method to resolve 
conflicts. Violence mav be transmitted through the generations, 
though we know little ibout the modeling and reinforcement processes 
which.comprise the social learning paradigm. Tnat social structural 
variables Cl"'e unimportant in understanding family violence is 
consistent with other self-report studies of crime and delinquency. 
The weight of evidence in this study aile;! elsewhere is that violence is 
not associated with a particular social class or race. 

Two other findings hold policy implications. First, drug or alcohol 
use per ~ was unrelated to the severity of violence. However, the 
report of substance abuse as a problem in the relationship was 
associated with severity of violence. Whether this indicated 
behavioral problems specific to substance abuse, or a more general­
ized inability to cope with problems, is unknown. Rather than 
diminishing the importance of alcohol as a correlate of family 
violence, it suggests a behavioral dimension of alcohol abuse which, 
for some abusive men, is a point for intervention. That is, a general 
inability to deal with "problems" may be a worthy focus for interven-
tion. 

Second, the "most" violent spouses (or partners) are often violent 
toward strangers as well. Viclence at home may indicate violence 
"on the street," and the reverse may w~ll be true. In attempting to . 
evaluate violent families for a social or legal intervention, a h~story " 
of violence toward strangers, childhood victimization or exposure to 
violence, and prior injuries to strangers or intimates, should be 
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carefully examined. These risk factors should inform both policy and 
program design for intervention in most forms of violent behavior. 
We will say more later on the policy and theoretical impllcations of 
these findings. 

CHILDREN AS VICTIMS AND WITNESSES 

The apparent intergenerational linkages in family violence raises 
concerns regarding the exposure to violence of children of project 
clients. The assailant profiles suggest that being victimized as a 
child is not the only condition under which violent behaviors are 
learned--witnessing parental violence also cc:~n be a powerful learning 
process for children. Accordingly, we must consider whether the 
children of victims shOUld also recei ve care and attention in the 
course of family violence intervention. 

Children were "exposed" to wife abuse in several ways. Nearly 60% 
of the client families had children, with an average of about two 
c~ildren per household. Children reportedly were victimized rarely-­
Violence tow.ard children was indicated in only 12% of the cases., But 
4-4% witn~ssed violence between their parents (or caretakers). )"'Iore 
important J children attempted to intervene in the violence in about 
one case in four. 

.\10st of ~hechildren of family violence clients were young, attribut­
able. to the, low median age (27 years) of the victims. Accordingly, 
mamfestations of behaviora! and emotional problems was not widely 
reported-- only 12% of the victims reported such problems. These 
problems may be underceported by clients due to the liabilities and 
co~sequences of reporting--mandatory child abuse reporting laws and 
chlld welfare agency interventions threatened manv clients with 
possib.le removal ofchHdren from their care. Poli~ies of intervening 
agenCIes or programs must consider this contradiction in their service 
design. Probing for evidence of childrens' problems should be thorough 
and detailed. The failure to intervene may lead to subsequent violence 
in adulthood. Yet mothers may understandably withhold information 
in fear of losing their children. Such actions can further victimize an 
already victimized spouse. 

Social service agencies, particularly agenCies mandated to receive 
reports of child abuse and neglect, should develop protocols which 
evaluate cases in light of circumstances of wife abuse, and should 
involve organizations serving abused women in developifig an overall 
response encompassing both spouse and child well-being. Childrens 
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services should be incorporated, either directly or via referr-::d',' into a 
community response to family violence. ' 

The impact of domestic violence on children raises other implications 
for policy and programming. First, children should be identified as 
primary audiences for outreach and preventive activities. Teachers 
and school administrators might bUild upon the efforts begun several 
years ago with respect to child abuse identification and reporting. As 
more becomes known about behavioral responses to family violence, 
outreach can be systematically planned. Counsellng services and 
other interventions might be planned for children identified as victims 
and/or observers of domestic abuse. Identification and assessment 
services could be developed based on empirical knowledge gained 
through several ongoing research efforts of the behavioral ~nd 
emotional effects of family violence and spousal assault on children. 

Second, if, as Gelles (1980) has stated, "violence begets violenc~," 
there is some urgency to the need to develop child-focused crisis 
intervention services for childrer1in families identified as 
experiencing spousal assault and/or child abuse. These early interven­
tion efforts can intercede in what have come to be known a~ a aenera­
tional patter'n of domestic violence that Is passed down from p';rent 
to child. Such efforts have been developed in three demonstration 
proj~cts funded by the 'lational Center on Child Abuse and Neglect 
qf the U.S. Department of Health and Huma.n Service's. 

, " 

VICTIM STRATEGIES 

The services requested by victims were mediated bv several factors: 
victims' background and abuse history factors, the projects' service 
emphasis, and the options available by statutue and service availability. 
For example, justice system interventions were more often requested -
of justice system agencies. Among shelters, where more severe cases 
with shorter relationship histories were seen, there was a greater 
interest in changing the family structure and, often, family dissolution. 
Also, victims in less severe cases tended to be less certain about 
strategy, often requesting services such as general information and 
counsetlng. Victims in more severe cases sought stronger interven­
tions. From justice system projects they requested prosecution, and 
from shelters they sought protection and/or separation. 

In a community with only justice system services (e.g .. ~ Philadelphia, 
Cleveland), victim strategies reflected th'e available service emphasis. 
In communities with a wider range of serVices, victims with more 
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severe violence histories usually sought shelter and, less often, legal 
intervention. Others requested more general services., This suggests 
that a community-wide response shOUld include services encompassing 
a range of victim stragegies--both legal and non-legal, "stronger" and 
more general services, and both victim- and assailant-focused. 

Of particular importance is the recogni tion of the factors which 
mediate help-seeking, and the need to translate that information into 
strategies for outreach and public education. The role of severity of 
injury and medical help-seeking in a general model of help-seeking 
behavior suggests the importance of outreach via hospital emergency 
rooms, public and private clinics, and private doctors. The importance 
of age and length of relationship suggests more general, community­
wide outreach strategies which focus on couples in shorter relation­
ships with no history of prior contact with service agencies (e.g., 
police or domestic violence projects). Recognizing that relatively 
"older" victims more readily seek assistance, outreach to younger 
women and couples should occur through public service announcements 
and other media-oriented activi ties. 

The identification of different client strategies establishes 
empiric~lly what family violence practi tioners have long acknowledged: 
that clients often contact domestic violence projects several times 
before reaching a decision as to a course of action. With each visit, 

,the client's decision progresses with respect to firmness of decision 
and strategy fo'r stopping the violence. Whether this progression is 
related to an escalation in the violence, chariges in the' relationship, 
or changing perception of the violence by the victims is a topic for 
further research. 

Of additional significance is the role of project intervention in changes 
in clients' perception of the problem and progression of strategy 
development. The contribution of the projects to development of 
perceptions and strategies can be expressed in terms of inputs to 
client deCisions, such as: . 

• delineation of options or alternatives; 

• problem definition and clarification through counseling; 

• assistance in accessing services and mobilization of resources; 

• protection, shelter and emotional support. 

