
) 

~ 

1'1 .. L 
'II , 

,> l' ~ 
~ 
I c, 
I 

j 
r 
I 
r , , 
I 

\)j . I 
J IJ, 

o , 
-;, 

:.1 

, 

'II 

This 'microfiche was produced from documents received for , 
inclusion in the NCJRS data base, Since NCJRS cannot eX,erclse 

" control ov£r the physical condition of the documents submItted, 
the individual frame quality will vary. The resolution c~art on 
this frame ~ay be used t~,evaluate t~e,~?cumlnt quahty. 

1.0 

IIII~ 

!W 
W 

,eg 
B&l 
!W 
w 
Ci 
Ll 
&:. -.... 
IWb .... 

~w ,,",2.5 
m~2 

~ 
Ig 

""11.25 IIIII1.4() 111111.6 

MICROCOPY RESOLUTION TEST CHART 
NATIONAL BUREAU OF STANDARDS-1963-}. 

> 

c 

\) 

" 

,d:~,l)::' ," Micr~filming pro'cedures used to create this fiche comply with 
t4~~' the standards set forth in 41CFR 101-11.504. 1-" 
~ , " Q -

y\- ?~ 

0, 

'f 

National Institute of Justice , ' ,'. 
United Stat~sDep~rtlju~Qt9f,Jtl~ti£?e q 

Washington, D."(;"i;~O!l31~,.> ",: '''''''~ 
;;,; D ,..':" l~ .:t 

o 

D 

II 

1/ 

U.S. Department of Justice 
NationaJlnstftute of Justice 

This documenl has been ~eproduced exaclly as received from Ihe 
person or organization origlnaling II. Points of view or opinions stated 
In this document are thos,e of the authors and do riot necessarily 
represent Ihe official POsI,tt'on or policies of the National Instilute of 
Justice. II ' 

P " d 
ermlsslon to repro(t~ce this c~d material has been 

granted b}' II 
," Public Dqrnain/OJJDP ;N:rJ 

u.s. Dept of Justiqe 

to Ihe National Criminal Justice Reference Service (NCJRSf 

FUrlher reproduction outside of the NCJRS system requires permis­
sion of the CQII!IIisht owner. 

It 

NA nONAL EVAUJA nON. OF THE 

LEAA FAMILY VIOLENCE DEMONSTRA nON PROGRAM: 

FINAL REPORT 

VOLUME l--ANAL YTIC FINDINGS 

(( 

By 

Jeffrey Fagan, Ph.D. 
Elizabeth Friedman, Ph .D. 

Sandra Wexler, M.A. 
with 

"Virginia S. Lewis, M.A. 

,) 

May 19840 

!) 

, . , . 

1; ~. This resnarch is supported by Grant; 78-MU-AX-004o§ and 80-JN-AX-0004"f~9~,:the:' 
National'Institute of JUvenile JUst.ice ,and Delinquency Prevention, Office of ~uvel:iile ~ .. ~ 
Justice and Delin'quency Prevention, U.S. Department of Justice, to the URSA 'IQst1.tlite' •. ,; 
The repor,t expresses the conclusions and oplnfons of its authors, and does not ,~~pre,s.ent. 
the views of the Department of Justice. " '.-.. ;i' 

(J , ' .. ' / 
o 

" 

o 
o 

Ii' ., 

, .' 

", 

If you have issues viewing or accessing this file contact us at NCJRS.gov.



o C
~ 

'. . ",,' , 

Acknowledgements 

This report reflects the individyal and combined efforts of the entire 
staff of the Family Violence Evaluation Project. All staff participated 
in the development, design, review, refinement, and implementation 
of the instruments and methods which generated the data for this 
report. Linda Rem y, 0.5. W ., and Virginia Lewis were instrumental in 
developing the quantitative and qualitative data collection strategies 
and instruments. Douglas Stewart, Ph.D., served as the lead method­
ologist for this effort. Sandra Wexler, Jeri Mersky and Gail Kaplan 
provided technical assistance to the Family Violence Projects, and 
also gathered, coded, and analyzed significant portions of the data. 
Our on-site evaluation staff--Elizabeth Friedman, Ph.D.; Adrea Baker, 
Ph.D.; Pat Cleckner, Ph.D.; Pat Linn-Fuentes; and Deborah Kearney--

.. worked in the di'fficult and emotionally charged.contexts of the 
projects. Their contributions w:~re invaluable and deeply appreciated. 

" . .' 

Ray Henton produced this report. Lynn Thingvold served as 
Administrative Secretary for the evaluation project. Sally Jo Jones~ 
was our edhor. 

We wish to thank the project directors and staff of the LEAA family 
violence projects for their patience, endurance, and cooperation in 
utilizing the evaluation instruments. In particular! the Project 
Adviso,ry Committee, including three family violence project directors, 
provided critical review and suggestions. 

-(~~~, 

Barbar~ Tatem Kelly and Pam Swain, our Project Officers at OJJDP, 
made numerous contributions to the development of the evaluation 
design and analysis plan. 

Finally, the Advisory Board of the Family Violence Evaluation project 
made important contributions to the design and conduct of this effort. 

We dedicate this report to the projects, the women and children they 
served, and to tq~ shelter volunteers whose sacrifices helped to build 
these in~titutions~~ 

JF""'",,,,, 
SW '~ 

'~ 

. May, 1984 

~ 
~.'''''--''''.~'-'''''-~ '.' 

I 
1 

i 
r ~ 
1 
i 

) 

/) 
)1 

1\ 
" l 

': TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Preface 

Chapter 1 The Family Viok!)ce Program-­
Social Problem, Social Action 

Chapter 2 Evaluation Approach and Methodology 

Chapter 3 From Theory to Practice--
Family Violence Interventions 

Chapter lJ. Victim and Family Characteristics 

Chapter 5 Impacts on Victims and Families 

Chapter 6 Impacts on the Justice System 

Chapter 7 Institutionalization of Family 
Violence Services 

Chapter 8 Knowledge, Policy and Research in 
Family Violence 

References 



c 

, 

------- --- - -- -

Preface 

In January 1978, the United States Commission on Civil Rights 
sponsored a consultation to study the problems of battered women 
and domestic violence. During two days of hearings in Washington: 
D.C., panels of experts presented papers and testimony on topics 
including the causes and treatment of domestic violence, the role of 
law enforcement and the courts~ support services and social interven­
tions, and the federal role. Participants included r.esearchers, 
practitioners, attorneys, and representatives of federal agencies 
sponsoring demonstration efforts to serve victims of domestic violence .. 

Although grassroots organizations for several years had provided 
various types of supportive services in response to the needspf victims, 
the hearings identified the often fragmented nature of the responses 
of public agendes--social services, juvenile and criminal justice: 
mental health, and medical services·:-to the needs of victims and 
their rights to protection and safety. Perhaps most important was 
the apparent unwillingness of the criminal justice system to recognize 
battered women as victims of crime and the system's inability to 
coordinate other service providers to assist victims. In effect, the 
nature of institutional responses and the public accountability of 
service agencies were major focuses of the consultation. The 
consultation provided one of the first opportunities to thoroughly 
examine the issues raised in considering whether to develop public 
policies and services to aid families troubled by domestic violence. 

At the hearings, the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
(LEAA) identified its role as a leader in developing the first national 
demonstration program specifically designed to assist battered women 
and other victims of domestic violence. Beginning in 1977 and 
continuing through 1980, LEAA allocated over·$8 million to clarify 
the role of the justice system in preventing and controlling family 
violence and to improve its ability to coordinate with other agencies 
to respond to violence in the home~ 

During the consultation, LEAA expressed the hope that its discretionary 
grant program in family violence would provide program models that: 
states and local communities could replicate. The LEAA initiative 
included six projects funded under its Victim/Witness Program in 
FY78, and 11 additional projects funded under the Family Violence 
Program in FY79. One FY78 project was not refunded. Nine additional 
projects were funded 'in FY80for a total of 25 projects fundeq under 
the Family Violence Program over three years. These projects 
represented a comprehensi ve experiment in public policy; they 
reflected an attempt to test a variety of program models and policy 
initiatives aimed at preventing and reducing family violence, including 
two proj~cts funded to intervene with sexually assaulted children. 
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Con~iste,nt with its Congressional mandate to assess the impacts of 
famIly vlOlence and the sexual exploitation of children and adolescents 
the Office of Juvenile JUstice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) , 
awarded a grant to the URSA Institute to conduct a national evaluation 
?f the de,monstr~tion program. The evaluation was designed to provide 
IOf~rmatlOn on vIabi~e program approaches and services to legislators, 
P?IICY makers, and t6 communities wishing to develop services for 
vl,ctims of domes~i~ violence. The evaluation also provided projects 
With data for declslOn-making on service delivery and program 
n:~nagement. A major evaluation goal focused on changes in institu­
tIo~al resp?nses--from the justice system and medical, legal, and 
socIal serVlce sectors--as well as in community attitudes toward 
domest~c violence that resulted from project efforts. In addition, the 
evaluatlon, ass,ess:d a range of client outcomes as a fUnction of projec,t 
and other InstLtutlonal services received, and family characteristics. 
Evaluati~n findi~gs ~escri,be and su~gest the optimal role o,f the justice 
system, m coordmation wlth other agencies, in family violence inter­
vention. 

This report is the last of four analytic reports f~om the ~ational 
Family Violence Evaluation. The First Interim Report (~ovember, 
1 ~79) analyzed the history and development of the LEAA Family 
VlOlence Demonstration Program, from its ori ains as the CItizens 
Initiative ~rogram through early funding in th: Victim/Witness Program 
to categorlcal funding as the Family Violence Program. The reDan 
analyzed organizational development, structural features, and ;ervice 
components of the demonstration projects. Also, the report 
documented the initial effects on.systems and communities of irnDle-
mentation of the Family VioI~nce projects. ' 

!he Seco,nd Interim Report (September: 1980) presented data and 
mformatlon to measure and describe project operations and services. 
!he r~port pr~sented data on project characteristics and inputs, 
mCludl~g fundmg, staffing, vrganizations, service components, client 
populatlons, and environmental characteristics such as domestic' 
vi?lence legislation and geographical area. Project services to 
cll~nts were a.lso described. The report concluded with an analysis of 
,proJec~ and ,ellent, char,acteristics, which identified the major 
analytIcal dImenSIons to represent project typologies and activities. 

The Third Interim Report (June, 1981) presented characteristics of 
clients arraye~ by proJect. Those associated with individual projects 
were able to view vanous characteristics of their cli,ent population as 
well ~s to cont.rast those attributes with the national aggregate. 
Data mcluded 10 the analysis derived from the Initial Assessment 
form, of the PMS. It is important to note that these data Were 
o?tamed by staff at each si te frc:m among some proportion of indi­
vldua~s who requested project assistance and do not purport to 
descnbe the etIology and dynamics of family violence. The PMS data 
reported ",,:,ere s~ppleme~ted by information gathered during client 
follow-up lnterviews, whlch form the core of the client impact study. 

i i 
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The Final Report consists of three volumes. Volume I: Analytic 
Findings reviews several topics. First, we examine the history and 
operations of the LEAA Family Violence Program Initiative, including 
demonstration project characteristics (organizational and staffing 
patterns, funding levels, intervention designs, services provided), case 
characteristics (victim and assailant demographics, relationship 
histories, violence histories, the incident leading to project contact) 
and assess the over influence of federal inputs on projects' activities. 
We also present the primary impacts of the 23 Family Violence 
projects in terms of client outcomes, justice system changes 
affected, and the continuation of projects and service components 
subsequent to the grant period. Volume I concludes with recommenda­
tions for policy development, services and programs that will promote 
more effective and efficient responses to the problem of family 
violence" and a research agenda for the future. Volume II: Case 
Studies p~.esents descriptive "life histories" of ten "cor,e" projects, a 
representative sample of the demonstration projects which were 
selected for intensive scrutiny. The case studies trace these ten 
diverse projects from startup through implementation to their situa­
tions at the conclusion of the federal experiment. .~s such, the volume 
supplies narrative depictions to complement the analytic assessments 
offered in volume I. Finally .. Volume III: Appendices contains supple­
mental information, including: the evalution's prinCipal data collection 
forms; more detailed service descriptions; relevant legislation from 
the ten "core" project states; and distributions of basic client 
characteristic data across the 23 projects. 
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1 The Family Violence Program 

--Social Problem, Social Action 

Family Policy and the Discovery of 

Violence in the Home 

The past quarter century has been characterized by increases in 
government intervention in many aspects of society I from poverty to 
poilu' ion. Much attention by government has been to problems brought 
about by population growth. The post-Eisenhower era witnessed a 
nearly 50% increase in the labor force. The United States was 
challenged to absorb this increase without major economic or societal 
impacts. Both unemployment and inflation rose only moderately 
during the period, and remained well below international levels--only 
successive leaps in world energy prices reduced society's ability to 
more aggressively meet this challenge (Schwarz, 1983). Nevertheless, 
the federal government has remained an active force in American 
social and economic life in the last two decades. 

One consequence of these major demographic shifts has been a funda­
mental change in the fabric of American family life. Between 1960 
and 1979, the proportion of married women in the labor force with 
children less than six years of age more than doubled, from 18 
percent of ail women in the workforce to 43 percent (Gilbert, 1983). 
Over nearly the sanle interval, divorce rates rose 112 percent; by 
1979, nearly. ;0% of all marriages ended in divorce (Gilbert, 1'983). 
By 1980, 18 percent of fam'Hies with children were headed by a single 
parent, typically a woman, with little or no support from the other 
parent. Simultaneously, the proportion of the elderly living with 
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, their children declined by nearly half, while the percentage of "senior" 
citizens (over 65 years of age) in the population nearly doubled. 
Increasing support for government intervention in family issues has 
resulted in part from these extraordinary changes (Gilbert, 1983). 

Help for families during this period generally took, the form of economic 
support. Social Security, \t\edicare, and other entltlement programs 
were accompanied by inCome supplement7 such ~s, food sta,n:ps, cash 
grants and tax credits. Social services--)ob trammg, nutrItIon, day 
care, Head Start--were developed as "people" in~estments, designed, 
to help individuals become economically productI:e members of sO~lety 
(Lasch, 1979). Basic family functions, such ,as chll,dcare and educatIon, 
were increasingly externalized. The emergmg ,pollcy, th:r:' su~ported 
government interventioQ to ensure the well-bemg ~f famIlies, m, part 
to cushion the socio-economic impacts of changes In demographics, 
technology, and culture in the post-war period. 