Finally, our analysis suggests that family violence. victims are acti ve 
participants in the selection ot'interventions, and that the client 
characteristics which predict selection of an intervention strategy 
may in fact predict the eventual success or Impact of that strategy. 
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Developing Effective Services 

The development of the Family Violence projects and services provides 
insight into the factors which shape and influence a communi ty-\vide 
response to family violence. These important lessons provide the 
basis for d"!signing future responses to family violence. 

WHO SEEKS WHAT TYPES OF SERVICES? 

The previous discussion of victim strategies touches on the ~elation­
ship between project structures, case characteristics, and the services 
sought and received. The eventual organizational and service out­
comes (chapter 7) are the end result of the tensions created by these 
relationships and the natural evolution of project services to ~ddress 
victim needs. 

Two Types of Services 

A consistent theme emerged from several perspectives on clients, 
services and projeets--there were two distinct types of projects in 
the Family Violence Program. Analyses of client characteristics. 
services offered, services requested, services recei ved, projects' . 
structural features and other attributes identified two types \vhich 
we termed "shelter" or "justice system" projects. In various frame­
works these were called "victim- or assailant':focused,11 "shelter or 
justice emphasis," or "general or certain" victim strategies. The 
implication was the same--justice system and shelt~r projects were 
quite different,and these differences were important in understand­
ing the types of ca,,ses seen, the responses to them, and often whether 
they effectively stopped family violence. 

Typologies are rarely defined in such preci~e terms as to "clearly" 
classify all possibilities. Social services are rarely that unambiguous. 
For example, in the Family Violence Program, many I1shelter" projects 
also had strong justice system components or linkages. The reverse 
was not often true, however. Table 3-7 provides a concise analysis 
which classifies direct services by project type. Victim-focused, 
shelter-based services included shelter, chUdcare, transportation. 
information/referral services, non-legal a,dvocacy, victim counseling 

and crisis services. These projects had different referral sources 
from justice system projects, though the police were a major source. 
Their cases were more serious (i.e., victims receiving more severe 
injuries), and client stratgies were more certain. 

Justice projects were primarily legal advocacy, prosecution, diversion, 
and mediation services. They were assailant-focused and tended to 
receive cases primarily from other justice system or legal agencies. 
The cases were often less serious, in terms of injuries and violence. 
Victims usually requested more general types of information, and 
their strategies were often unrelated to legal interventions. Rather, 
they tended to inquire about various legal and non-legal options 
including the consequences of each option. The data suggest that 
victim strategies in these agencies were not fully formed, and were 
mediated by background factors. . 

Sheltes Saw More Serious Cases 

The decision to seek shelter services reflected a conscious decision 
for many victims to escape the danger of a violent household. The 
reasons are instructive for program design and policy. Shelter cases 
proved to be more dangerous as seen by the severity of the instant 
and past incidents, severity of injuries, and the overall violence of 
the assailants. Shelter clients feared for their chifdren, who usually 
were younger.. These victims more often had called. the police or 
other justice agencies in the past, usually with little success in 
stopping the violence. For them, seekin';>refuge from their home was 
a drastic but necessary step. They had fewer options, socially and 
economically, and had no alternatives. A shelter provided them with 
immediate relief, unlike other options requiring court appearances or 
appointments. It is anonymous, safe, and in most instances, free. It 
is difficult to imagine what becomes of victims in locales without a 
shelter. 

Law enforcement apparently viewed shelters in the same way. It was 
safe and immediate, providing them with a dispositional alternative 
for what may be their most difficult cases. Our data suggest that 
police referred the most difficult (i.e., most violent and most prior 
calls) to shelters. Shelters were accessible alternati yes which provided 
police with an option to arresting the assailant. The various reasons 
why pollce a:'re reluctant to arrest spouse abusers are well-documented. 
In many instanc~s, police substituted a shelter referral for an arrest. 
It is ironic then, that an option which protects the victim may in fact 
reinforce police decisions that further victimize a battered woman. 

If shelters saw the "toughest" cases, why then did they recei ve the 
fewest resources? Chapter 3 shows that shelters received the lowest 
budgets and, though cost effective, were generally understaffed and 
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staff were underpaid. 'Their highly emotional and crisis-oriented 
settings often led to staff turnover and overreliance on volunteer 
staff. It appears that the relatively poorer performance of shelters 
in stopping abuse is the result of a combination of extremely complex 
cases and low resources, together with constant crises in funding and 
organizational "health." Future shelter efforts must be supported at 
an adequate level of resources to be effective in meeting the health, 
emotional, and material well-being of their clients, those abused 
women who have suffered the most severe forms of abuse and who 
have exhausted all other options. 

Justice System Projects as Entry Points 

In contrast, the cases seen by justice system agencies tended to be 
couples whose violence was usually not serious--the type of violence 

. was less severe, and injuries had occurred less frequently. In general, 
these were victims who were seeking general information, but not 
~ecessarily help. Significantly, they less often had children. In many 
Instances, they had rarely called the police, and certainly had not 
learned from repeated calls to police that there was little response 
forthcoming. However, a substantial number of clients of justice 
system projects were actively seeking legal remedies to violence, 
including both prosecution of the batterer or divorce. 

- ' 
As such, justice:system projects tended to b~ gatekeep~rs for access 
to the strongest (and most effective) legal interventions. But they 
also were the initial entry point for many victims whose violence 
history had not yet escalated to more dangerous levels. They 
determined whether legal services would be available and provided 
assistance. Given the complex service needs of victims, they had a 
central role in referring victims to a variety of agencies and 
programs. These demands became increasingly evident over time, as 
justice system projects diversified their program designs to emphasize 
information and r~ferral plus counseling. 

The combination of relatively high resource levels plus less complex 
case types may underlie the apparent "success" of justice system 
projects in stopping abuse. Also, their "natu'ral" linkages within the 
jt1~rtice system gave them greater access .• to prosecution and other 
legal interventions (e.g., diversion). Shelters lacked such access, 
perhaps explaining-the relatively low incidence of prosecution among 
shelter clients. 

The development of future projects in the justice system must 
ac):Qi1owledge the wide range of cases likely to be seen and the 
different types of services likely to be needed. Such projects shOUld 
have a flexible response set, ranging from information and referral to 
crisis intervention to access to prosecution services. These projects 
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must be acknowledgeable of the full range of services available in the 
community, including counseling, shelter, and legal services. They 
must also be I:nowledgeable of other services and systems, 
particularly social service agencies which provide essential cash and 
housing for victims in crisis. They recognize and acknowledge that 
they may in fact become the focal point for all types of services to 
family violence victims. 

THE DEVELOPMENT AND EVOLUTION OF SERVICES 

. The origins of both justice system and shelter-focused projects offer 
lessons for planning responses to family violence. 111ey also provide 
an historical context in which to understand the successes and frustra­
tions of the F.amily Violence projects. 