These profound changes in family economic policy were gradually 
accompanied by closer attention to family social policy. The g:-owth 
of social services in the 1960s, designed primarHy to wrestle with 
extrafamilial social problems such as crime o,r substa~ce abuse" , 
focused public policy not only on the economic behaVIor of famtiIes, 
but also opened up the family as a social institution amenable to 
public scrutiny. Thus, family behaviors and social roles b~came 
issues of public policy. What had been condoned because ,It was , 
"Jrivate" was now defined in a social context and placed m the public 
d'omain. Accordingly, family interactions became subject to social 
interventions and sanctions (Wexler, 1982). 

THE DISCOVERY OF WIFE BEATING 

Until the mid-1960s, when public policy began to look behind the 
closed doors of family life, few people considered the home--and 
especially, marriage--to be other than "a compassionate, egalitarian, 
peaceful affair in which violence playe,d rlO part" (Wardell. et al., , 
1983). Two major trends in this era raIsed doubts ab?ut thiS t~anquli 
view of American family life. The "discovery" of, chlid abuse m the 
mid-1960s focused Rublic attention on violence in the home. \J\'edical 
and sociological research confirmed the existence of a. "~?ttered 
child syndrome ll while other research docume~ted the mClden~e, 
severity, and frequenr:y of violence toward children (De FrancIs et, 
al., 1967). The re-emergence of the women's m~vement a~ that tI~e 
made visible the use of physical force as a conflIct resolutIon tactic 
within the family, and elevated it to prominence as a social concern 
(Straus Gelles, and Steinmetz, 1980). By the early 1970s, numerous 
studies' of wife beating and spouse abuse had been published (see~ for 
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example, Goode, 1971t; Sprey, 1974; O'Brien, 1971; GeHes, 1971t; 
\-lartin., 1976; Roy, 1977). A new social knowledge of family life 
emerged, and for the first time brought forth underlying issues of 
violence and power in the family. 

As interest and concern for domestic violence grew, research activity 
into the extent of violence in the home also increased. Yet the actual 
extent and dynamics of family violence are still unknown--family 
violence remains difficult to study due to traditions regarding the . 
privacy of family matters and its extraordinary sensivity. In turn, 
the range of consequences are also yet to be determined. The family 
violence research of the past decade provides a first glimpse into the 
scope of the problem. 

Incidence and Prevalence--The Home as a Battleground 

Early research aimed at establlshlng the incidence, prevalence, 
correlates, and the "socially patterned nature" of family violence 
(Hotaling and Straus, 1980). During the mid-1970s, several studies 
appeared which established spousal violence as a widespread -
phenomenon, and part of the way of life of many,families. Straus, 
Gelles, and Steinmetz (l980) estimate that nearly 23% of all couples 
experience physical violence during their relationship, or about one in 
six (16.6%) every year. This means that about 1.8 million women are 
beaten annually by their spouses or partners. These rates were 
confirmed in several other studies. A Spokane, Washington study also 
placed the victimization rate at 28% (Kuhl, 1980), and a telephone 
survey of Kentucky women estimated the violence rate at 2l % 
(Shulman, 1979). A study of randomly selected households in south-
weste-n Pennsylvania found that 35% of the women had experienced 
violer.:e by their husbands (Frieze et al., 1980). There is general agreement, 
then, .that between one in five and one in three women are victims of 
violent crime by their partners or husbands.*' 

The frequency of spousal abuse within violent homes offers another 
perspective. Straus et al. (1980) report a median of 2.4 incidents 
annually among the couples who reported any violence at all. Two­
thirds of their sample reported more than one incident during the 
year: 19% reported two beatings during the year: 16% reported three 
or more, and 33% reported five or more. Gelles (974) estimated 
that 26% were violent between six times per year and daily. 

However, these data should be cautiously interpreted for two reasons. 
First, most fa,mily violence research considers any violence (from 

*S,traus etal. (1980) also identified violence by women against 
men in their survey. However, the extent and consequences of 
violence by husbands is far greater. Women tend to be violent less 
often and usually as retaliation or self-defense mechanisms. 
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slapping or hitting through attempted murder> as spousal violence 
(Frieze et al., 1980). It also appears that couples who are violent 
tend to be of two types: either quite violent (once a week or more) 
or "mildly" violent (on rare occasions or never) (Frieze et al., 1980; 
Staus et al., 1980). Second, these general data on the incidence of 
spousal assault may underreport the actual incidence of physical 
violence among couples. Many studies look only at married couples 
and, thereforE, fail to account for divorced or separated couples who 
are currently experiencing violence or have in the past (Straus, 1978). 
Single people or remarried persons who were vi~tims of violence in 
previous marriages or relationships are also omItted. As a resul:, 

C"~ccording to one researcher, the actual percentage of couples WIth 
. sOITI}e violence in their relationship may be 50-60% of aU couples 
(Stt~us, 1973). 

Other data porfray a battering family with more than one victim of 
violence. Recent findings of the American Humane Association's 
national child abuse study show that in at least one in four reported 
child abuse incidents, there is some evidence of spousal assault as 
well (Alta, 1973). Although the data are inexact and based on non­
random samples, evidence is emerging that sibling violence, child 
abuse, and retaliatory violence (violence committed by domestic 
violence victims in retaliation to physical abuse) frequently occur 
(Straus et al., 1980). 

VicJdmization surveys and police reports (reported crimes, calls for 
service) are an important sourc!7,of information about family violence. 
National Crime Survev data from 1973-76 reveal that nearly 55% of 
all incidents of violence between intimates go unreported (BJS, 1980). 
About 50% of spouse abuse cases are reported (Gaguin, 1978). Violence 
betwE en "intimates" included numerous disputes between estranged 
coupks and/or disputes between adults and minors who were non­
strangers. Shulman (1979) found that only one in ten abused women 
ever called the police. Unlil<e child abuse reporting statutes, which 
mandate certain agencies and professionals to report suspected child 
abuse and ·neglect cases, reports of spousal violence are usually not 
mandated. * If reported to police, far.lity violence cases are often 
recorded in several non-crime categories. Usuallj, they are reported 
as family fights or domesic disturbances. Also, most police record­
keeping systems fail to distinguish stranger from non-stranger cases. 
Accordingly, accurate estimates of violence within families are 
difficult to obtain,. wi thout directly asking the victims. 

*A number of ,states now mandate recording by law enforcement 
of domestic violence against spouses. According to sate law enforce­
ment authorities, New Jersey recorded over 15,000 incidents in the 
first nine months of 1983. 
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Despite the apparent underreporting by both agencies and victims 
:1 the ','ne~ so~ial knowledge'~ of family violence yielded a disturbin~ 

and irOniC pIcture of American family life. What is intended as a 
r~fuge ~or ~ntimacy, love~ ~nd nurturance may actually be an insti tu­
tlon whlch 1S a .so~rce of 1OJury, pain and possibly lethal. It also may 
b: a teacher o~ violen~e, whose consequences are still unknown. Once 
opened to publlc scrutmy, the family was identified as the si te and 
source of violent crimes whose victims overwhelmingly are women 
and children.' . 

The Consequences of Fa~ily Violence 

Vio.le~ce i.n the family can be lethal to participants or to intervening 
pollce offlcers. Nearly 10,000 homicides each year (13.bout one in 
four). are familial, and half of those are between common-law or 
marned spouses. A 1977 Police Foundation study showed that in 85% 
o~ Kansas City homicides, police had responded to previous domestic 
dIsturbance calls at the address of the suspect or victim and to five 
or more pr~vious calls in half the cases (Yieyer i¥-nd Lorir;'er, 1977). 
~early a third of Atlanta's 1972 homicides stemmed from domestic 
flg~ts (Gelles, 1974). McCormick (1977) found that nearly 4-0% of 
ChIcago women who had killed their husbands had been severely beaten 
by th:m. Spouse assault apparently makes a substantial contribution 
to thlS country's e!:typ~c~ll~ high homicide rate (Sherman, 1983). The 
?c~urrence of pollce InJunes and fatalities during family disturbance 
Incldents also is well documented (Loving, 1980). 

Th~ impacts of family violence on children in the home and durinc 

thelr later a~ult life po~nt to some alarming trends. ~umerous st~dies 
have 1eter=m1Oed that VIolence as a problem-resolution method is 
It:arm~d, and that one does not necessarily have to be rewarded for 
vIol~nt b~~avior in order to learn it (Gelles, 1977). Recent research 
has Identl~led a correlation between violent childhood experiences 
and experIen~e as an adult of either being victimized or becoming an 
abuser (Martm, 1976). The AHA (1979) study showed that child abuse 
and ,spou,se abuse are highly correlated. Children in violent homes are 
at nsk eIther for removal to foster care, physical or emotional abuse 
or for learning violent behavioral patterns that mav emerge in adult-' 
ho~d (Owens and Straus, 1975). Fagan et al (1983) foung that violent 
delmquents often cam~ from homes with spousal, siblin(~, and/or child 
~bu7e. Numerous studIes have shown that spouse abuser's were raised 
10 VIolent homes (Roy, 1977; Kuhl, 1980). Potts et al. (1979) found 
that chi1d.a~users frequently were exp~sed to violence in the home. 
Career crlm~n.als often were victims of violence as children (McCord, 
1979,; Petersilla, 1980). Finally, abuse during pregnancy is common 
and IS. often the most serious (i.e., injurious) type of abuse for victi:ns 
(Martin, 1976; Straus, 1979). It has been described as invitero child 
abuse. -
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Victims and Assailants 

Although spouses tend to beat each other in about equal numbers 
(Straus et al., 1980), most research has identified women as the 
victims of family violence. The type of violence directed toward 
women, and the injuries they receive, are far more severe than the 
same actions against men (Frieze et al., 1980; Straus et al., 1980; 
Gelles, 1979). According to the Straus and Frieze studies with randomly 
selected populations, victims tend to be: 

• women, 
• between 20 and 28 years of age, 
• with average to below average education levels, 
• as often working as unemployed, 
• but often with few material or economic resources. 

However, the problems in under reporting and the selec1:ivity of most 
research populations complicate any analysisJof victim or batterer 
characteristics. Victims come from diverse social class, racial, 
ethnic, and socioeconomic backgrounds. Most have at least one child 
and many are socially isolated (despi te being employed) (Fagan et al., 
1980b). Spousal violence was reported in one study to be most common 
among young families with several children and in another, among 
non-white younger, urban families. Although alcohol abuse by 
assailants is present in many cases, there are no data to support 
alcohol abuse as any more than a correlate of domestic violence. 

An increasing amount of research on spouse abuse has focused on the 
psycho-social characteristics of victims and their assailants and the 
nature of their relationships (e.g., Walker, 1979). This research has 
identified a number of correlates of violent behavior in the home, 
such ,'S alcohol abuse, generational patterns, economic and other 
types Jf stress, particular types of power relationships in the couple, 
and poor sexual relationships. Based upon her clinical experience, 
Walker (! 979) has profiled victims and abusers. Low self-esteem, 
stereotypical attitudes about battering and sex roles, and severe 
stress reactions characterize both victims and batterers. Victims 
also suffer from guilt and believe that Ii ttle can be done to stop the 
violence (including police or other types of intervention). Batterers 
tend to blame others for thier problems and behaviors, are extremely 
jealous, condone their: own violence, often present a dual personality, 
and use sex as an agressive and ~steem-enhancing act. 

/J 

In sum, the "discovery" of spousal abuse coincided with the expansion 
of social policy in the 1960s to include family behaviors. * Through 

*Stark and Flitcraft (1983) note that the "discovery" of family 
violence in the 1970s is hardly new. "Virtually every 20 years ... the 
popular press has joined women's groups and charitable organizations 
to denounce wife-beating, child abuse, and related forms of family 
violence in the strongest terms" (page 330). 
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both femlni~'.::~!=tivism and medical attention to battered children, 
public attentiOn turned to battered wives as part of a growing concern 
with rape, sexual abuse, and violent crime. Researchers examined 
not only the epidemiology of family violence, but also the profiles of 
victims and abusers. The scientific study of family violence increased 
as public recognition of its incidence and toU rose. Media attention 
focused on battered spouses, often with unfortunate and ironic 
consequences (Pagelow, 1978). Nevertheless, attitudes and beliefs 
about the family and marriage were consistently challenged. The 
privacy of the family gave way to new definitions of "appropriate" 
family behavior's, and demands for public pollcy and social interven­
tions. 

FAMILY VIOLENCE:--A SOCIAL PROBl,.F.MS ANALYSIS 

The process by which a sodal issue rises to the status of "social 
problem" often explains the sequence of events leading to the develop­
ment of programs, services, and legislative initiatives to ald victims 
of family violence. Having once again IIdiscovered" spouse abuse, 
public attention turned to the process of legal and social reform. A 
new social knowledge of family life, developed during an era when 
social intervention in family life had gained widespread support, 
created a context for defining family violence as an urgent social 
problem. However, social intervention, whether as policy or 
programmatic response, is not an inevitable consequence of a sociaUy­
defin,~d problem (Kalmuss and Straus, 1983). A series of processes 
can b· . traced which shaped and influenced public responses to spouse 
abuse. In general, these processes take what are initially objective 
conditions (in this case, that there is violence in the home toward 
women and children) and collectively redefine them as harmful. The 
federal response to spouse abuse may be understood within this 
paradigm. 

Defining Family Violence 

Social problem theorists focus on the processes by which issues are 
identified, defined, legitimated, and responded to as public concerns 
(see, for example, Becker, 1963; Blumer, 1971). The preceding section 
traced the identification of spouse abuse as a disturbing phenomenon. 
Hav\ng emerged from the shadows of family "privacy," the nature of 
the problem and its etiological roots were subjected to varying inter­
pretations and definitions. As expected, the definitions varied 
according to the perspective and interests of the definer. Definitions 
ranged from violence against family members (including children and 
the elderly, as weB as between spouses) to violence against wives. 
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Defin7f's included grassroots groups, professionals, land govern men t 
agencIes. I 

The early definitions were rooted in the experiences and activities of 
private and public agencies who saw victims of fa.mily violence. Child 
welfare agencies saw battered children in increasing numbers as 
hospital staff and social workers identified and reported injured 
children as suspected victims of abuse. They saw family violence 
primarily f,\s a family problem affecting children *" and broadened its 
definition to include emotional abuse andC-physical neglect. The 
emergence of grassroots programs for rape victims, followed by the 
development of shelter services for battered women, identified large 
numbers of adult victims of domestic violence. However, victim 
assistci'nce and police crisis intervention programs identified a wide 
range 6f victims, from children to the elderly. Thus, while violence 
in the home wa.s widely perceived, there was no unifying approach to 
defining the problem and policy responses remained fragmented. *" * 

Governmental activity began the process of legitimating family 
violence as a social problem, in part by subtly redefining it to shape 
its acceptance as a valid area of state intervention. Just as the early 
defi.ni~ions trom lithe field" reflected the perspectives and interests 
of each sector, the react:ons of federal agencies .trying to stake claim 
to the new social problem were also highly individualistic (Wexler, 
1992). Moreover, definitions of the nature and/or causes of family 
violence were influenced by the mission and interest of each agency. 

For example, research in the late 1960s by 'the American Humane 
Association documented the problem of child abuse and neglect. By 
the time of the Congressional hearings in 19741 authorizing the 
creat:on of the National Center on Child Abuse and Neglect (NCCAN), 
a pop' dar definition emerged that child abuse was not a medical, 
legal or mental health problem, but a problem whose roots lie in social 
factors (unemployment, housing, health) and systemic family dysfunc­
tion. This view was reinforced by the 1977 NCCAN reauthorization 
hearing~. Researchers, social workers, and child welfare agencies 
gave testimony identifying the varieties of family interventions which 
had developed in response to that early definition. Perhap~ mo'st 
significant is that there was little r-esistance to that definrtion from 
other public sectors. For nearly a century, the problem of child abuse 
has been placed squarely in the domain of child welfare agencies and 
public social services, with the support of the criminal justice system 
and medical profession (Schecter, 1982). 

------,-----------~-

*Later on, m~.1treatment of adolescents also-was identified. 

**They still are, according to a 1982 report by the U.S. Civcil 
Rights Commission,entitled The Federal Response to Dom~stic Violence . 

~ ~ . . 
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While consensus on a definition of child abuse was reached relatively 
quickly, this was not the case with violence toward spouses. Atone 
time, there :vere. attempts to define spousal violence as part of a 
broader famlly Violence definition including child maltreatment. 
Connections between child abuse and spouse abuse were documented 
in severa! NCCAN-funded studies of child abuse programs. Estimates 
of the incidence of spouse abuse among child abusing families were as 
high as 38 percent, according to NCCAN's Director (Besharov, 1978). 
However, there was resistance from several quarters to the notion 
that spouse abuse was rooted in a larger "social service" problem. 
With the."re-dis~overy" of spouse abuse came several competing 
explanatlOns of Its causes and cures. Each new paradigm spawned a 
live:l~ debate, ~hich to some observers, represented a claims-staking 
activity by varlOUS federal agencies. Wexler (1932) identified three 
primary approaches to define family violence which were derived 
from early research: 

• A "sick" society causes violence in the home and elsewhere. 

• 

Spouse abuse is seen as the resul t of dysfunctional societal 
systems, part of abroad "culture of violence" thesis where 
physical force is an accepted method of conflict resolution. In 
this view, violence is a cultural norm, and the culture is "sick" 
(see, for example, Wolfgang and Ferracuti, 1967; Straus, 1973; 
Straus, 1976; Gelles, 1976). 

A "sick" family or individual is responsible for violence in the 
home. Dysfunctional or deviant families or offenders violate 
social norms and laws. Violence, whether at home or toward 
strangers, is a marginal phenomenon rooted in family deViance, 
conflict theory, or psychological dimensions (take your choice). 
Behavioral change and social control are prerequisi tes for 
ending violence (ahuse). Unlike societal eXDlanations, this 
orientation focuses on individual or family Interactions rather 
than social structure as external events as the locus of inter­
vention (see, for example, Elbow, 1977; Goode, 1974; O'Brien. 
1971; Bard and Zacker, 1971). . 

• An ideology of patriarchy and male supremacy is responsible 
for, all violence toward women (and children), including 
pornography and rape as well as violence in the home. Male 
power and authority cause violence- toward women, and gender 
inequalities in the home in particular lead to violence toward 
spouses. Family violence is the act of maintaining paternal 
authority, and the "sickness" in this case is masculine priviiege • 
As primarily a feminist analysis, this orientation calls fOt­
fundamental social changes in gender roles and power (both 
economic and political) to stop violence toward women, both 
in and.out of the home (see, for example, ~ar:tin, 1976' 
~!jtcraft and Stark, 1978; Dobash andDobash; 1979; \V~rdell et 
al., 1983). 
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In sum, while family violence had gained popular recognition as a 
social problem, a consensus on definitions was not forth.coming. Early 
definitions varied both on causes and on what victims or types of 
behavior should be included. For example, some definitions were 
limited to violence against wives, while others included any family 
member. Feminists saw violence in the home as part of violence 
toward women, while others saw violence in the home as part of 
societal violence and accordingly a part of criminal violence. While 
neglect or emotional abuse (e.g., threats or humiliation) were 
recognized as part of child maltreatment, this aspect of family 
violence ['emained an unresolved issue for adult victims. These 
contending claims were brought forward into the next stage: the 
process of legitimation. 

Legitimating the Problem: Federal Interest 

Historically, the "nature" of a social problem is subject to continuous 
redefinition as it emerges and commands public ;attention (Blumer, 
1971). It is the process of legitimation in which an emerging definition 
is institutionalized through "official" action by major social institu­
tions, often government. Eventually, program and policy responses 
are implemented which reflect this "officiall ' deHnition. By tracing 
family violence from emergence to definition to legitimation, it 
becomes possible to understand the cour.ses of action proposed by 
various governm,ent agencies and the programma tic responses which 
grew out of tho'se initiatives. 

As described earlier, the new knowledge and understanding of family 
violence gave rise to competing definitions. Conflict and debate' over 
the dl"finition and nature of family violence spilled over from the 
resea. ch and practitioner communities into government attempts to 
define it so as tb design social policy. Four separate federal-level 
hearings in an 18 month period indicated strong interest, but yielded 
little convergence or an understanding of appropriate responses: 

• Commission on Civil Rights (January, 1978), 

• House Subcommittee on Domestic and International Scientific 
Planning, Analysis, and Cooperation (February, 1978), 

• Senate Subcommittee on Child and Human Development 
(March, 1978), 

• House Subcommittee on Select Education (July, 1979). 

The hearings'provided important forums for the presentation of 
conflicting claims about the causes of family violence and possible 
responses. However, a consensUs on either causeS(ir policies failed 
to emerge. Jnstead, the hearings helped to clarify the positions of 
several gov~rnment agencies. Each went on independently to pursue 
a course of action consistent with its legislative mandate and agency 
mission. (These actions also .may be viewed as attempts to "own" 
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family violence, a path followed in other social problems such as 
child abuse). By 1979, seven federal agencies had developed programs 
or become associated with family violence. Each had developed its 
own problem deiini tion and responses. 

Social Services Administration, Department of Health Education and 
Welfare (HEW) (now, Health and Human Services). HEW defined 
family violence as the result of social factors (e.g., unemployment1 

health care) which create stress on the family and lead to dysfunctional 
family systems. The agency targetted limited funds under Title XX 
of the Social Security Act to aid battered women through a wide 
range of services, including shelter services. 

Community Services Administration, Department of Housing and 
Urban Development. Although no agency policy was developed to 
IIdefine ll family violence, limited funds were made available through 
Community Development Block Grants for battered women's services, 
including shelter funding. 

Employment and Training Administration, Department of Labor. 
CET A funds were made available for battered women's services, 
again without an "officiaP' agency policy. Funds were used to pay 
staff salaries for shelter workers and to pay for job training for 
battered women (including stipends). The Women's Bureau of DOL 
was an important source of information and assistance, publishing a 
Resource Kit and providing knowledge on the programs of other 
federal agencies for battered women. 

National Institute on Alcoholism and Alcohol Abuse, HEW. NIAAA 
viewed intra-family violence as the result of alcohol abuse, and 
provided funding through both services and research to support services 
for victims of family violence. Shel~er services were eligible for 
NIAAA funding, through research and demonstration programs to 
reduce family violence through alcohol abuse intervention. 

National Institute on Mental Health, HEW. Viewing family violence 
as a symptom of +amily deviance or individual pathology, NI\1H funded 
programs to reduce spouse abuse through therapeutic programs to 
recude spouse abuse through therapeutic interventions (e.g., counseling). 
Training, services, and research were available, through a competitive 
grant process~ Also, community mental health centers provided services 
to violent husbands, victims, and families. NIMH funded the epidemio­
logical studies of Straus et al., as well as post-doctoral fellowships 
to train family researchers. 
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Office of Human Development Servi~es, HEW. The Office of Domestic 
Violence was created in 1979 as a policy coordination and clearing­
hOl.l.!)e for HEW activity in family violence. OOV's role include~ . 
recommending policies and programs to the HEW Secretary. Llmited 
funds were available for publications, technical assistance, and other 
indirect (i.e., non-service) activity. No services were funded by ODV. 

Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, Department of Justice 
(DOJ). DOJ viewed domestic violence as a crime, and considered it 
an act of individual deviance from leoal behaviors. As such, the LEAA 
programs focused on legal sanctions ~nd crim~ co~trol policy .. ~ Two 
types of LEAA funds were utilized for dom7s~lc VIolence serVIces. , 
First, family violence was included as an eligIble ~rea fO.r block gra.nt 
funds to states and local agencies (Regionai Planning Units). A vanety 
of services were funded across the country, from training grants to 
shelters, police crisis intervention, prosecutorial p.rogra.n:s! victim 
assistance programs, and counsellng programs for Identliled spouse 
abusers. Second! federal discretionary grants were available 
specifically for domestic violence, beginning in 1978. LEAA \~as the 
first and most active federal agency to directly fund family Violence 
services. Training, technical assistance, and information dissemina­
tion were also funded bv LEAA. The LE,'\A program is the subject of 
this report, and is analyzed in detail later in this chapter and also in 
chapter 3. 

Severalleoislative initiatives also attempted to clarify federal 
perceptio;s of domestic violence, and provide funds and services 
consistent with those perceptions. The 96th aryd 97th Congresses 
were a crucial period. In 1978, two bills were introd;,;ced; neither 
passe.j both houses. In 1980, bills again wer~ introduced in bo~h houses. 
The [. ')mestic Violence Prevention and Services Act of 1980, Introduced 
in the Senate, provided funds for federal demonstration programs and 
state block grants specifically fo~ services for ·battered women, 
primarily shelters. A companion bill was introduc~d in the H~use. 
The bills differed only in their formula for allocatIons of momes 
between state and federal government. Several observers attributed 
the defeats to growing opposition to federal involvements in family 
violence--in effect, an attempt to reprivatize family matters despite 
over a decade of federal involvement (:v\arshner, 1979). Lobbyists for 
legislation to fund shelters reported some odd P?litical b~dfellows. 
Ironically, some who generally opposed federal Interventlon supported 
these bills, seeing them as an attempt to preserve families who had 
become irreversibly dysfunctional or as a reprieve for a victim about 
to leave. 

Two other bills were introduced with the rnore modest goal of 
amending Title XX of, the Social Security Act to allow fun~s to ?e 
used for shelter services for battered women: The compamon bllls, 
one in each house, were designed to stop states from prohibiting such 
use of Title XX funds. ~o additional funds were requested to serve 
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this currently unserved group, forcing battered women to "compete" 
with other groups for available service dollars. Once again, growing 
Congressional opposition to federal involvement in family violence 
defeated these bills. Again, opposition to the 1980 bills for federal 
aid to victims of domestic violence was premised on the twin ideologies 
that family matters were private and excluded from government 
i~tervention, and that federal aid to victims of family violence would 
vlolate the sanctity of marriage and the family. 

~n sum, the process of legitimating family violence as a social problem 
Involved a bUrst of federal activity over a relatively short time. Federal. 
hearings, legislation, and programs all began within a two to three 
year period starting in early 1978. The interest of the legislative 
branch and the competing definitions of family violence made it 
"available" to a responsive federal agency.' Seven federal agencies 
undertook policy and/or programs for spouse abuse alone, while others 
also were active in child abuse matters. No single agency could say 
that it had taken a leadership role, nor did any agency's definition of 
family violence become the prevailing view. 

However, it ended nearly as quickly as it began." Before a concensus 
could emerge, growing Congressional opposition to involvement in 
family violence resulted in the defeat of legislation and the dismantling 
of programs. Despite the extensive legislative and programrhatic 
activity in states and localities across the country (Kalmuss and Straus, 
1983), the federal government withdrew from the legitimatization 
process. For example, ODV and the LEAA program were both de funded 
after Fiscal Year 1980. What remained were local programs and new 
legislation designed to comprehensively aid victims of familv violence 
through intreased access to legal remedies and social servic~s. 

Durinr, this brief~ra, LEAA had developed and implemented the most 
extensive federal response to family violence. LEAA's family violence 
a~tivit~ included, in addition to state/local block grants, federal 
dIscretIonary grants, totaling over $8,200,000 in four fiscal years 
through FY 1980. Its activities included services, training, media, 
public education, and policy/research coordination. It's definition of 
family violence gained attention and acceptance, in part because the 
LEAA program was the largest and most visible federal response. In 
effect, LEAA inherited family violence. 

From the LEAA policy initiative emerged what was the flrst (and 
last) "official" plan of action, implementation of policy, and 
programmatic response. Family violence had run its course as a social 
problem, and its definition and solutions were determined by LEAA. 
Family violence had become identified with LEA,'\, and accordingly, 
defined as a criminal justice problem. The appropriate responses 
were seen as crime control through legal sanctions, despi te the 
broader interpretations and responses from feminists and others which 
had emerged across the country. 
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The LEAA Family Violence Program 

The origins of the Family Violence Program are found in LEAA's 
Citizen's Initiative Program anct its successor, the Victim/~l!D"~§'~ 
Program. The Citizen's Initiative Program began in 1974- rFY 1975) 
and continued until the establishment of the Victim Witness Program 
in 1976 (F¥1977). In a LEAA paper entitled "An Overview of Victim 
Witness Assistance Programs,1I the progression is referred to as an 
"outgrowth." The "outgrowth" notion can be validated from several 
perspectives. First, the Citizen's Initiative Program emphasized 
citizen involvement in the criminal justice system. One program goal 
was for the criminal justice system to "consider and stratify highest 
the needs of interacting citizens." Second, these early demonstration 

. projects established the need for expanded and refined services for 
victims and witnesses, and a specific program, Victim/Witness, was 
established. Included in this second program wa~ an emphasis on 
victims of "sensitive crime": rape victims, sexually abused chlldren, 
and domestic violence victims. With the support and urging fro;n 
both feminist and criminal justice constituencies, the domestic 
violence and sexually abused children categories were separated out 
the following year into a distinct program: Family Violence. *" This 
history is examined in detail in Chapter 3. 

However, the creation of the Family Violence Program, and its 
subsequent development and impact, are best understood within the 
historical context of LEAA. As described earlier, LEANs program 
began at the same time that federal interest in family violence peaked. 
At tht.. same time, LEAA, as an agency, was facing mounting pressure 
to justify its continuation. LEAA was created by the Omnibus Crime 
Control Act of 1968, and for several years ha,d received relatively 
large appropriations. A rather large and complex organization 
developed out of the agency's various activities at the federal, state, 
and local levels. By 1.978, it had become a svmewha t controversial 
example of federal intervention in social problems. Congress began 
to ask for evidence of the agency's impact on crime as justification 
for continued reauthorization. LEAA's criminal justice constituency 
across the nation lacked the influence to counter criticism of waste­
ful bureaucracy, and ineffective programs. 