Family Violence Services in the Justice System 

The development of justice system p('ojects was generally traced to 
the early crisis intervention ini tiati ves plus the precedent for victim 
services set by \he Victim/Witness Program~ The f.~mily Violence 
Program can be characterized as' a more specified version of the 
LEAA Victim/Witness program, though sometimes generalized to 
settings outside the justice system. However, in translating victim 
support services to the family domain, the Family Violence projects 
encountered several cross-currents which complicated the achieve­
ment of the program's mission. 

First, the projects encountered "traditional" attudinal barriers to 
family violence interventions by justice system actors. Though police 
were well inclined to refer victims to shelters, they still were 
reluctant to arrest assailants and initiate the process by which 
criminal offenders were sanctioned. Despite court orders, arrests of 
violators of restrainin a orders were still uncommon. Prosecutors 
continued to relegate family violence cases to a lesser priority. 
Court officers screened out those seeking restraining orders in New 
York. In g~neral, at the conclusion of the three year Family Violence 
Program experiment, there was still a relati vely low incidence of 
arrest, criminal prosecution, and correctional interventions for 
offenders in family violence cases. These cases, or the units in which 
they were processed, were rarely able to overcome resistance among 
line officer:s or administrative staff, despite training. 
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Second, clients often were not inclined to file charges and follow 
through to prosecute assailants. The fact is, prosecutions were rare. 
Client strategies included prosecution only as part of a more general­
ized strategy tq end the relationship. Otherwise, their service 
requests reflected more preliminary inquiries for advice and options. 
We can hypothesize that abuse victims only elected to prosecute 
assailants if they had also decided to end their association with the 
assailant. An important question for future research is victim percep­
tions of prosecution which may underlie these decisions. 

Third, the Family Violence Program began in an era of shrinking 
resources, both at the federal and local levels. There was a general 
and persistent pressure on justi.ce system agencies to narrow their 
focus and more selecti veJy target resources on high-risk, poll tically 
visible "front page" crimes. The longstanding tradi tion of non­
intervention in family problems mitigated against elevating family 
violence cases to a higher status when widespread layoffs and budget 
cutbacks affected police, proseuctors, and corrections agencies. 

These trends were neutralized in sites where the projects recei ved 
strong poli tical support. Justice sys'tem projects, particularly 
prosecution units, fared well when they were strongly enclosed and 
protected by key system actors, especially elected District Attorneys. 
Poll tical climate was essential to successful development and institu­
tiona!ization of services. White Plains and :-'\iami DIP projects 
suggested that intact units with separat~ staffs developed well when 
strongLy endorsed poli tically. ~,\ore typical experiences were observed 
in Santa Barbara and Philadelphia where, despite political support, 
the attempt to integrate a family violence unit into the prosecution 
"system" was resisted and nearly defeated. 

Shelter Development 

Shelters also depended on political support, but in a different form. 
Funds were crucial, as were auspices. Underfunded shelter services 
were diverted from organizational development to £undraising 
activities, limiting their growth and effectiveness. Again, shortfalls 
in funding created overreliance on voll,.mteers and caused excess! ve 
staff turnover. Shelters under public auspice, whether in the justice 
or social service systems, seemed to fare better in achieving 
pr~grammatic stability. Of course, the political support which they 
enjoyed under public auspice was help:ful in institutionalizing services. 

Linkages were essential in the development of shelters. Client 
referrals from the police were important both to programs and the 
victims they served. Linkages with the police resulted in transportation 
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of clients to shelters. Obtaining emergency cash assistance and other 
financial aid from publlc social service agencies were also cri tical to 
shelter clients, especially those seeking new housing. Several sites 
had to lobby strongly to have their victim-clients declared eligible 
for such aid. Housing, jobs, childcare services, and other tangible 
forms of assistance were made available to shelter clients via such 
linkages. The data on victim needs and service requests suggest that 
indeed such linkages were necessary to effectively serve victims. 

Finally, perceptual and definitional postures affected the development 
of shelter services. Here, ideology played a key role in the develop­
mental histories of feminist projects. Shelters sponsored by public 
agencies fared better at linkage development, though at least one 
held many of the same goals and values as the more explicitly feminist 
programs. Such perceptions were more important in smaller, rural 
communities. Since shelters provided an important disposi tional 
outlet for law enforcement, ideological differenees were less 
important. But it did bear on the development of linkages with other 
sectors of the justice system as well as with social service agencies 
and other public and private service providers. 

Is One Model Better? 

~!either shelter nor justice system models appear to have fared better 
in terms of either organizational development and outcome, or. 
services retained after the grant period. These program outcomes 
are likely to vary by community. What does appear to be crucial is 
that family violence services should be developed in an organizational 
setting where services to spouse abuse victims are a priority. 
Evidence of this priority status may iryclude pre-existing services 
uni ts, agreements on system coordination and linkages, and a history 
of funding at a reasonable level for services to "special" popule-tions. 
Intact units, with separa.te staffs and budgets, seem to fare better 
i:han adjunct services in ongoing, standard operational units. 

There emerged two core services which seemed to be common 
components of projects whose services were eventually institution­
alized. Common to both justice system and shelter projects were the 
following two cross-cuttj.ng elements: case management and advocacy. 
Providers of these service elements recognized that victim needs 
spanned several service systems-- medical, legal, social service, and 
mental health--as well as shelter and protection. Victims in crisis 
needed to stabilize their lives before acting, and our data suggest 
that this alone was a formidable task. These two activities assured 
that basic needs were addressed-- housing, food, cash, legal protectio!1-­
before more long-term strategies could be formed, decisions made . 
and actions taken. The inclusion of these two elements appears 
central to viable projects, regardless of auspice, ideology, statutory 
environment, or service emphasis. 
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limitations of the Program Design 

The complexity of family violence and the range of service needs to 
even minimally address the problem raises some difficult questions. 
Did the program raise false hopes for victims? Were victims really 
aided, or was an illusion that society was prepared to take steps to 
definiti vely stop violence in the family simply cre,ated? Even the, 
strongest services w?re unable to overcome certam obstac~es, whIch 
in turn mitigated prc)gram effectiveness. Some of the barners 
encountered are described below. 

Shelters. As discussed earlier, most of the shelters had a fixed number 
of times a woman could return to the facility. This hampered women 
who needed to make a slow transi tion out of the battering relationship. 
Even if a client wanted to leave her husband; the shelters averaged a 
maximum stay of six weeks. This is a very short period for somtoone 
whe-must find employment or other income source and arrange for 
housing, in addition to dealing with the emotional and legal repurcus­
sions of movin a to a shelter. The shelters were generally unable to 
provide much ;n-going support for the client after she left the facility. 
In the small tuwl1setting of Brattleboro, clients were able to organize 
a continuing support network; however, clients in other places were 
left largely to fend for themselves. Such arrangements for c;ontinuing 
support should be b~ilt into a shelter program design. '. . 