*The definitions of victims' and family violence varied from the 
Victim/Witness Program to the Family Violence Program. Rape victims 
were not included in family violence (apart from marital rape), but 
domestic violence was explicitly defineq to included the elderly. 
Also, victims of extra-domestic violence--specifically, sexually abused 
children--continued as target populations for the two child sexual 
assault programs which were transferred from Victim/Witness to 
Family Violence;funding. 
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In this context, LEAA's interest and entry into family violence served 
several purposes. First, the definition of family violence as a criminal 
activity allowed the agency to logically extend its jurisdiction into 
that area. LEAA's earlier involvement in Citizen's Initiative and 
Victim/Witness Programs provided strong precedent for the agency's 
involvement with victims. By adding family violence to the agency's 
agenda, LEAA sought to justify its continuation at a time when critics 
openly wondered whether the agency was effective. Second, the 
development of the Family Violence Program enabled it to broaden 
its constituency. This new program added to the ranks of LEAA 
supporters a variety of interest groups previously not identified wi th 
crime and justice issues. Feminists, child welfare and social service 
agencies, and clinical practitioners became new participants in LEAA 
activities. These constituencies were natural and strong supporters 
of the Family Violence Program--and accordingly, the agency's 
continua tion. However, these additional constituencies created 
pressure on LEAA to broaden the intent and scope of the program. 
As "described later. on; these events influenced the goals, services, and 
ultimately the impacts of the programs. 

A third purpose reflected events internal to LEAA. The increasing 
scrutiny of LEAA's activities and impacts gave rise to questioning 
within the agency about its programs and their contributions to the 
attainment of its mission. In 1977, it was rumored that new LEAA 
leadership would phase out the Victim/Witness Program. The Family 
Violence Program can be seen as a strategic effort to retain the victim 
advocacy focus within LEAA, though recast to fit the emerging family 
violence issue. * 

\ioreover, by redefining family violence as essentially a crime problem, 
LEAA was able to withstand growing Congressional resistance to 
federc..L involvement in family violence. While other agencies did not 
come forward with family violence initiatives, LEAA was able to 
launch a program by emphasizing the need for criminal justice 
assistance to victims. The Victim/Witness Program manager proposed 
a special initiative on family violence, with the following rationale: 

"In spite of the high incidence of these crimes, the 
justice system has traditionally given these problems 
low priority, ignoring, perhaps, the fact that these 
patterns of violent behavior are being passed on 
from one generation to the next, often progressing 
from violence in the home to violence in the street. 
A new LEAA Initiative direc;:ted at "Crimes in the 
Home" would be very timely, given the media's recent 

*Several of the Family Violence Program goals were taken directly 
or adapted from the goals of one of the Victim/Witness programs. 
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attention to child abuse, wife battering, and 
community crime prevention. It also is timely in 
terms of the Carter Administration's interest in 
strengthening families (LEAA, 1977)."* 

No longer a social issue but now a crime concern, LEAA moved forward 
while other federal agencies did not. To mobilize supporJ for agency 
involvement in family violence, the LEAA Program Manager testified 
at the U.S. Civil Rights Commission hearings in January, 1978, as 
well as at the NCCAN reauthorization hearings in 1977. She became 
active both within and outside the agency in a concerted attempt to 
mobilize LEAA to initiate a family violence program. By increasing 
the criminal justice emphasis in the definition of family violence, and 
broadening its poli tical constituencies through a proactive stance to 
what many viewed as a feminist or social service issue, the Family 
Violence Program :\'\anager was successful in gaining agency 
acceptance of family violence as an area of agency interst and direct 
involvement. In retl:Jrn, the program attracted new supporters for 
agency continuation and reinforced the victimology perspective in 
agency programs. 

PROGRAM GOALS AND INTENT 

In FY 1977, the Special Programs 'oivision of the Office of Crimina.! 
Justice Programs (OCJP), LEANs demonstration program division, 
aware ~d six grants under its ongoing Victim/Witness Program to 
devek.p comprehensive programs and services for victims of family 
violence. Grant awards were made in FY 1977 to four programs serving 
battered women and two programs serving victims of child sexual 
assault; these programs had been funded originally in FY 1976 as Victim 
Witness programs. In December, 1977, a special program initiative 
was developed by OCJP spe·Cifically to address family violence, in 
response to the internal memorandum described earlier. This set 
forth the guidelines for an expanded demonstration program which 
was to begin in FY 1978. Eleven new grants were awarded under this 
program, while five of the original victim/witness grantees were 
funded for their second year under the national family violence 
program. Altogether, the LEAA Family Violence Demonstration 
Program funded 16 programs in FY 1978 and nine others in FY1979, 
providing comprehensive services to victims of domestic viol~f).!=e and 
child sexual assault. ,\ 

*Special Programs Division, Office of Regional Operations, LEAA, 
AprU15, 1977. Internal Memorandum. 
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First-year funding for the six family violence programs (and technical 
support) funded under the Victim/Witness Program totalled $721,159. 
Gr,ants were awarded for a l2-month period, although many of the 
grantees extended their first year operations to 15 months. Under 
the expanded family violence program, funding for 16 projects in 
FY 1978 totalled over $2.4 million, and $2.1 million in FY 1979 for 25 
sites. In chapter 3, the funding strategy is described in greater detail. 

As described earlier, the Family Violence Program grew out of earlier 
LEAA efforts in Citizen's Initiative and Victim Witness Programs. 
The agency goals and purposes were presented in a "Background Paper" 
accompanying the Program Announcement in 1977. The original six, 
and eventually all 23 family violence projects pursued the following 
nine goals: " 

• reduction in community acceptance of intra-family violence; 

• increased reporting of incidents of intra-family violence and 
documentation of the extent, nature, and interrelationship of 
these crimes; 

• demonstration of an effective mechanism for institutional 
coordination among police, prosecutors, protective services 
agencies, welfare, hospitals, community mental health, and 
other relevant public and private agencies and community 
organizations to respond to family violence situations; 

• documentation of the needs of these families and the develop­
ment of methods to address these needs, including a realloca­
tion of existing services as well as creation of new services; 

• improved knowledge, skills~ and cooperation of medical and 
social service agency personnel in the collection and trans­
mission of evidence and intormation to the legal system in 
"cases of intra-xamily violence; 

• reduction in the'number of repeat calls to the police related to 
family disturbances; 

• increased prosecuti;yn of cases involving repeated violence of a 
severe nature; ,. 

• establishment of community corrections and/or pre-trial 
diversion programs specifically designed for defendants involved 
in intra-family violence cases; and 

• reduction in the number of intra-family homicides and serious 
assaults. 
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Progr.am Intent 

Reflected in these goals are several perspectives which combine the 
interests of LEAA and the program's broader constituencies. First, 
the program goals called for the participation of several agencies and 
systems in responding to family violence. j'Institutional coordination," 
improvement of skills, etc. in medical and social service agencies, 
and documentation of family service needs were specifically identified. 
LEAA envisioned a multi-agency response which required cooperation 
between justice system and other pUblic and private agencies. Several 
forms of cooperation were implled, including referrals, training, and 
case documentation (information s~<'",'ring). This aspect of the goals 
strongly reflected LEAA's victim assistance perspective as a c.entral 
program element. 

A second perspective is the effort to involve medical, social services, 
and other agencies in the "criminalization" of family violence. 
Although the goals repeatedly emphasize the role of the justice system, 
they also imply that the police and courts do not have exclusive 
jurisdiction in these cases. Again, the theme of cooperation and 
system linkages is evident. There appat-ently was an assumption that 
criminal justice intervention alone would not be sufficient to reduce 
family violence--there was a strong emphasis on social service involve­
ment to meet the needs of violent families. However, prosecution 
and corrections were clearly the central aim. 

Third, the program goals referred to the more serious and repeated 
acts of family violence-cases where the violence has been either 
more severe or occurring longer. The mentions of "serious assaults," 
homicides, and "repeated violence," together with the emphasis on 
prosecution and corrections, suggest that the programs were expected 
to de\'.Jte more attention to intervention than to prevention. While 
some goals reflected a victimology per:spective, others were clearly 
rooted in deterrence. Identifying the optimal role of the justice system 
became a central issue in the program; and activities spanned the 
range of justice system responses, from police calls-for-service to 
diversion and corrections. 

Fourth, the LEAA program was conceived as a broad policy experi­
ment, testing a wide spectrum of intervention models to determine 
which was best. It left open the question of methods, and instead 
broadly included both direct and indirect services--that is, providing 
services to clients while also attempting to change the services 
provided by other agencies. In addition, community.attitudes were 
targetted for change. Grantees were faced with a rather ambitious 
agenda to serve victims, train other agencies, promote coordination 
and educate the public. The goals were defined in a way to encourage 
broad community participation. 

However, a precise model for accomplishing this agenda was not 
suggested--it was left to the grantees to determine how these goals 
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-) could best be met. The performance measures to acdomplish these 
ends were not~ddressed. Rather, the overall progr-a'm purpose was 
"to help communities identify effective approaches to the reduction 
and prevention of acts of violence upon family members." The goals 
were stated in a way which encouraged participation from a variety 
of groups, the broader constituencies for the program as well as 
LEAA's traditional grantees. Although they offered little explicit 
direction, the goals were easlly embraced by diverse groups. 

In sum, the Family Violence Program assumed that the criminal justice 
system must play an active, but not exclusive, role in responding to 
family violence. In its December 1977 Program Announcement, LEA A 
carefully stated the need for criminal justice intervention in combina­
tion with social services and community groups to develop a 
"comprehensive" appro~ch. The guidelines suggested that the role of 
t~e leg~l system shou.ld not be enlarged, but clarified and strengthened 
Vis-a-:-VIS other agenCIes. The approach called for "cooperative inter­
action" between· agencies of the justice, social service,. and medical 
systems. The range of interventions included both victim safety and 
protection as well as interaction with offendet's ·for punitive or 
therapeutic purposes. LEAA also stated that one purpose of the 
program was to define precisely the responsibilities of criminal 
justice agencies, and to develop models for cross-agency responses to 
family violence centering on the justice system. Despite the criminal 
justice focus of LEAA, the goals and activities were designed to 
respond to the other constituencies for family violence, while also 
recognizing the complexity of the problems. 

Underlying Assumptions: Deterrence and Social Control 

A rev. ~w of source documents suggests that the Family Violence 
Program was rooted in the assumptions of deterrence and social 
~~n~rol. No specific theory base was acknowledged by program 
mitiators; the deterrence orientation was neither explicit nor 
conscious. Nev~i'r.theless, both internal LEAA memoranda * and several 
progra~ documents emphasize criminal justice processing as the 
centerpIece ~f the pro~ram design. The program design encouraged 
both t~e reallty of pUnIshment and the use of the justice system's 
more mformal nuances to threaten. punishment. These efforts repre­
sented attempts to both deter and control the behavior of spouse 
abusers. 

.~ \ 
__________ ,I ______________ ~ 

:' *Eventually, LE'AA expanded its scope of prescriptive activities to 
include services provided by the other family violence constituencies. 
In effect, the federal agency had broadened its problem analysis, in 
recognition of the complexity of family violence and the projects' 
docurpentati()n of victims' service needs and wishes. (See chapters 3, 6 
and 7, as well as Volume II: Case Studies for a review of this process 
of re-definition.) 
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. The offender-focused goals--increased reporting, arrests, and 
prosecutions--suggest that family violence could ?e reduced ,through 
criminal punishment. The victim-focus,ed, goa~s dl,rected pr~Jects to 
encourage victims' efforts to pursue crlmma~ J~stice remed,les to 
prevent further violence. The goal of establishmg community correc­
tions reflects the effort at social control of offenders througp t~e 
imposition of legal sanctions for potential vi~lations and prob,ation 
supervision. The community-focused goals--.mcreased reportmg, 
reduced community acceptance--identify the importance of well­
publicized criminal justice services to establish community norms f,or 
"official" intervention with potential spouse abusers. These norms m 
turn were seen as enhancing the "deterrent climate" for criminalizing 
spouse abuse. 

These perspectives define family violence as a criminal act, motivated 
by the individual offender's deviance rather than by cultur~l norms or ,­
idl~ology. Among the various alternative "causal" explanatIo~s of, . 
family violence--cultural norms, individual deviance, or patnarchical 
dominance--the program's emphasis on deterr.ence and social control 
is associated most closely with assumptions of individual pathology, 
deviance, or violence. This problem analysis, inherent in both the 
national program goals and the projects' ind~vidual obj~ctives, 
minimized other perspectives--culture, patrlarch,y--whIc~ w~re 
prominent during earlier stages of the emerger:ce of f~mIY vIo,lence 
as a £',Cial problem. Although medical and soc~al se:vIce provIders 
were encouraged to participate in the communIty-wIde response, 
justice system in tervention was the centerpiece." Oth,er responses-­
and the causal assumptions underlying them--were assIgned secondary 
importance. 

The a ioption of the deterrence perspective ca~e. amid a v~goro,us 
natior,al debate over the appropriateness of cnmmal sanctIons m 
reducing the high crime rates of the 1970s (Blumstein et al., t 973). 
Based on encouraging research findings on the the deterrent and 
incapacitative effects of criminai sanctions, the Fami,ly yiol~nc~ 
Program proceeded to~~periment with an array, of ~nmmal JustIce 
system interventions to reduce and prevent famlly vlOlence. The 
broad range of program goals imp,lied that de:terrent effects would be 
found across the spectrum of jUStIC: system l~~erven~lOn~t from . 
informed police "warnings'! to convIctIon and mcapacitative sentencmg. 

Deterrence theory presumes that criminal activity can be inhibited 
by the impositions of criminal sanctions (Gibbs, 1,975). , ~wo type:~ o,f 
deterrent effects are thought to result from the ImpOSItIon of cnmmal 
sanctions: 

• specific deterrence, where the subsequent behavior of a punished 
(or threatened) offender is presumed to be reduced by the 
threat or reality of further punishment, and 

• general deterrence, where the effect of a sanction i~ to inhibit 
the criminal activity of people other than those pUnished. 
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( ) Deterrence theory also assumes that offenders are rational decision 
~aker~--that they will respond to incentives, especially the negative 
InCentlves offered by criminal justice interventions. Accordingly, 
when offenders are arrested, convicted, and sentenced, a deterrent 
effect occurs-both the punished offender (specific deterrence) and 
other offenders (general deterrence) will be inhibi ted from commi ttinp" 
crimes by the likelihood of negative consequences of those same 0 

sanctions. Of course, of.fenders must perceive the negative 
conseqLlences of criminal sanctions. Deterrence also presumes that 
differences in sanctions (if percei ved) will produce decreases in crime 
rates. In other words, when sanctions become either more severe or 
m~re 1ikelyan~ offenders perceive these risks, marginal decreases in 
cnme rates WIll parallel marginal increases tn the severity or 
frequency of the imposed sanctions. 