Counseling. Much of the counseling work was designed with a crisis 
intervention or "therapy" model. A needed component WOUld, have 
been a "life skills" format which could teach women how to flnd 
housing, employment, handle fin~ncial matters. This could have been 
structured into the shelter programs and done in group settings using 
various self-help, presentational and case management methods. Few 
programs did so, and these were notably successful. 

Police. There are limitations on what p0l.it:e can do for battered 
women. Despite training and the best intentions, the police simply 
cannot be bodyguards or chauffers. Many of ,the clients, expected, 
and perhaps were led by the projects to expect, protectIve orders to 
give them a "bodyguard" type of protection, for a re~atively ~ong period 
of time. Such assistance was not forthcommg, and In some mstances, 
the police had few response options from which to chose. 

Prosecution. Most of the cases filed were misdemeanors. Even when 
felony charges were filed they were. often pled down to rnlsdemeanors. 
If a batterer was found guilty and given a jail term, he usuaUy was 
sentenced to under six months. Althollgh some prosecution cl',\ents 
report~d that they were relieved to know that their:. assailant ~~ould 
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be incarcerated for even a short period of time, this does not solve 
the problem of what happens to the victim when the batterer is 
released. 

Protective Orders. These appeared to be a deterrent to future 
violence only when the batterer feared the justice system. That is 
assaila~ts with little or no prior record were more responsive to ' 
protectIon orders. Often if the batterer was familar with Courts and 
prisons, he was unimpressed by the consequences of violating the 
order. We, must ask w~ether repeated contacts with the justice 
syst~m WhICh resulted In no effecti ve sanction, in fact taught 
assailants that the.law was indeed empty for them--in effect, a form 
of counter deterrence. 

In conclusion, t,he larger question which the program design raises is 
that ~f emph~sls. A number of the projects held back or greatly 
curtailed theIr efforts to publicize the issue of family violence for 
fear that their services would be overwhelmed bv clients. Over the 
H,fe ,of the proj~cts, direct se~vice needs of the c'lients postponed or 
dlmmshed efforts at commumty education or outreach to churches 
~nd scho~ls. The LE-AA initiative was deSigned for a short-term 
mterventlOn model of dealing with family violence. Indeed, it was 
much needed, given the incidence, prevalence, and severity data. 
Yet we are led to question whether a pr~gram d/.esign aimed at mor.e 
long-range solutions to family violence which would nave included 
community education, organizing and an emphasis on victims' social 
arid ~ic,onomic self-sufficiency would have proved ultimately more 
effectIve. School programs for young children would also certainlY 
ma~e sense, given their broad reach at low cost to a highly educable 
audIence. 

Conclusions 

Ultimately, \~e fl}ust raise the question of whether the program's 
foc~s on, the JUstIce system was justified in terms of the issue of 
famtly ~Iolen~e i~self. Is crimi~alizing famil~ violence and handling 
c~s,es VIa t~e JUstlce system a VIable form of mtervention? Is the 
CIvil, and cnminal justice system the place to expend the limited 
pubhc resour,ces available to counteract family violence? Are the 
prog,ram assumptions correct, :and if so, did these projects offer 
feaSIble strategies to implement them? 
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THE DETERRENT EFFECTS OF JUSTICE INTERVENTION 

The LEAA Family Violence Program was firmly rooted in specific 
deterrence theories. Sanction and punishment are ass~med to deter 
people from repeating the acts for which they are pUnished, and the 
effects are assumed to be strongest when punishment is swift and 
severe. However, deterrence theory has been difficult to prove, 
since it is nearly impossible to control for the myriad factors which 
confound the deterrent effects of the criminal justice process and the 
responses to crimes which occur after sanctions. are fmposed. Also, 
deterrent effects are likely to vary by people, sltUatlOns, and 
behaviors (Sherman and Berk, t 984-), and are both crime-specific and 
situation specific. 

We cautiously find support in the follow~lip data for deterrent .ef~ects 
of criminal justice processing of wife abuse cases. Based on vl~tlm 
self-reports of repeat violence and abuse f~ur. mo~ths. after pr~Ject 
interventions, those wom~n who utilized cnmmal JustIce sanctIons 
were less often victimized or injured. These effects seem to be 
particulaC"ly true for. those··couples with fewer pri~r injuries.,.shorter 
histories of abuse, and fewer prior justice system mterventIons: 
However the construct validity of the justice system interventIon 
variable is suspect, at the least, due to extraordi.nary variability ~n 
type and point of intervention. Nevertheless, uSIng .a dummy variable 
representing a broad range of criminal justice sanctlOns, we found 
that violence in "early" cases could be effecti vely halted. Non-legal 
responses by justice system agencies--that is, mediation--were 
especially weak. 

A.t the same time our data show an absence of specific deterrent 
~ffects for more ~evere ca,ses, including those wi th prior police 
interventions. This suggests that a form of counterdeterrence may 

. occur when police calls result in no action, especially for more severe 
cases. Criminal justice sanctions weakly applied may q~ickl~ teach 
wife beaters that the law is an empty threat. The relatIonshIP 
between spousal homicide and prior calls to police is well established 
(Police Foundation, 1976). Whether a police call resulting in no 
action actually reinforces and escalates wife abuse is difficult to 
determine. Though there is now suffis.~.ent data to conclude that 
arrests in fact do reduce repeat incidents of spouse assault (Sherman 
and Berk, 1984-), these studies include only misdemeanor assaults. 

8 - 25 
/I ./ 

~ " .. 

In sum, specific deterrence appears to be effecti ve for less severe 
forms of spouse assault. Our data show that none of the interventions 
tested were effective iqr more severe abuse cases. Whether this was 
due to the effects of tnt:; interventions themselves or the program 
strategies that weakly delivered them cannot be determined from 
this study. The strength and integrity of justice system interventions 
were limited by police and court attitudes, legislative mandates 
(requiring corroboration or probable cause for arrest), and organiza­
tional variables in justice system agencies. 

The effectiveness of justice system interventions depends on the 
com mi tment of those agencies to respond to wife abuse. However, 
the complexity, emotion, and violence of spouse abuse create a range 
of critical needs such that no single element of a response can be 
effective in stopping family violence. A successful approach to 
family violence intervention certainly must include strong justice 
system responses. Indeed, family .:;riolence' should be criminalized. 

Yet we cannot say that the justice system should be the place to 
coordinate responses. The agency or system which should orchestrate 
the community's response to family violence should be that ~ "ctO[' 
which has the strongest commitment to respond comprehensively to 
the entirety of victims' needs. In this research, we obse:-ved both 
successful and weak instances where justice system ?-gencies took a 
lead role. Whether this shOUld be a ,justice system agency depends on 
the climate and politics of each locale. 