St:'~veral cognitive processes are thought to occur within the deterrence 
framework. The heart of deterrence is the proposition that human 
behavior can be influenced by incentives (Blumstein et al., 1978). 
Various theories differ on precisely how people perceive sanctions 
how t~ey consider the "utili ty curves" (i.e., opportuni ty costs) of ' 
sanctlOns, how offenders respond to different sanctions, and how 
these processes are mediatel:HiY background or contextual factors 
such as personality or cultural perogatives. The effects of sanctions 
ar,e li~ely to vary fo~ different types of behaviors, so that burglary or 
101term,g may be ~ubJect to quite different reductions by the imposition 
of partIcularly stIff penalties or an increase in the likelihood of 
arrest. The commonality among various deterrence theories is that 
the negative inducements of criminal sanctions will discouraae others 
from committing similar criminal acts. These linkages are p~esumed 
to operate regardless of the causes of criminal behavior (i.e., the 
offenders '!drive" or "motivation") and factors affecting crime (such 
as eC(,,10mic conditions) and the sanctions themselves (such as prison 
condi tions). 

Other theorists agree that it is too simplistiC to assume that people 
respond to the threat of punishment. Zimring and Hawkins (1973) 
sugg~s,ted tha~ a .v~riety of processes, particulary changes in attitude, 
condItIon the mdividual's responses to the threat of punishment. These 
proce~ses may include anxiety, moral judgements, economic choice 
behaVI?rS, or operar:t conditioning. Whether any of these processes 
are eVIdent for partIcular types of behaviors--that is whether the 
cau,ses of certain criminal behaviors are responsive to attempts to 
actIvate these processes--determines whether deterrence will actually 
effect such criminal behaviors. 

B.oth general ar:d specific d:.:errence rely on these foundations. They 
dIffer, though, In that specUlc deterrence assumes that attitudinal 
changes occur in response to actual punishment, wnile general 
de~errence operates via the threat of punishment which one perceives 
bemg meted out to others. Specific deterrence is akin to a social 
control approach, where the apparatus of the justice system is l,Ised 
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both to 9_'1apge the conditions affecting criminal behavior while 
threater1fhg~punishment if prescribed 'behaviors are not followed. 
Kornhauser (1979) describes ;iocial control as "actual or potential 
rewards or punishments which accrue from conformity to or deviation 
from norms" (p. 641). In this framework, deterrence, social con trol 
and social learning perspectives are closely related--offenders "learn" 
appropriate behaviors through avoidance of the negative consequences 
of prohibited acts. Personal and social rewards accrue from changing 
one's behaviors, and often are tied to changes in attitude or social 
conditions. Accordingly, specific deterrence is most appropriate for 
learned criminal behaviors; that is, for those offenders who see b~"th 
positive rewards and the avoidance of negative consequences in no 
longer committing crimes. 

Deterrence as crime control policy is implemented through criminal 
justice intervention and the l':11position of criminal sanctions. Whether 
one views the punishment as ·the sanction itself or sirnply the experience 
of criminal justice processing (Freeley, 1979), th.e effectiveness of a 
deterrence policy depends on the consistency and rationality of the 
justice system response." For both general and specific. deterrence, 
inconsistent enforcement weakens the perception that crime and 
punishment are linked. Lacking predictable consequences, the 
potential offender most likely will continue to commit crim~"!s. 

For family violence, the effectiveness of deterrence depends on the 
consistency of sanctioning." Historically, justice system responses to 
famlly violence were weak, inconsistent, and mediated by social factors. 
Generally, crim)~;~l justice system responses reflected the attitude 
that these cases didn't belong in the system. Parnas (1972) defined a 
continuum of police responses to dom"estic disturbances, from " 
"nego ~iation" to arrest. The decision to arrest d.epended on officers 
weigh.ng several subjective factors, including the probability of serious 
harm. Field and Field (1973) ident.ified a "stitch" rule; severity of 
injury dictated the arrest decision. Black (1979) found that race and 
social class mediated officers' decisions to arrest or use other 
approaches. 

Overall, arrest for family violence was rarely invoked, and was the 
subject of two landmark lawsuits. In New York (Bruno v. Codd, 1973), 
the police department was required to make arrests for violations of 
temporary restraining orders. ThE"'j civil injunctions carried a civil 
contempt penalty for violation, and the suit challenged the police 
practice to not arrest violators. In Oakland, California (Scott v. 
Hart, 1979), a similar suit required the filing of police complaints for 
all spouse abuse cases. This suit challenged the longstanding police 

{~ 

"Wilson (1975) argues that swiftness is crucial as wr~ll, to ensure 
that oUenders link the act with the consequence and'.jlot with some 
intervening event. 
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practke.,to use conciliatory or other non-arrest responses to family 
violenc~.\ I.ronical1y, the perception of a high rate of police injuries in 
domestlc dlsturbance calls was indicated as a reason that had 
deterred police from making arrests. 

Studires of prosecution and corrections for spouse abusers were even 
rarer as LEAA began its effort. With so few cases resulting in arrest, 
t~ere were few criminal court actions. Recall the evolution of family 
vlo.lence as a social problem--the Family Violence Program began at 
a tlme when the laws presented significant obstacles to arrest 
(Lerman, 1979) and when non-arresf alternatives were fashionable 
(e.g., police crisis intervention; see, for example, Bard and Zacker, 
1974-). The statutory barriers to arrest, the "witness" requirement for 
misdemeanors, as well as police officer attitudes toward arrest in 
family violence cases (Black, 1979) served to limi t the number of 
cases entering courts. Once in the courts, family violence cases 
presented complexities which prosecutors were ill-equipped to handle. 
Smith (1983) suggests several reasons for weaknesses in criminal 
court responses: 

• attitudes of court officials that family violence cases did not 
belong in the courts; 

• witness reluctance; 

• prosecutors' beliefs that convictions were harder to obtain due 
to weak evidence; 

• j~dges' reluctance to convict offenders in n,bn-stranger 
vlolence cases due to a lack of sentencing alternatives. 

~rguabiy, the failure of the polke and courts to respond to family 
~lolen::e ~ases undermined the deterrent affects of criminal justice 
mterV·mtlOns. In fact, the failure to respond with "swift and sure" 
sanction may inadvertantly add to family violence. There is no leoal 
check, no social control, on the wife beater who learns that he wdl be 
neither arrested nor punished for his actions. Absent sanction, the 
spouse abuser could reasonably assume that his actions were tacitly 
approved. The inaction of the justice system may contribute to the 
escalation into even more serious and lethal violence of many spouse 
abuse cases (Wilt et al., 1977). 

In sum, the Family Violence Program for spouse abuse was an experi­
ment in deterrence and social control. By increasing th~ number and 
rate of arrests, the deterrent effects. of arrest were increased for 
both arrested offenders and those not yet identified. The LEA A 
program sought to expand community "awareness of the new pollcies 
for justice system intervention, and create a clima'te where arrest 
was seen as a likely result of family violence. Victim support services 
and speci.al prosecutionefiorts similarly were designed to increase 
the frequency and severity of court sanctions. Civil remedies were 
seen as methods to limit future violence by threatening violators with 
further court action. Both the threat and reallty of prosecution were 
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used as social control mechanisms for identified spouse abusers, as 
was early intervention/diversion services and community corrections 
(projects using rehabilitative techniques for offenders). Social 
services were included in the program to support victim efforts to 
utilize justice system interventions. 

The Family Violence Program encouraged the full response of the 
criminal justice syst~m--from its subtlest nuances to its severest 
sanctions--to stop violence and abuse among family members. Through 
a national demonstration program designed around nine goals, LEAA 
conducted a major policy experiment to test the deterrent effects of 
criminal jl!l5tice responses to family violence. The program ~lso tested 
several ways to implement deterrence, and boldly sought to mclude 
medical, social service, and grassroots programs in what is essentially 
a criminal justice function. Eventually, the program approach 
expanded to acknowledge the complexity of family violence, b~t 
justice system services remained central to the theory and deSIgn. 

In policy experiments, there are two potential sources of variabilit>-:-­
theory failure and program failure. To ~~e extent that the assumptlOns 
and processes of deterrence were compatible with the ,complex phenomena 
of family violence, the program design was an appropnate response. 
For example, if family violence is indeed a learned behavior, t~e 
behaviqrist assumptions of deterrence theory are most aPRfopnate. 
If, on,;the other hand,family violence is rooted in cultural norms, the 
general deterrent effect of justice system interventions may be 
neutralized bv other social processes. Alternative explanations of 
spousal assault were acknowledged in the program design only to the 
extent that arassroots, medical and social service providers could 
address the~ while still funneling cases through the justice system. 

The dl"' terrence assumptions of the Family Violence Program were 
implemented and tested by criminal justice agencies and social service 
providers, who challenged the traditional practices of the police and 
the courts in family violence cases. Changes in policy and pocedure 
were needed to put into practice deterrence policies. Based on the 
apparent success of its Victim/Witness Program in effecting similar 
changes, LEAA naturally assumed that the family violence projects 
could reasonably be expected to accomplish system change goals and 
that such changes would be accepted, if not welcomed, by criminal 
justice agencies. In this way, the tests of deterrence presupposed 
this acceptance, and corollary changes in policies and attitudes dating 
back to the nineteenth century (Stark and Flitcraft, 1983). 

\-----\ 

This report pr'esents the results of this test. It presents empirical 
evidence of the successes and failures of the Family Violence Program, 
as well as an analysis of the process underlying :these results. The 
report also examines the federal government's conduct of the policy 
experiment, including an analysis of how the social problem responses 
of LEAA were instrumental in the results of the Family Violence 
Program. Conclusions and recommendations address the conduct of 

1 ',~ 24 

I 
L) 

future policy experiments, policies and programs to respond to family 
violence, and future directions for research and policy analysis. 

The National Family Viol.ence Evaluation 

~he 1977 amendments to the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven­
tion Ac~ mandated that the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
PreventIon (OJJDP) study the effects of family violence on children 
and ,Youth. To meet this mandate, OJJDP's research agency, the 
~atlOnal Institute of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
(~~IJJDP), awarded a grant in September, 1973, to the URSA Institute 
a nonprofit social research and planning organization located in San ' 
Francisco. The evaluation was designed as a four year effort lead ina 
tD the development of national policies and guidelines for In terventi~n 
strategies to aid battered women and reduce family violence. 

The LEAA Family Violence Program was a national policy experiment 
to test the efficacy of deterrence theory and criminal justice 
approaches in reducing the incidence and severity of family violence. 
The Family Violence Program differed from "traditional" demonstra­
tions where comparable experimental models are tested in several 
sites under varying conditions. For example, there was no preliminary 
analy:'is that identified key aspects of project structure and operation 
for in Jusion in the development of a "model.'1 Rather, the national 
program goals were developed in such a way as to encouraae a diversity 
of project initiatives that would impact on the policies of ~vstems 
and institutions as well as on victims and families. • 

While the absence of a model complicated potential analyses of the 
effects of any single approach, the programmatic range of the 
national demonstration generated a wide range of information and 
knowledge about responses to domestic violence. The range in program 
~odels d~veloped ~ spectrum of justice system approaches for family 
Violence mtervention and provided evaluation audiences with 
empirical knowledge about the impacts of family violence on children 
and youth, community institutions, and victims--overwhelmingly 
women. 

In 1973, the Family Violence Evaluation took on special significance 
given the "state of the art" at that time in approaches to preventing 
and reducing family violence. Research and evaluation data were 
scarce: research on(,faniily violence to date was !imi ted to studies on 
etiology) inCidence, and a small number of treatment efforts. In 
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contrast the ~rray of family violence projects encompassed the entire 
range of' programmatic and institutional respons~s to family violence 
throughout the country. Consequently, the hypotheses cons-:ructed 
from the national evaluation provided an exploratory analysls of 
methods to implement deterrence policies and the e~fects .0.£ these 
approaches on (,.oad population of victims and thetr famlhes. 

o 

. ..~~--
'\ 
\~\ 

EVALUATION GOAL~I 
" '" ~~ 

The evaluation of the LEAA Family Violence Demonstration Program 
had the following major goals: 

• develop information on the epidemiological char~cteristic~ ?f 
family violence project clients (incidence,. severl~y, c~ron.lclty) 
compared to national samples and determtn~ the l:npllcatlons 
for programs, policies, legislation, and serVlce dellvery; 

• determine how well the family violence projects receive cas~s 
from both the justice system and community resources of 

• 
• 

• 

• 

referral; 
assess the impact of family violence and subsequent interven­
ti~m on children and yout/;-; 
describe and analyze implementation problems, project service 
strategies, community education and outreach activities, and 
methods of system coordination and improvement; 

determine the estent to which the family violence projects 
improve the responses of service ag~ncies a~d i~stituti~.ns to 
victims of domesticviolence, includmg serVlce mtegradon and 
delivery; 
explore and assess whether the family violence project inte:~ 
vention strateoies (direct service and system change) contrlDute 
to reductions in repeated incidents of intra-family assault and 
acts of violence. J-:.::.. .. 

APPROACH 

The emerging service approaches and intervention strateg~es each 
had strong advocates during the program develo~mellt period •. Yet 
little evidence of their relative effectiveness eXIsted at that time. 
The focus of the evaluation was on analyzing which types of projects 

I - 26 

II 

1(-) 
. ,.... .. ~ 

o 
1 

using which approaches and in what settings were most likely to 
achieve the program goals to impact on family violence. Also, the 
evaluation tried to develop research strategies, methodologies, and 
techniques--evaluation technology--to assist agencies and programs 
to assess the impacts and effectiveness of other efforts in family 
violence. There was no consensus on what constituted project 
"success" o{positive client/family outcomes. The complex needs of 
family members In violent homes, as well as. varying interpretations 
by projects of the causes of family violence, made it difficult to 
define universally"appIlcable or desirable outcomes. Accordingly, a 
broad range of family 0utcomes were included in the evaluation 
design. 

For tbese reasons, the evaluation design relied on several methods-­
qualitative and quantitative--to measure the effects of the wide 
range of policies and services being tested. The design also attempted 
to measure incremental changes in attitude and policy which preceeded 
the larger impacts on victims and families. Figure 2-1, shown in 
chapter 2, shows the analysis framework for the evaluation, where 
the goals of system change and community involvement are viewed as 
interim steps in achieving impacts on the incidence and severity of 
family violence. The methodology is described in detail in chapter 2. 