A COMMUNIrf-WIDE RESPONSE 

The experiences of the Family Violence projects suggest the essential 
elements of a community-wide response to family violence. Though 
deterrence effects were observed, they were often diluted by the 
weakness of the programmatic strategies which tried to implement 
those assumptions. The analyses of services development and 
outcomes,.plus case studies of the projects, allowed us to identify the 
components of an effective and strong response which at once sanctions 
offenders while providing for the needs of victims. 
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Slelter 

Shelter is the central and critical element in a communitY,-wid~ 
response to family violence .. TI:e provisio~ of shel:er services IS a 
health and safety issue for VIctIms and chIldren. Sn:::lters, by 
definition, have the commitment to address the entl.re range ~f . 
victims' needs, inclucing linkages and advocacy servI~es for VIctims 
electina to utilize the strongest justice system ,sanctions. Such 
organiz~tions place the highest priority on serving batt.ered '7'0f!1en, 
and have the widest flexibility in responding to the vanous vlctlm 
strategies and service requests. They also have ~he kno~le~ge and 
commitment to seek changes in laws and regulatiOns w~lch Impede 
services to battered women. But their central. role den yes. from the 
protection they offer from dangerous, indeed Ide threatening, 
situations. Shelters are a mandatory component of a communlty­
wide response. 

Justice System Interventions 

Justice sYstem actibns are also a central and mandatory response to 
family vi~lence. But justice system agencies ~hould not be ~he . 
formulator, coordinator, or activist in developing. ~ comm~m~y-:-wide 
response, except under rare circumstances of polltl~s and individual 
commitments. The Fami.1Y Violence Program ~xpe~le~ces suggest, 4 

that family violence is difficult to establish as a pnonty con~er~ In 
justice system agencies, especially in times of scarce and shnnkIng 
resources. 

Justice system agencies miJ~t address family violence i,n thei~ , 
protocols and policies, recognizing that spouse assault is a cntical~ 
perhaps lethal! event. Polic'e7 prosecutors, the co~rts, and ~orrectlons 
agencies e:ach must address 'family violence In their respective 
decisions. 

Police. Police policy should assume that arrest for spouse assault is 
presumptive; guidelines should sta~e not when a~ arrest should OCCtU~, 
but rather the conditions under WhICh an arrest IS exempted. Th~ugn 
there are many instances where an arrest may be counterproductIve, 
it may be better to narrow the -margin f?r e.rro~. Even where arrests 
do not result in prosecution and incapaci tatlon IS only for one or two 
days, arrest is an effective deterrent to further abuse (Sherman and 
Berk, 1984-). 

Prosecutors. Prosecutorial screening of spouse abuse ca~es shou~d be 
designed specifically to identify those ~igh-risk cas.es which are 1~ 
need of stronger intervention and sanctIOn. In particular, cases with 
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prior injury, prior arrests for spouse abuse, and prior convictions for 
violence toward non-spouses, shOUld recei ve the highest' attention. 

Victim ambivalence is a reality which prosecutors should anticipate. 
It should not be a reason to screen "out" cases--rather, it should be a 
signal that the justice process may be the disincenti vee Nevertheless 
help is needed and being asked for. The uses of the nuances of ' 
prosecution, such as the warning letters in White Plains, or the "Mary 
Rebstock

fl 
hearings in Philadelphia, are useful ideas worthy of fUrther 

·testing. 

Courts. The courts should recognize not only that "swift and sure" 
punishment is essential to making deterrence effective, but that it is 
also an .incenti ve to the victim to seeing the process through to 
conclusiOn. Court attitudes in sentencing are also a potential area 
where the actualization of deterrence can be weakened. It is essential 
that the courts mete out sentences which are proportion.a te' to the 
injuries inflicted on the victim and responsi ve to offender needs for 
control and treatment. 

Corrections. :\gain, control and treatment of spouse abusers are 
central to an effective response. However, the effectiveness of 
correctIonal intervention depends on the integri ty of supervision and 
the de.velopment of treatment interventions responsive to the etioloay 
and dynamics qf wife abuse. Several treatment experiments have: 0 

been undertaken. across the country, but evaluation data are .sorely , 
needed. Promising approaches include "anger management," a behaVior 
modification technique which "teaches" abusi ve spouses to respond 
non-violently to anger-provoking si tuations, and self-help groups for 
batterers such as E?vtERGE in Boston. The Parents United program in 
San Jose, California, an organization for abusive parents, has exper­
imented with developing a program for batterers modeled on their 
self-help group approach. 

CaseMmlCi.g€m~nt Services 

The r<;inge of client Riofiles, service needs and requests, and interven­
tion strategies indicat~s the need for{a flexible response system with 
rapid response time and'~ffective cODrdination of services. The abilitv 
to cut across publlc syste\l~s is necessary to ensure the prOVision of . 
all of the services which vibtims and families require to end the abuse. 
Case management services ar~e designed to identify client needs and b . h ~ 
o tam t e necessary response~\ from responsible agenCies. Case 
management services include f~ur primary elements. 

\0 

Case Management. A single age\~cy or individual should be identified 
to assess victim or family neeas1 direct them to agencies capable of 
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providing such services, and ensure that services are provided in a 
timely and efficient manner. Case management has been perfected' 
as a service deli very methodology in several social policy areas, from 
child welfare to mental health to delinquency. It involves advocacy 
functions to monitor that services are delivered in a prompt and 
effective manner. For this reason, case managers should be 
specifically assigned to these activities. 

Resource Coordination and Development. It is essential that case 
managers be knowledgeable about available services, and that these 
services be accessible to victims-clients. A wide range of issues 
emerges here, including eligibility cri teria, hours of service, service 
fees, and the type and qual~ty of response. The organization 
implementing case management services should address these issues 
at the client program, and policy levels. Clients should receive the 
services they need; likewise, agencies or programs should not work at 
odds with each other (e.g., requiring the couples be intact to receive 
certain benefits). Funding policies should be coordinated to SupDort 
the entirety of needed services. The organization responsible f~r 
case management should include in its mission the identification of 
service gaps, promotion of service improvements, and advocacv / 
lobbying for the development of new services. . 

Infonnation and Referral. "I &: R" services provide an important 
source of knowledge regardirg choices. Options for victims, 
assaJlams, and families create the flexibility to resolve family 
problems and address victims' needs in a manner commens'urate with 
the severity of the violence at home and the problems it creates. I &: 
R serves as an entry point for victims whose ultimate proble r ';) resolu­
tion will likely require considerable time and knowledge of several 
systems. The ability to draw upon a central knowledge source is 
convenient to agencies where victims are likely to present themselves-­
the Clergy, the police, the schools or hospitals. In turn: I eX R 
providers can direct victims to appropriate entities who can respond 
to their si tua tions. 

Crisis Intervention. The social reality of family violence is stark--its 
lethality, the extraordinary emotional contradictions it fosters in all 
family members, and the fact that it simply is not a predictable event 
which conforms to society's definitions of routine family life. These 
crisis events often require legal and medical help, protection, 
emotional support, and other tangible and intangible resources for 
victims and their children. Accordingly, a crisis intervention . 
capability must be present in a community-wide response, providing 
~m.medi~te and certain help across a range of events. It is not cheap-­
It IS a mght-and-weekend service requiring considerable expertise and 
resources. Yet life-and-death situations require such attention. 
Again, the extent and severity of family violence necessitate this 
type of service. 
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Community Education 

Though public agencies and policy makers may elect to respond to 
family violence through programs and services, often the public's 
awareness and cooperation lags behind. As in the case of child abuse 
over a decade ago, a considerable amount of public education is 
required to bring private family matters into the public domain. Yet 
it is essential that family violence be treated in the public domain. 
To establish the social and poli tical climate for effective and 
consistent sanctioning of assailants, there must be well articulated 
public sentiment that wife beating is unacceptable behavior which 
violates community standards. This can be accomplished via 
community education programs, relying on the media as well as 
tapping natural leadership. Several objectives can be pursued: 

• build support for criminal justice sanctioning via arrest, 
prosecution, diversion, and referral to treatment; 

• encdurag~ victims to report cases and seek assistance; 
• notify the com m uni ty about the a vailabili ty of ser vices: 
• teach preventive measures '",hich promote non-violent r:esponses 

to family conflict among children and adults; 
• promote attitudinal change among chlldren, adolescents, and 

young adults regarding family roles: sexuallnequallty, and other 
cultural family dynamiCS associated with abusive families. 

If in fact the social reaming paradigm underlies much family violence, 
then we can assume that community attitudes and cultural norms are 
important reinforcers of violent behaviors. This is particularly 
important in families (Pagelow, 1978). Community education 
campaigns present strategic opportunities to introduce norms and 
knowledge to the public which can interrupt the reinforcing 
contingencies of the current social environment. Without such 
efforts to promote long-term changes in the community dynamics 
associated with family Violence, our short-term efforts to remediate 
cases as they come along will be futile. 

Family violence continues to grow, and we are only beginning to 
discover its proportions..:.-witness 'the experience of the New York 
project and others which were quickly overwhelmed with requests for 
assistance. Community interventions via public education campaigns 
may be the most cost-effective strategy to interrupt family violence 
at its source. 
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TIlE NEED FOR LEADERSHIP 

Th'ese essentia.l elements of a community-wide response to family 
vio./ence cannot occur without strong leadership. The development, 
cCiordination, and .improvement of services to battered women requires 
political skills, su.b~tantive knowledge, and the commitment to work 
with diverse groups. To, effect wide response, one must address: Who 
can or should take a leadership role? Which agency should be 
"responsible" for the development of a community-wide response? 

The Importance of Leadership 

Leadership is crucial in two ways. First, it should result in' explicit 
actions--creation of services, changes in policies, allocation of 
resources. Without it, there is no way to motivate and orchestrate 
various constituencies to lobby for such actions. The changes we saw 
leading to the coordination and development of services to family 
violence victims were a combination of two things: "natural," field­
initiated responses by law enforcement agencies and grassroots, 
feminist organizations, and political a,ctions leading to legislative and 
policY changes. Leadership, therefore, translates constituent demands 
for better services and improved options into explicit actions via the 
politica"! process. Whoever best provides that leadership should'become 

. "responsible" for services development. " 

Second, leadership provides symbolic meaning to the explicit actions. 
That is, it provides evidence to the community at large of the priority 
assigned to family violence by community leaders. It is a sign that 
there is a commitment to address family violence as a social (and 
thereby a public) concern. This includes the enforcement of laws, the 
protection of victims and their children, the treatment of batterers, 
and the creation of options for family violence victims. 

Leadership also involves multiple levels of gover t• lent: hence, state 
and federal legislative actions provide leadershi r. nd incenti ves) for 
local actions which, in turn, stimulates the enfor 'ment of laws and 
c;reation of services. Thtough communityeducati.,m, leadership states, 
publicly its concerns for victims, the importance of intervention, and 
the values which demand that violence in the home be rejected as 
socially unacceptable. 

We saw empirically that services in the absence of leadership often 
failed to survive federal funding. Those which were institutionalized 
had effective leaders or were sponsored by agencies with a high 
commitment to address family violence. Ultimately, the development 
of an effective community-wide response to family violence is a 
political process. 
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Identifying Leadership 

The elements of the community-wide response offer directions for 
assigning leadership roles. Also, history is instructive--there are 
several examples of leadership in the Family Violence Program and 
its predecessors which are instructive for communities formulating a 
response. 

Among the elements listed earlier, many are not central to the justice 
system mission. Case management services, especially, span several 
systems. Though the justice system is a necessary element, the . 
involvement of many other agencies suggests that the justice system 
shOUld not be in a coordinating posi tiona We observed that the justice 
system generally deals lIinternally" with family.violence cases--they 
are either referred from police to the courts, or referred to other 
agencies as a final disposi tiona The speciiic mission of justice system 
agencies, especially in a time of scarce res.ources, suggests that their 
role is finite. The police and prosecutorial agencies are not designed 
to provide the sustained involvement with numerous services necessary 
to fully remediate family violence cases. The social reality of family 
violence--reali ties such as repeated attempts to leave partners or 
ambivalent feelings about prosecution-- is inconsistent with the needs 
of justice system agencies to efficiently process a large volume of 
cases. 

L~~dership should reside with the natural constituencies 9J family 
violence victims--those organizations whose primary commitment 1s 
to that population. These most often are feminist and other wom€:n's 
organizations whose missions include services to battered women. In 
most cases, this will not be the justice system, though. we observed 
several instances where justice system agencies provided strong and 
effective leadership, politically and programatically. This suggests 
that leadership will likelY vary by community according to political 
environment and, as so often is the case, key individuals. This is not 
to say that the justice system will not be i'n the leadership role--in 
the Miami and Whi te Plains sites, justice system agencies were the 
strongest community leaders. These were exceptions, however. 

But justice system agencies must participate in community.and net­
working activities to make their responses effective and well 
coordinated with other agencies. Justice system agencies must speak 
to the community with other family violence agencies as one voice to 
ensure that their ranks enforce the law and that the public percei ves 
community-wide values and commitments. Leadership must involve 
the justice system in a mutual con census of the community-wide 
respon~e. Without a shared understanding of the problem and its 
solutions, family violence will continue to grow. 
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The le~dership roles s~o~ld include poll tical and policy advocacy, and, 
dependmg on whether It IS a service agency, direct interventions. 
Leadership should lobby for legislative change, advocate for new 
servic,e~ ~nd the funds to support them, monitor and evaluate existing 
capabll1tles, and serve as a resource organization for other agencies 
ser~i~g family vi()~ence vi,ctims. It shoud disseminate knowledge via 
tral~tng and t,echmcal a,sslstance, and stimulate the development of 
publIc, education campaigns to promote community-wide changes in 
behaVIors, values, and knowledge of family violence. 

Recommendations 

~e evaluat,ion of the Family Violence Program suggests recommenda­
twns on pollcy, program, and research, to further the development of 
a community .. wide response to the national problem of family violence. 
Ea,ch year, approximately 7.2% of all of the violent crimes identified 
in a National Crime Survey were committed' within the home. Of 
these, 57% were committed by spouses or former spouses, and '91% 
were attacks on women by their husbands. These data, which 
Department of JU,stice officials state as seriously underestimating 
the extent of the problem, leave little doubt that familv violence 
remains an urgent, national ,problem requiring resolution and attention 

,,~t federal and state levels. The following recommendations are 
offered to re-establish a national commitment to reduce family 
vio~_~nce and address its root Causes. 