COMPONENTS 
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consequences or effects of project implementation in each community 
as observed in civil courts, criminal justice agencies, and social service 
systems. The report also discussed the barriers encountered by projects 
in attaining LEAA program goals. Issues in measurement and their 
implications for evaluation of project effects were described. 

Process Evaluation 

There were two components in the Process Evaluation: qualitative 
analyses of project services and approaches, and quantitative data to 
measure and describe program i.nputs. A second interim report featured 
quantitative descriptive assessments of client characteristics, project 
services, and services through referral to other agencies, including 
civil court and criminal justice agencies. Documentation and measure­
ment of project operations and approaches were utilized as input 
variables for inclusion in the impact analyses in the Final Report. 

An additional component of the Process Evaluation was a description 
and analysis of project services and approaches. A discussion of 
structural features of programs--how they were organized to deliver 
services (e.g., subcontracting approaches~ organizational affiliations, 
etc..), and a description of the social process of intervention--are 
included in this final report. These portrayals' illustrate the 
complexity of both the service needs of violent families, the host of 
causal factors contributing to spouse abuse, and the difficulty of 
developing and sustaining an intervention strategy. The impacts of 
organization and structural features on interventions are described. 
This information provides clues for implementation strategy in future 
endeavors. These descriptions also provide a background for explaining 
why p.rticular services were effective and how they might better 
impac c on systems and families. Finally, the descriptions identify the 
issues and difficulties in implementing deterrence policy for family 
violence. The unique program design, where several agencies 
collaborate with the justice system to improve criminal interventions 
to deter future violence, is analyzed. Recommendations are made on 
the success and feasibility of this crime control strategy. 

Impact Study 

This Final Report presents the Impact Study. It addresses questiolls 
concerning the projects' impact on the justice and social service 
systems, community responses and attitudes, 'and on the victims and 
families who use the projects' services. In addition, the Impact Study 
includes a cost component providing estimates of project costs and 
the utilization of resources. These measures provide approximate 
indicators of projects' cost efficiency, according to service emphasis 
and structural characteristics. The policy analysis examines the 
origins of the Family Violence, Program and the emergence of criminal 
justice responses to spouse abuse. The structure and process of 
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project efforts to implement the deterrence assumptions of the 
program design are analyzed for future policy development. The 
impact analyses examine both project impacts on the justice system 
(to improve the deterrent effects of the justice system) and on victims 
and families. The outcomes of the demonstration projects--the 
institutionalization of services and the continuation of projects--are 
analyzed as a further test of the practical and theoretical significance 
of the Family Violence Program. 

The remainder of this report begins with a review of the evaluation 
methodology (chapter 2). The program history and process analysis is 
presented in chapter 3. Chapter ~ presents information on victim, 
offender, and family characteristics. Data on the incidence, severity, 
and history of violence among project clients is analyzed to contribute 
knowledge on the dynamics and context of family violence. Chapter 
5 analyzes the impacts of project services on victims and families. 
Both the reincidence of abuse and social outcomes are analyzed, and 

. the mediating effects of background characteristics and violence 
history are identified. 

Chapter 6 examines the impacts of the projects on the justice system, 
measuring the responses of the police, prosecutors, and corrections 
agencies to the development of family violence projects and services 
and efforts to strengthen criminal justice interventions. Chapter 7 
reviews the institutionalization and continuation of projects and 
services as a further measure of project impact and the practical 
issues in deterrence policy for family violence. The final chapter 
presents conclusions from the tests of project interventions, and 
recommendations for policy, program design, and a research agenda 
for family violence. 

VolUIT.! II presents case studies from 10 projects. The case studies 
examine the history, development, process and systems impact of 
each site. The outcome of each project is also discussed, including an 
analysis of factors leading to the continuation of projects and institu­
tionalization of services and policies. The ten sites were selected to 
present a cross-section of service emphasis, project auspices and 
origins, organizational structure, and geographic variation. Volume 
III presents tabulated data from each site for client characteristics 
and project services. 
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2 Evaluation Approach 
& Methodology 

This chapter describes the approach and methodology for the national 
evaluation of the LEAA Family Violence Program. It begins with ~n 
overview to the evaluation, including both the goals of the" evaluatlOn 
and the scope a~d method~ employed in thel(ef~ort. Next, t~e problems 
encountered in Implementing the research (..1eslgn are descnbed. The 
data sources for this report are present~¢l The final section 
summar"izes several key methodologicat(lessons learned from this 
evaluation. 1.\ 

Several policy and programmatic considerations influenced the evalua­
tion d.'sign. The description or analysis of social interventions in an 
action setting raises numerous methodological choices. These choices 
are not limited to decisions about which methods or techniques should 
be employed, but also include more fundamental issues such as the 
links between theory, practice, and methods; the selection of variables 
to operationalize theory; and, measurement and attribution of "change." 
One also must arrive at a synthesis between the purpose or goal of 
evaluation research and its conduct. That is, clarity as to the 
informational needs to be served by the evaluation s~ould shape and 
guide the conduct of the study. If purposes or goals are vc:g,-:e or 
conflicting, the conduct of t~e study may be .made more diffICult and 
its results less powerful. Following the discussion of the evaluation 
design, the chapter describes how such considerations influenced the 
research design for the Family Violence Program evaluation. 

[7 
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Orientation of the Evaluation 
" (~, 

The LEAA Family Violence Demonstration Program was a national 
policy experiment to test the efficacy of several intervention 
approaches and services in reducing the incidence and severity of 
family 'Violence. The program dIffered from "traditional" demonstra­
tions where comparable experimental models are tested in several 
sites under varying conditions. Rather, the national program goals 
were developed in such a way as to encourage a diversity of program 
initiatives that would impact on the policies of systems and institu­
tions as well as on victims and families. While the absence of a concise 
model complicated potential am\lyses of the efficacy of any single 
approach, the broad programmatic range of the demonstration projects 
was expected to provide extensive information and knowledge ·to 
improve institutional responses to family violence. The evaluation was 
designed to lead to the development of sound national polic~vs and 
guidelines fot" the development of intervention strategies for battered 
women and their family members. 

When the Family Violence Evaluation began in 1978, it took on special 
significance given limited empirical knowledge on the "state-of­
the-a -t" in preventing and reducing family violence and the dearth of 
basic esearch in this area. The array of projects encompassed a 
broad spectrum of programs, services, and policies on family violence. 
The 23 sites throughout .the country insured a study of naTional 
visibility and importance. Knowledge regarding family vIolence, at 
that time, was limited to case study analyses to suggest etiological 
hypotheses and early attempts to measure incidence and a prevalence. 
There were few studies of tr,eatment efforts. Consequently, an 
important aspect of the evaluation, fer some audiences, involved 
hypothesis construction and knowledge bUilding. The hypotheses 
generated through the evaluation, in turn, were designed for more 
conclusive testing and identification of promising approaches in this 
area. 

.,-, 
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EVALUATION GOALS 

As described in Chapter 1, the nine program goals set forth in the 
Program Announcement guided the activities of the 23 grantees. 
However, the broad program goals were not cast in the specific terms 
necessary to guide an evaluation effort. The URSA Institute in 
collaboration with OJJDP developed evaluation goals to guide the 
study. The major evaluation goals included: 

• 

• 

• 
• 

• 

• 

• 

Develop information on the epidimeological characteristics of 
family'viole'nce project clients (incidence, severity, chronicity) 
and determine the implications of programs, policies, legisla­
tion, and service delivery; 

Determine how well the family violence projects received 
cases from both the justice system and community resources 
of referral; 

Assess the impact of family violence and subsequent interven­
tion on children and youth; 

Describe and analyze implementation problems, projects' service 
strategies, community education and outreach activities, and 
methods of system coordination and improvement; 

Determine the impact of the family violence projects on the 
responses of service agencies and institutions to victims of 
domestic violence, including service integration and delivery; 

Exolore and assess whether the family violence project interven­
tion strategies (direct service and systems change) contribute 
to reductions of repeated incidents of intra-family assault and 
acts of violence; 

Determine the estimated cost-dfectiveness of family violence 
intervention strategies and relative costs of achieving the 
various national program goal~. 

if 
The selection of these evaluation goals at;te"mpted to blend the 
interests of varb::>us evaluation stakeholders and audiences. Each of 
the actors involved in this effort brought personal expectations for 
the evaluation. As is illustrated by the above list of evaluation goals, 
the disparate concerns included desires for more basic or epidemio­
logical reseach, applied research regarding service documentation 
and effects, and more: wide-ranging analyses of impacts not only on 
adult participants in intra-family disputes but also the effects of such 
disputes on children and youth. Thus~ while the goals chosen for the 
evaluation represented an attempt to synthesize these differing infor­
mational needs, the variations in emphasis and interest created 
tensions which were man~fest throughout the evaluation effort. Also, 
the evaluation was intended to develop evaluation technology (research 
strategies, methodologies, and techniques) to assist ~j:her agencies 
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and programs in assessing the impacts of other efforts in family 
violence. The effects of these differing orientations on the evaluation 
are more fully described in later sections of this chapter. 

Approach and Methodology 

The evaluation approach was a pretest-posttest cross-sectional design 
comparing the impacts of various types and combinations of interven­
tion services on system responses and victim outcomes. The program 
design assumed that criminal justice processing of family violence 
cases, in conjunction with various social services, would reduce the 
re-incidence of abuse and improve the social functioning of victims 
and families. The evaluation examined projects' impacts on justice 
and social service system res~onses by analyzing their poUcies and 
services before and after project implementation. To measure project 
impacts on victims and families, the incidence and severity of post­
project abuse was measured, contrylling for victim (and family) back­
ground and services received. A parallel analysis of victims' social 
outcomes was conducted. The relationship between social outcomes 
and subsequent abuse also was analvzed to assess the overall impact 
of project ·services. Figure 2-1 graphically displays the conceptual 
frame work for the evaluation. 

Although each service approach and treatment strategy had strong 
advocates, little evidence as to their relative effectiveness existed 
when this study began. Thus, a primary focus of the evaluation was 
to determine which types of projects using which approaches and 
what settings \vere most likely to achieve LEAA program goals to 
impact on family violence. Moreover, when the evaluation started, 
there was little concensus as to what constituted either project 
"success" or positive clien't and family outcomes. The complex needs 
of families involved in family violence (both-adults and children) 
made it difficult to identify universally applicable or desireable 
outcomes. Thus, the evaluation effort proceeded from the recognition 
that there was no simple or single outcome measure available for· 
study. 

To address the broad range of policies and services being tested, and 
to sensitively measure incremental changes in policy and behavior, 
the evaluation employed both qualitative and quantitative methods to 
assess the various program goals. The Research Design (Fagan et al., 
1979) described a general approach to the evaluation which included 
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three hierarchical, yet inter-dependent domains of varial:Hes: 
program inputs, Interm~diate or intervening goals, and impacts on 
victims and families. These domains were analy.zed to answer three 
primary areas of inquiry: 

• Did.the family violence projects do what they set ouytO do? 

• Which project service and impact gvals.tvere met? 
("'. ~, 

• Which project and client characteristicshifluenced the observed 
. ? / lmpacts.. .. · 

'\~t~'" 
Given these general areas of inquiry, three major data gathering and 
analysis components were designed to attain the evaluation goals. 
These incl4ded: 1) an analysis of the history and development of each 
project; 2)1~ process study; g,nd 3) an impact study. Each component 
is presented below in more detail. Tables 2-1 and 2-2 present a 
summary of the major data collection components and activities in 
relation to the national programgoals~ 

HISTOR Y AND DEVELOPMENT STUDY 

The History and Development Study was designed to document and 
describe the emergence and start-up phase of the family violence 
projects. This component of the evaluation examined federal and 
local factors which shaped the projectsa.nd assessed the influence of 
those factors on project developm\~nt. FecLe,ral inputs to project 
forme. :ion included: the national P't'<;lJ;;B4d{/ge;als;national guidelines 
which delineated service and networking prfchties; technical assistance 
on selected topics; and the level of financial support available. 

A primary purpose of this component study was to assess ~he operating 
environment at the point of project initiation. At each site, detailed 
histories were compiled of the projects' and the community's r~~ponse 
to family violence. The project's inputs included local awareness of 
the problems of family violence and extant community services, 
responses by formal agencies or syst~JTIS, resburces ~vailable within 
the locality, and the grant writing process including problem definition, 
proposed intervention strategies, and resource levels. These inpw'Cs 
both influenc~d and established the preliminary boundaries within 
which, the family violence projects developed. 

This approach fostered an understanding of the projects as both shaped 
by and, 1h turn, shaping their local environmeQ,t. In this way, the 
emergence and development of.Lth~ family violence project as new 
organizations and as the initiators of new services could l?:e traced. 
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Delays or difficulties in implementing services, therefore, wen~ 
analyzed in relation to organizational features of the projects as well 
as community indicators. In addition, immediate consequences of 
project implementation as observed in civil courts, criminal justice 
agencies, and social service systems were documented. 

The History and Development Study also identified initial barriers 
encountered by the projects in establishing their services. Addi tion­
ally, impediments to measurement and their implications for the 
evaluation of project effects were assessed. As such, this study 
component establishd the baseline for the first two stages of inquiry 
(i.e., determining whether the projects did what they set out to do, 
and measuring project goal attainment). The findings of the History 
and Development study were presented ih the First Interim Report 
(Fagan et al., 1980). 

PROCESS STUDY 

The Process Study was designed to document developments over time 
in the structural and service delivery components of the Family 
Violence Demonstration projects. From the developmental phase of 
the demonstration program, there emerged a cohort of projects that 
varied extensively along several dimensions of project structure, 
operation, and direct and indirect services. The absence of an 
exper: mental model and the variability in structure and operation of 
the dE; :nonstration projects complicated potential analyses of the 
efficacy of any single project or approach. There was no single 
"treatment" variable which could be used to account for variations in 
client impact. However, the national demonstration was able to 
provide a wide range of data and information on efforts to alter 
institutional responses and impacts on violent families. 

/,! 

The emphasis of this study component, the~refore, was on measuring 
and describing what occured at each site. This specification included 
descriptions of project activities to alter institutional responses to 
family violence as well as efforts to attain national program goals 
regarding client impacts. Relying on both qualitative and quantitative 
data sources, the process study reported data on project clients, 
services, and service delivery methods. 

The intent of this evaluation component was nch simply to describe 
the social reality of working in a complex and emotional area, although 
this as a task in itself was central to an understanding of the demon­
strRtion effort. The Process Study also was designed to provide a 
basis for measuring the "treatmentll variable. As indicated earlier, 
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~his national eff~xt differed from more typical demonstration programs 
10 that an expenmental model wasn't specified. The quality oi,the 
dat~ depended on the capture of complex dimensions of the independent 
varIable. Therefore, the process study had two goals. First it 
pro~ided quantitative data along a range of critical dimensi~ns of 
proje~t and c~s~ characte:istics to permit identification, description 
and dIfferentIatIon of projects and services. Second data reduction 
identified and simplified the analytic dimensions, or 'principal 
compone~~s of.the~e variables, for use in subsequent impact analyses. 
The specIfIC ObjectIves of the process study were to: 

• provide quantitative data and information to describe federal 
~n~uts and project resources, plus project and client character­
IStICS at each demonstration site; 

• measure and describe project direct and indirect services for 
achievement of system change and client impact goals; 

• analytically identify salient principle components that 
represent domains of project and client characteristics . . ' 
pro~ect sI~es and project clusters, to serve as predictive 
vanables 10 analyses of system and client impacts; and 

• empiri~ally define the intervention beings tested and 
determ10e the central and replicable elements of the services 
and projects. 

Thus, the Proce~s St~dy yielded ~escrip~ive information on project 
st:ucture, o:g.amzatl~n, and serVIce delIvery, and characteristics of 
clIents recelvl~g proj~ct services. ~oreover, empiracally derived 
cluste~s of proJect, clI~nt., and site characteristics were analytically 
constr fcted. These pr10cIpal components, representing variates of 
treatn:ent,. were used as predictive variables in analyses of system 
and c~Ient .1mpacts. The findings of this evaluation component were 
deSCrIbed in the Second Interim Report (Fagan et al., 1981). 

IMPACT STUDY 

The. Imp~ct Study w~s d~signed to ~ddress questions concerning the 
projects effects ~n JustIce and socral service systems, community 
responses and attItudes, and on victims and families who used the 
d~monstration services. Assuming for the moment that the projects 
dLd what they had set out to do, the objective of this evaluation 
component was to determine if those activities made a difference in 
rat:s of subsequent abuse among victims and their families, as well 
as 10 the responses of social service and justice system agencies. 
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The Impact Study was implemented at the five "intensive" sites rather 
than at all projects. The decision to limit the number of sites 
participating in the Impact Study was based on an understanding of 
the difficulties associated with obtaining the type of data needed to 
address these issues. In effect, a trade-off was made wherein evalua­
tion resources were concentrated in a smaller number of sites so as 
to assure the quality and consistency of data rather than thinly 
disperse them across all sites with no guarantee of securing useable 
data. 

To measure the impacts of indirect services, indicators such as 
community attitudes, justice system and social service agency 
processes and procedures, were assessed in relation to project 
activities. ~\oreover, unanticipated changes in the projects' 
operating environment were documented. Although changes could 
not in all instances be directly attributable to project actions. except 
for those sites with on-site field staff, approximations of effect could 
be garnered through structured interviews with key agency and 
community respondents. 

However, the central goal of the national demonstration effort was 
to reduce the repeated incidence of violence as well as to assess the 
effects of intra-family violence on all family members. In the 
absence of concensus as to what would constitute a "successful" 
intervention outcome, the evaluation design used self-reports !Jy 
former family violence projects' clients to determine whether or not 
the services they received were helpful. These clients, overwhelmingly 
women, also reported the effects of their violent home situations on 
their children. A series of behavioral and attitudinal indicators were 
developed to describe the impacts of witnessing as well as 
partic.pating in intra-family violence situations. Conducted at a 
selected number of sites, these clients' self-reports provided a rich 
and robust data base for analysis of project outcomes and effects. 

SPECIAL STUDIE.S 

A series of special studies, proposed in the original Research Design, 
were constructed to complement the major evaluation components. 
These 'special studies were pre-tested at selected sites. Seen as 
providing richer, more detailed information on particular aspects of 
the phenomena of famlly violence, these special studies encountered 
severa~ significant problems during the pre-test phase. T;he following 
provid~s a summary of these special studies and the reasons why they 
were not implemented. 
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~ ( Homicide Study 

The homicide study was to include a three year baseline and six 
month checks of police homicide records to document changes in the 
rates of intra-family homicides and assaults. This special study was 
attempted at two sites. However, it was found there were, too ~ew . 
documented cases of spousal homicide to warrant the contlnuation OI 

this effort, despite widespread agreement that homicide victims were 
often well-known to the assailant. 

Child Abuse Study 

There has been speculation in this field as to the association between' 
spousal abuse and child abuse. It has been found in studi~s of child 
abuse families that spousal abuse has also occured. The mtent of the 
chUd abuse studv was to examine a random sample of family violence 
project clients a'nd to conduct records searches of child pr?tectio~ 
service agencies for child abuse or neglect reports. A period of SIX 
months prior and six months after referrals to the family violence 
project was to be the study period. A pre-test o.f this sp~cial :tu.dY 
revealed significant obstacles with respect to clIent confIdentIalIty, 
the availability of child protective service re:ords~ and the nun:b~r of 
cases which were either reported or substantIated and thus avaIlable 
for study. 

Adolescent Study 

As wi -h the child abuse study, other research efforts have found links 
betwE. ~n adolesc~nt abuse and family violence instances. In addition, 
there has been suggestion in the literature as to the r~lationsh.ip 
between growing up in a violent home and violent actIons outSIde of 
the home. The adolescent study attempted to look at the effects ~f 
growing up in a violent home situation in terms of one's own e.xpenence 
of violence as well as violent acting out behaviors such as delmquency 
careers or status offenses. The study was designed to obtain a random 
sample of clients with adolescent children and then to conduct record 
checks both for child protective service reports as well as status or 
delinquency offen~es. A major obstacle to the adolesc~nt abus~ study 
involved the low number of teenage youth who were chIldren OI' 

project clients. Because of the relatively young age of project clients 
the majority did not have children within this age category. 

Longitudinal Study of Client Impact 

To supplement the three month follow-up study, interviews with 
former family violence project clients were scheduled for fifteen 
months after termination of project services. This longer time period 
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would permit identification of more lasting effects of project services. 
A difficulty in the conduct of this follow-up study was in locating 
clients after fifteen months. When evaluation staff attempted to 
locate former clients eve,n three months after termination of project 
services, many could not be found. In part, this reflects the reality 
of the lives of victims of family violence, who for their own safety 
often must "disappear." Given the diUiculties of locating clients 
three months subsequent to project contact, a fifteen month follow-
up was viewed as too resource intensive for a small return. 

Calls for Service Study 

Using a pre/post-test design with a selected sub-sample of project 
clients, the calls-for-service study was designed to indicate changes 
in the rates of calls for police services. It was postualated that an 
effect of project intervention would be a decrease in, the rate of post 
project calls for service. This was attempted at selected impact 
sites but was complicated by poor recordkeeping systems of law enforce­
ment agencies. It was found in manv cases that calls for service for 
domestIc disputes were coded by police agencies under the same 
category as calls for such non-violent incidents as neighborhood 
disturbances, loud parties, or a cat in a tree. 

Emergency Room Study 
l) 

Using ethnographic methods, changes in procedures of hospital 
emergency rooms were to be documented. Also, record checks for 
medic:\! services were to be conducted on clients of the family 
violer·.:e projects one year after termination of project services. AL­
though pre-tested at a site, this special study was never fully 
implemented because of concerns of client confidentiallty as well as 
the generabpriority of the naticna:l demonstration to document 
changes in criminal justice ageneies. Accordingly, this special study 
was given low priority. 

Neighborhood Comparison Study 

In (order to determine whether representative family violence project 
clients were representative of peighborhood residents, a comparison 
study was proposed in which family violence project cllents were to 
be contrasted with families randomly selected from the same block 
or neighborhood. This study was to be conducted during the second 
24- month, or "Phase II," of the evaluation period. However, due to 
funding cuts the evaluation was limited to one year of the origiQal 24-
month cycle for Phase n. . 
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Data Collection Methods 
and Data Sources 

Because of the diversity of family violence projects, the evaluation 
assumed an approach that was both flexible and sensitive to detect 
incremental changes. As mentioned previously, the evaluation 
employed both qualitative and quantitative methods to assess achieve­
ment of the various program goals. By emplpying multiple methods 
the evaluation hoped to be able to accurately describe and assess the 
on-si te realities. Often, several techniques were used to assess a 
single aspect of project activities. The types of data acquisition 
activities employed and the sources of evaluation data are described 
below. 

THE PROGRAM MONITORING SYSTEM (PMS) 

The P~1S was a management information system designed to provide 
evaluation and monitoring data across sites. It was divided into two 
sub-units: the Program Monitoring Informational System (P~IS), and 
the Cient Management Information System (C\-lIS). The impetus for 
develc..ping a manag~ment information system came from OCJP. In 
light of the large number and diversity of projects participating in 
the national effort, evaluation staff were asked to design a system 
which could serve as a tool for monitoring project administrative and 
service delivery activities for federal stakeholders. A standardized, 
cross-site monitoring system was developed to fulfill their informa­
tional needs as well as those of the evaluation. During the early 
stages of the evalution, the continuation of OCJP, and its parent 
agency LEAA, was in doubt. Thus, OCJP staff viewed the design of a 
management information system as an opportunity for securing informa­
tion that could establish the accountability of the agency as well as 
justify its involvement in what commonly was defined as a social 
service problem. Each of the data base systems which comprised the 
PMS is described in more detail below. 

/ , 
J/ 

The Program Monitoring Information System (PMIS) 

The PMIS was designed to obtain program-level data across sites. 
Constructed as a user-oriented management information system, the 
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PMIS obtained program-level information on the services provided 
and changes in those activities over time. It documented such things 
as number of staff and volunteers; the number of community contacts; 
the number of community presentations given, as well as an assess­
ment as to the outcome of the presentations; the number of clients 
who had active criminal cases; and a client master list to facilitate 
client-based data collection. 

In addition to these forms, a project summary was includeC'!. This 
summary, completed on a quarterly basis by project directors, 
provided a standardized reporting format which identified changes in 
local goals and objectives, staff and volunteers, administrative 
decision making structures, services, and critical events. Critical 
events were defined as any positive or negative occurances, either 
anticipated or unanticipated, during the quarter and effected the 
project. \\oreover, the reporting fOI~mat.sought to capture changes in 
the proJect's operating environment. Particular emphasis was placed 
on developm~nts or modifications in the projects' relationships with 
formal agenCIes or systems using such j,ndicator.? as the source and 
number of client reierrals. Accordingly, the P~.1IS supported both 
process and system impact assessfnents. 

The Client Management Information SystE.~m (CMIS) 

:A..s with t.he P~IS, ~le C~\IS served as a user-oriented management 
Inform~90n system. Data were collected by project staff. The C\HS 
collected case level data on clients receiving project services. It 
documented services from the time of intake through termination. 
The C \11S included both required and optional forms which were 
devel, ped to complement and support the delivery of project 
interventions. An Initial Assessment form, completed during client 
intake, captured such items as referral source, primary service 
request, date and location of most recent dispute, demographic 
information, violence history information, prior attempts to obtain 
service, and immediate service decisions. Additional instruments 
documented the number, type and length pf services received, the 
number of referrals provided to the client, the length and number of 
persons receiving residential service from shelter projects, and 
medical treatment. Further, given the national program's focus on 
affecting changes in the justice system, the c~ns included three 
forms specifically designed to track clients in those agencies. These 
instruments included a Civil Justice Monitor, a Criminal Court 
Monitor, and a Youth Intervention Monitor, .• The Youth Intervention 
Monitor fulfilled a dual function of gathering data and children or . 
youth from violent homes as well as the involvement of those 
youngsters with the juvenile justice system. 

The C.~'.IS offer a rich and detailed source of client data. In particular, 
the ImtIai ,-\ssessment data provided a unique, yet systematized, 
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portrait of victim characteristics and backgrounds. CMIS data regard­
ing client service needs documented not only those needs met by the 
family violence projects but also those which had to be met through 
community systems. These data, therefore, served to highlight the 
complexity of service needs of domestic violence clients as well as 
necessity for interagency cooperation to fulfill those needs. 

INTERVIEWS AND OBSERVATIONS 

Participant Observation 

On-site field workers were employed at the five intensive evaluation 
sites. The on-site field researchers served as the eves and ears of the 
evaluation at those sites and provided descriptiv,e d~ta on project 
a.ctivities and services. DrawIng upon ethnographic traditions, the 
fIeld researchers served as participant observers to gather quali tative 
data on project activities--the social process of intervention--and 
system impacts. Participant observation as a research technique 
involves immersing one's self in the environment under examination 
whil~ at the same time maintain}ng a c~itical distance. In ~his instance, 
the fIeld researchers were expected to Involve themselves In the life 
of the project while maintaining their ethical and scientific neutrality. 
They were to both participate in project activi ties as well as observe 
those activities. (;, 

The d-\ta obtained by participant observation were able to highlight 
subtle variations or modifications in project activities. Because 
evaluation staff were stationed on-site, unanticipated events ,or 
outcomes could readily be documented. These qualitative data detailed 
the maturation of the projects as organizations as' well as the develop­
ment of their service delivery strategies. The participant observation 
data provided not only extensive descriptive information but also 
served as an explanatory context within which quantitative data could 
be understood. 

Client Follow-up Interviews 

Interviews with former clients at five "intensive" evaluation sites 
were conducted approximately three months after termination of 
services. Clients were selected systematically, although not randomly, 
for participation in the follow-up interview from projects with a 
range of services. Therefore, the client follow-up interviews were 
able to assess the effects of varying intervention apQroaches on 
domestic violence. Consisting of both open ,and clo~ed ended items, 
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the follow-up instrument was designed to collect detailed data to 
determine what types of services were most effective with which 
client types. The domains of variables included: 

• client demographic and background characteristics; 
• assailant demographic and background characteristics; 
• characteristics of the relationship; 
• characteristics of the violence history; 
• client reports regarding the effects of family vi~lence on their 

, children; 
• prior help seeking; 
• project services received; . 
• services from community agencies--in particular, the client's 

experiences with the criminal justice system; 
• the client's life situation subsequent to project intervention; 

and 
• the client's overall assessment as to the "helpfulness" of project 

services. 

The client follow-up interviews were conducted by evaluation staff 
through on-site interviewers. r\iter sampling clients for inclusi<?n in 
the follow-up study, the interviewers contacted the individuals to 
obtain permission for the interview. A major obstacle in conducting 
the client follow-up interviews involved difficulties in locating former 
project clients for participation. :-'1any women, fearing for their own 
and their chIldren's safety, tended to "disappear" after project contact. 
Given the nature of family violence, this occurence was not suprising 
and had been anticipated. Every effort was made to maintain the 
integrity of the sampling scheme although adjustments were made 
over the course of the follow-up period. 