POLICY RECOMMENDA nONS 

Federal Responses 

• The f~der.al gov~rnment must take a leadership role in 
coordl,natmg natlOnal acti vi ties designed to reaffirm the 
commItment to stop family violence and to assist state and 
local irtl!iah ves to carry out that work. Specifically, the 
fesieral government should be active in promoting knowledge 
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development activities (e.g., research and development, meta­
analyses of existing research), and knowledge dissemiriation 
through clearinghouse activities and development of training 
and technical asslstance materials. 

• The federal government shOUld promote the coordination of 
policies and knowledge among various federal agencies to 
ensure that legislative and pollcy barriers in enti tlement 
legislation and administrati ve law do not impede the develop­
ment of state and local responses. The federal government 
should consider the reinstitutionallzation of the Office of 
Domestic Violence within the Administration of Children, Youth 
and Families. Alternatively, a federal coordinating council 
should be established, perhaps within the executive branch, to 
undertake a coordinating role. In addition, the establishment of 
such a coordinating entity will signal to state and local 
constituencies the reaffirmation of family violence as a national 
concern and the continuing assignment of priority to family 
violence as a national social problem. 

• Federal research agencies, in partnership with foundations and 
pri vate corporations, should conduct research and development 
programs to perfect social technology and treatment interven­
tions for batterers, and the development of effective justice 
system respo,nses, as well as identification of ,promising models 
for case mana~ement services for victims and f?imilies. 

• ,Federal research agencies, including the National Institute for 
Mental Health and the Department of Justice, should continue 
basic research activities on the incidence and prevelance of 
spousal assault, characteristics of batterers and victims, and 
consequences for chIldren and other family members. For 
example, there should continue to be special analyses of 
national crime survey victimization data to identify epidemio­
logical factors associated with family violence. Such research 
shouLd lead to the development of both prevention strategies 
and treatment interventions. 

• The extent of family violence must be documented as fully as 
possible, by changing the FBI Uniform Crime Report codes to 
include family violence as a discrete category. Such changes in 
the UCR system will promote accountablity among law enforce­
ment agencies regarding the documentation of family violence 
and their responses to these events. In addi !ion, the Department 
of Justice should promote documentation procedures in the 
criminal courts by providing technical assistance in court 
administration systems to identify victim/offender relation­
ships in criminal cases, and to include violations 
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of temporary restraining orders (TRO's) as-offense categories 
on criminal court dockets. 

State Policy Responses 

• State legislatures should consider changes in criminal and ci vil 
statutes to crimlnalize family violence. This should, in turn, 
include three efforts: 

permit misdemeanor arrests without an officer witnessing 
the offense or similar coroboration requirements, 
criminalize violations of TRO's, 
permit access to TRO's via the criminal courts (see appendix 
C for a description of Massachusetts l~~islation with similar 
procedures). 

• Civil codes, particularly those chapters relating to obtain~ng 
temporary restraining orders, shoUld permit victims to obtain 
orders requiring assailants to vacate homes. Current legislation 
usually does not include such options, instead forcing the victim 
to be once again victimized by having to leave her natural environ­
ment and resources. In addition, emergency relief should ~e 
available twenty-four hours a day and restrictions based on 
defini tions of household should be wai ved if children are present. 
JI:le cost of filing fees and filing proc~dures should not limit 
accessibility of this form of relief. Court personnel should be 
ma'de available to assist victims. in completing and filing 
appropriate forms. 

• Victims should have access to both emergency assistance (cash, 
food, and housing) as wel! as other benefits through entitlement 
programs such as Title 20 (AFDC). This is particularly crucial 
for shelter residents who have been forced to leave their homes 
to ensure the physical safety of themselves and their children. 
Other victims, who may seek refuge with relatives or friends, 
may also require such financial assistance to avoid having to 
return tc;> a threatening environment. 

• Funding for case management, shelter, and other services~ 
including public education campaigns, should be available to 
leadership organizations via revenues from marriage license 
taxes and other general revenues .. In California, state law 
requires a surtax on marriage licenses which reverts to a funding 
pool from which shelters derive certain revenues. Other funding 
mechanisms for shelters and family violence services should be 
made available through contract support to private organizations. 
P~r diem reimbursements should includ~ not only room and 
board but legal advocacy and case management services as 
well. Funding should be structured to avoid the fiscal crises 
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which often undermine the efficacy of private organizations. 
Rather, funding shOUld be structured to sustain organizational 
development. Moreover, children's services is a critical 
component and shOUld be included in the computation of per 
diem reimbursements. 

PROGRAM RECOMMENDA nONS 

• Goals for domestic violence programs, regardless of service 
emphasis, shOUld be set realistically. The experience in the 
LEAA Family Violence Program suggests that the overly 
ambitious and at times contraaictory goals had a negati ve 
effect on program impacts. Goals should be set specifically 
within service domains, system domains, or other realms in 
which proy~ct endeavors are designed. 

• Community-wide responses should include case management 
services (including legal adyocacy) within each community • 
These services should be supported as part of overall per diem 
costs of family violence services, or via special allocations 
from either general revenues or targeted funding mechanisms 
(e.g., marriage taxes). 

• Shelter funding should be made available through a combination 
of general revenues, special revenues, protective services monies 
and entitlement program funds via disbursement to entitlements 
and per diem reimbursements via contracts with counties or 
cities. 

• Violence prevention activities should be undertaken in several 
areas. School curricula shOUld explore sex roles, and encourage 
the development of programs to shape non-violent responses to 
anger situations, and decision making skills for children regarding 
problem resolution and coping skills for interpersonal conflict. 

. Other prevention activities should include monitoring of media 
violence and testing its effects on children. Similar under­
takings should be encouraged regarding the process and effects 
of sex role stereotyping. These factors have been identified by 
Pagelow (1978), Straus (1978), and other researchers as instru­
mental in the inter.generational transmission of violence in the 
home. 
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• Diversion counseling and treatment programs for batterer~ 
should be formulated with explicit experimental designs that 
allow for rigorous evaluation. In California for example, Penal 
Code Chapter 1000 permits diversion of first offender spouse 
abusers from the criminal courts to treatment programs 
monitored through the county probation department. However, 
the California program does not provide funds for counties to 
purchase services or establish programs. Incentives via funding 
for such services must be provided to make the statutes and 
programs effective. The creation of such diversion option~ 
should provide a greater incentive for proseuctors to file cases 
in the courts since a dispositional option will exist that has the 
potential to decrease the number of victims dropping the charges 
or judicial decisions releasing batterers without formal sanction. 
\1oreover, these programs carry the additional benefit of 
establishing a general deterrent effect by making real the 
prosecution and social control of spouse abusers. 

• Screening and case evaluation techniques must be developed to 
target the most serious and potentially lethal cases for special 
court processing and dispositions. Such criteria should include 
the severity of injuries (both past and current) to victims, prior 
record of justice system interventions for violence toward either 
strangers or spouses, and the freq;;!ency and recency of such 
interventions. Given the scarce resources of ~he court, these 
criterLa will help prioritize cases referred to prosecutors, 
thereby permitting the imposition of sanctions as the norm for 
more serious (e.g., injurious) family violence cases. Again, as 
with the establishment of diversion programs, these actions will 
serve to actualize the general df':terrent effects of spouse abuse 
cases. 

• Specia.l proseuctors for family violence cases should be retained 
and vertical integration of cases instituted to allow prosecutors 
to handle both felony and misdemeanor assaults against spouses. 
Though':,pecial prosecutors in the LEAA Family Violence Program 
encountered several types of barriers to the implementation 
and effectiveness of their as:ti vi ties, this option is necessary as 
a short term solution within the justice system unt~ ther, 
'longer-term strategies (prevention efforts, batterer diversion) 
begin to take effect. 

• Polica training should be ongoing as well as emphasized during 
initial police orienta.tion. Such training should include sensitiza­
tion to the problem of family violence, specific procedures for 
the handling of initial incidents, and procedures for responding 
to violations of protective orders. In addition, officers should 
be trained on policies regarding arrest, with clarification made 
as to cases in which arrest is presum pti ve. 
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• A leadership forum should be identified and established in each 
community (county or city) to promote the development of 
community-wide responses, to coordinate. services .and policies., 
and to communicate attitudes to the publIC regardmg commumty 
values and norms regarding family violence. It is critical to 
send a message to the public that family violence, in aU its 
forms, will not be tolerated and w.ill be subject to the full 
sanctions of the law. In addition, the message to the public 
should emphasize the priority assigned to responding to domestic 
violence including the availability of services to victims. 
Example~ of such leadership include state task forces (as in 
New York State), county or mayoral task forces (as in the task. 
force in Miami, Florida leading to the development of the famlly 
violence program there--see case studies). 

RESEARCH 

• 

• 

• 

Research and development efforts should be undertaken to test 
specific models for treatment interventions with spous~ ~busers. 
The assumptions underlying spouS,e abuse should be expllcltly 

'. articulated in any such eifort, and incorporated into the inter­
vention approaches being tested. Though costly, such research 
should include longitudinal follow-up, with case study analyses 
as well as rigorous empirical analyses, of the long term effects 
of such interventions. 

Demonstration programs, with strong evaluation components, 
should be initiated to perfect methods for implementation of 
temporary restraining orders, the design the special prosecution 
component, and case management services to addre.ss the full 
range of victim and family needs. Such demonstratIons should 
be carefully designed for evaluation and replication purposes. 
They.should be followed up with the development of model 
programs, complete with replication initiatives via regional 
training workshops. A model for such endeavors is the federally 
funded Minneapolis spouse abuse arrest program assessment 
which rigorously and empirically tested the effectiveness of a 
particular justice system response. 

Basic research should be conducted on the causes and correlates 
of family violence. Such research should be characterized by 
longitudinal studies, including cohorts in a variet.y of com~uni ty 
and cultural contexts studying the onset, escalatlOn or deslstence 
and its environmental or individual correlates. 
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Final Thoughts 

Most of .the services developed in the Family Violence Program were 
centered on the victim and the environment in which the victim sought 
help. However, the "environment" (i.e., the family in which the victim 
and ,he abuser lived) was a marginal subject of the services offered 
as well as the evaluation. The majority of the services were targetted 
at ~he victim or abuser, and did not encompass the family as a psycho­
soclal or economic unit, or even the context in which the abuse took 
place. 

Other "environmental" factors which were excluded from intervention 
were the social realities of sexism, unemployment and violence. <In 
some projects, sexism was an implicit assumption but not an explicit 
focus of intervention.) Both the evalutors and the projects steered 
away from analysis of the effects of poverty: the evaluators did. this 
because we accepted the explanations offered by family violence 

.', research to that date, explanations which indicated the violence in 
the family crossed all class lines. Rather than question these 
assumptions, they were rationalized by the fact that the projects 
were public agencies which by their nature attract poorer clientele. 
The projects also accepted the ideology that family violence is 
pervasive throughout the society and hence tended to minimize the 
economic realities and constraints of clients' material lives. 

Neither the projects nor the evaluation eff~rt looked at battering as 
an act and explored the reasons why men batter.* The projects which 
dealt wi~h abusers did so from a set of conclusions about battering 
and abuslve men rather than from a theoretical or experimental model 
which identified those assumptions empirically. The focus of diversion 
cou~seling efforts, for example, was primarily anger management and 
makmg the abuser "own up to" the battering rather than denying it. 
However, such behavior modification techniques skirt the issue of 
causality, and in fact may well deteriorate when the reinforcement 
contingencies are withdrawn. 

* Fagan et al., (1981) analyzed data from the study and examined the 
related violence patterns of the abusi ve men. 
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TIiE FAMILY: LOVE IT OR LEAVE IT 

If the family as the ground on which violence took place was ignored 
by the evaluation and the projects, the hopes and desires of victims 
about their families were also unexplored. Informal contacts with 
clients and staff by the field researchers revealed a desire among the 
clients for everything to work out alright and to have their family re­
united with no violence. They wanted desperately to believe that a 
reconciliation could be affected with no recurrance of violence. 
Staff saw part of their job as dispelling .such hopes or at least warning 
women whose men were extremely violent that reconciliation was 
very dangerous for themselves or their children. 

Several programs were exceptions to this rule: the Fayetteville 
project was dedicated to saving the family unit whenever possible 
through court-mandated counseling of batterers. The Miami-DIP 
program began with a subcontractor using a family therapy perspective. 
However, even these programs eventually found their em phasis turning 
toward services to victims and batterers separately. Part of the 
reason for this was that the extremely volatUe nature of the batterers 
and relationships between them and their victims created serious 
practical safety issues for working with the couples or the family 
uni~. In this context, it is important.tp pose the question that given 
th~ degree and long history of violence we found in the client inter,views 
is it a feasible or a morally justifiable strategy to encourage or help 
families to stay together? \Aost of the projects implicitly answered 
no to this question. 

Thus, even though LEA A designed this as a "family violence" initiative, 
the thrust of the services offered was toward the individual--the 
victim or the batterer. Ignored was the lived reality of both the 
victims and batterers that made them think and operate as members 
of families. This reality was largely disregarded in program design 
and service provision. Both feminist and victim service advocates 
addressed the individual, transforming family violence into a woman's 
issue or a victim's issue. However, the fact remains that the victims 
and batterers were members of a family unit. Lack of attention to 
this basic fact may emerge as a significant barrier to helping victims, 
their children, and ultimately to stopping the widespread incidence of 
violence in the home. Neither the law nor other social interventions 
will alter this reality. 
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