After locating the client and obtaining consent to participate, an 
interview was set up for ,a public location. The interview was 
conducted face-to-face. Frequently, follow-up interviews took an 
hour or more to complete. They provided clients with an opportuntiy 
to discuss their lives with a. "neutral" person. The follow-up interviews 
offered a unique vantage point from which to view client experiences, 
project interventions, 'and outcomes. 

Interviews with Project Staff 

Staff from all of the family violence projects were periodically inter­
viewed over the course of the evaluation. These interviews were 
conducted bv the on-site field workers at the intensive sites and by 
core evaluation staff during'regular site visits. These interviews 
elicited staff impressions regarding project administration and organ­
ization; services; relations with other formal agencies; client character­
istics and needs; and project impacts. These data provided participant 
assessments of project activities and outcomes and contributed to 
both process and impact assessments. 

:--,::;-
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Interviews with Key Agency Respondents 
.' \ 

Key respondents at each site were identified in criminal justice, civil 
justice, social service, and community agencies. Interviews with 
these key actors were conducted periodically by evaluation staff. 
These interviews elicited respondents' impressions of project activities; 
the local environment; and specific changes .in their own agencies 
regarding the processing of domestic violence clients. By conducting 
these interviews at several points (i.e. project startup, during the 
implementation phase, and at the termination of grant funding) changes 
in respondents' perceptions along these dimensions were assessed. 

The interviews with key agency respondents served two important 
functions. First, they detaile~ community actors' understandings and 
perceptions of the family violence projects. Second, they documented 
modifications in processes and procedures of local agencies, of which 
the projects m,ay not have been fully aware. Data from these interviews 
were contraste'd with those obtain~d from staff interviews. In this 
way, areas of perceptual agreement and diverg~.nce could be identified. 
Finally, these interviews served as an important qualitative source of 
impact data regarding project effects on community agencies. 
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Implementation of the Evaluation Design" 

The evaluation design was developed and implemented in four stages. 
. First, evaluation staff inventoried the existing data collection focus 

and protocols at the first six projects. Next, a preliminary evaluation 
design reconciled the data needs of the sweeping federal program 
agenda with the practical realities of project services and data 
collection capabilities. The evaluation design was then pre-tested at 
two sites to assess its appropriateness and feasibility, and subsequently 
implemented at all the grantee sites. To "implement the design, a train­
ing conference was held in April, 1979, for project staff to familarize 
them with evaluation instruments and data collection activities. 
Training inCluded self-instruction manuals for the P\lIS and C~iIS, 
which were distributed to all projects; evaluation technical assistance 
was provided following the conference. 

Despite these efforts, the vast majority of projects objected to the 
complexity 01 the design and the demands it placed on staff. 
Moreover, projects felt that the evaluation was unresponsive to their 
needssince it assessed progress toward attaining the national program 

1'-" 
~, 

/( 
\;-.. 

2 - 18 

'-'¢:"" 

() 

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

goals instead of examining achievement of each project's local goals 
and objectives. Revisions in the design were undertaken in October, 
1979, to assuage these objections. After negotiations with three 
representatives, selected by the project directors, the evaluation 
instruments were finalized and implemented across sites in January, 
1980. 

As this scenario illustrates, the major elements of the evaluation 
design were implemented not without difficulty across project sites. 
Several portions of the preliminary design were eliminated because of 
barriers encountered during the pretest stage. These were mainly the 
"knowledge-building" components of the design. Many projects 
resisted the criminal justice data collection components: since it 
involved tracking cases across numerous agencies. Since few cases 
penetrated the justice system beyond the arrest stage, the tracking 
became a source of embarrasment to the LEAA-funded projects (see 
Chapters 5 and 6). The special studies, which were developed to 
provide more specific data on particular aspects of family violence, . 
were cancelled when it was found that the costs. of conducting those 
studies far outweighed the possible benefits which could be derived 
from them. 

Yet, not all of the problems encountered in the implementation of 
the evaluation design resulted in the elimination of some portion of 
it. In many instances, obstacles were mitigated or alternative plans 
were initiated. The use of multiple measures of service delivery and 
case outcome was, in particular, a valuable strategy for minimizing 
the effects of the difficulties encountered. For example, "official 
records" were not useful to determine the re-incidence of abuse. 
Accodingly, self-report.measures from the client follow-up study 
becan'e a primary data source to determine the impact of services. 

In the following sections, three major areas of implementation 
difficulties are described. Each of these areas represents a nexus of 
problems and contraints which were experienced in the evaluation. In 
turn, these difficulties can be traced to factors or processes operating 
at the federal level, at the project level, and from the evaluation 
design itself. Each is pres~~nted below. 

«( 

FEDERAL LEVEL CONSTRAINTS 

The National Evaluation of the LEAA Family Violence Demonstration 
Program involved the activities of two federal agencies--the Office 
of Crimina:1 Justice Planning (OCJP) of the Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration, and the National Institute for Juvenile 
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Justice and Delinquency Prevention (NIJJDP) of the Office of 
Juvenile Justice and Deliquency Prevention. Each agency was 
politically independent; each agency administrator was a political 
appointee, and the agencies were authorized by separate legislation. 
""ioreover, each agency had different responsibilities in the national 
program. OCJP, as the funding agency for the family violence 
projects, was responsible for overseeing and monitoring project 
activities. NIJJDP was the federal agency responsible for funding 
and monitoring evaluation activities. While such a division of tasks 
does not'necessarily have to be problematic, in this insta'1!=e, 
differences in evaluation philosophy and program orientatIon, because 
of tht;>ir political independence, were evident in their expectations of 
the evaluaH:)r\. Each of these agencies brought their own interests 
and emphases to the national effort. There was no single authority to 
resolve disputes and make policy for the joint effort. Those areas 
where agency interests diverged created problems for the design and 
implementation of the evaluation. 

For example, OCJP asked that a .\US be added to the evaluation to 
fa,cil'-:ate program monitoring. NIJJDP felt'this was beyond the 
s<;J;:>e of the evaluation and somewhat violated the traditional 
evaluation role. Several projects expressed a fear that the evaluators 
would cut off their funding, despite the fact that no such authority 
existed. Apparently, OCJP used such fears to gain project compliance 
with the ~IS. Conversely, OCJP objected to the "knowledge-building" 
aspects of the evaluation, claiming that such was more the province 
of research than evaluation. They questioned the appropriateness of 
client data on violence hL!;tory. NIJJDP supported these components 
as useful to learning "what works for whom." 

Design of the National Program 

Three factors in the design of the national program constrained 
evaluation activities. First, project activities were funded well in 
advance of the evaluation. In fact, several projects were continued 
from LEAA Victim/Witness ,-\sslstance Program funding in a previous 
fiscal year. This led to a situation where the project designs were 
developed independently from evaluation interests or needs. That is, 
primary emphasis was placed 9:: ~iesigning direct services or coordina­
tion strategies without integrcl'tlng data gathering or documentation 
requirements. Therefore, data collection procedures were superimposed 
upon existing project designs rather than integrated into them. 
Moreover, selection of project sites did not weigh the projects' ability 
to geither data. Often, local agencies did not demonstrate that evalua­
tion data were accessible or that they had the capability to collect it. 

Project budgets did nC~ anticipate data collection, nor were resources 
or incentives provided for those ag~ncies to cooperate with the evalua­
tion. Data collection was added to formidable direct service burneds 
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with no funds for additional staff. Projects were left to balance 
service delivery and evaluation tasks. OCJP, attempting to please 
both political and project constituencies, did not give projects a clear 
and unamiguo~s message on the priority of the evaluation until the 
second evaJuation year. 

SecondJ the complex and numerous national program goals compllcated 
the p,'v~luatio;) design. :-Viost of the national goals specified for the 
PrtJjects were neither quantigable nor measureable. Several of the 
riational goals, such as reducing community acceptance of intra-
family violence r reducing the number of repeat c.~'ills to police, or 
reducing the number of intra-family homicides and serious assaults, 
assumed the existance of baseline indicators and that such data were 
accessible over the course of the program. However, agencies in the 
majority of sites did not keep such records (Fagan et al., 1981). The 
breadth and generality of the goals, combined with the lack of 
documentation, presented serious obstacles to measurement. Even 
disaggregating the goals into discrete components or activi ties did 
not successfully resolve difficulties regarding how to quantify them 
or obtain data for evaluation purposes. 

A third design issue was the array of project designs. Projects varied 
along such dimensions:as type of service (shelter, legal! social service), 
locus of service (client, system, community), organization (single 
entity, subcontractor, consortium), extent of client contact (no client 
contact, single contact, multiple contacts),and type of contact 
(residential service, telephone I &: R, police crisis intervention, 
assailant psychotherapy, community education forum). There were 
too many dimensions to support meaningful (or rigorous) comparisons 
of prciect-Ievel effects, and too few projects within each dimension 
to sU~;Jort a natural policy experiment. The final design focused at 
services within projects to test the program's policy assumptions. 

Conflict Over Purpose of Evaluation 

Lack of consensus as to the purposes to be served by the evaluation 
can be traced back to differences in the missions of the two, federal 
agencies. OCJP, a program office within LEAA, 'was created to 
improve the criminal justice system. NIJJDP, as a research office 
within OJJDP, applied an evaluation policy which promoted both 
program development and kl10wledge-building efforts. While sharing 
a common goal of reducing crime in the United Statestqthe missions 
of these agencies suggested different approaches to achieVing this 
goal. OCJP's mission was oriented to crime reduction by improving 
criminal justice system processing. NIJJDP, in contrast, viewed its 
task in the Family Violence Program as reducing crime by addressing 
the etiology of violent behavior as well as assessing program services. 
These differences in agency mission and orientation were exempiified 
by the following debates which occured throughout the life of the 
evaluation. . 
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Should the evaluation encompass both applied and basic research 
questions? That is, was the evaluation to address issues of etiology 
or causality or was. it solely to investigate the processes and .outcomes 
of the demonstration projects? OCJP tended to stress questlons of 
criminal justice system effects whereas NIJJDP was more interested 
in looking at the causes and consequences of family violence, as, well 
as evaluating services. These differences were not r~solv~d un~ll the 
second evaluation year. In the absence of a clear POlICY directlon for 
the evaluation, it was difficult to prioritize evaluation acti~ities. 
Since the requirements of applied research are somewhat dIfferent 
than those of basic research, the evaluation design attempted to 
address both agenda items. Yet, lacking clarity and consensus from 
federal actors, the evaluation at times was unable to successfully 
fulfill the policy needs of either agency. 

Should the evaluation add~ess issues of specific deterrence through 
criminal justice processing or should it address issues of tJ:te e~ficacy 
of intervention services which often were apart from the Justice 
system (e.g. shelter, counseling)? The progam a'ssumptions were 
rooted in deterrenc~. yet project services reflected several sets of 
assumptions, including both victim and offender fo~i. ,Again, , 
differences as to the missions of the federal agencles mvolved were 
manifest in terms of different emphases placed on the objectives of 
the evaluation. If the prJmary purpose of the evaluation '!las to 
determine the effectiveness of criminal justice interventlon as a 
deterrent to family violence, then major resource alloca:io~s sh,oul~ 
have been directed to assessing project effects on the crImmal Justlce 
system and criminal court outcomes. 

Howe 'er, the allocation of evaluation resources would have been 
qui te different if the purpose of the evaluation was to assess the. 
efficacy of intervention services. This implies a broader targe~tmg 
o(}f.evaluation resources aimed at a variety of areas such as socIal 
services, criminal justice services, or civil justice s~rvice:. Outcome 
measures also would have to be obtained from a variety or sources 
rather than strictly relying on criminal justice system data. 

Consensus on this issue was achieved. Accordingly, the'evaluation 
design assumed that deterrence was ?ne aspect of a~road, cross­
sectional investigation of service effIcacy: Thus, ~hlle the ev~lua­
tion was concerned with the range of serVIces prOVIded, OCJP mterest 
was limited to projects' role in criminal ju~tic~ processing, a~d the , 
effects of criminalization. Their perspectIve Ignored the SOCIal reallty 
of service deliverv in two ways. It overestimated the extent to which 
cases were proce;sed in the justice system (see chapters 3 ~nd 6), and 
undervalued the primary services of 17 shelter-focused projects (see 
chapter 3). 
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What should be the evaluator's role in program design? Since project 
services preceeded the evaluation, an unresolved question remained 
as to whether and how projects should accomodate evaluation needs. 
In its purest sense, the objective of evaluation research is to document 
on-site realities irrespective of whether those realities reflect broader 
policy interests. This perspective presupposes the existance of 
quantitative as well as qualitative data so that project activities may 
be documented. However, the Family Violence Program design did 
not anticipate evaluation data needs. Accordingly, the evaluation 
agenda intruded on established project designs to incorporate 
documentation activities, and in some cases took resources away 
from direct services. 

Two choices existed to obtain documentation of services and outcomes-­
either superimpose evaluation instruments on existing project services 
or modify services so that data acquisition was integrated into service 
delivery. Absent resources or incentives for projects, the second 
approach would have been better. But there was insufficient support 
by OCJP to mandate that services be altered toJncltJde documentation 
activities. Accordingly, to fulfill evaluation requirements, data 
acquisition was conducted either in parallel to or superimposed upon 
ongoing service delivery. This! in turn, created anger and resistance 
from projects who viewed the intrusion of evaluation activities as an 
imposition on their already burdened and emotionally drained staffs. 
In the absence of consistent policy and support from OCJP, this 
strategy relied on informal negotiations between projects and 
evaluator~, and the development of personal relations with the project 
staff in order for it to succeed. 

PROJECT LEVEL CONSTRAINTS 

Other factors at the project level further inhibited the implementation 
of the evaluation design. These factors included the size of the grants 
availabl.e to the demonstration projects; the structure of the grants 
which required escalating matching funds; the orientation of the 

-projects to service provision rather than a combination of service 
pro~'ision and research; and the availability and accessibility of 
documentation in the host communities. Each of these issues is 
described below. 

Size of Grants 

The funding level for the family violence projects was both a 
programatic and an evaluation issue. The nine national program goals 
reflected exceedingly high expectations for project effects. Projects 
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were expected to pursue all nine goals. However, the available fund.ing 
was not commensurate with the ar:r:b~tious program agenda. The 
majority of projects received fairry~mall grants in 1igh~ of their 
exoected activities. The scope of the effort at the project level, 
in~luding development and provision of both direct and indirect 
services, meant that few resources were available for documentation 
activities. Project resources often were taxed simply in attempting 
to provide client services. (For example, the New York project 
received a grant of less than $75,000 to serve a target area of 
Manhattan.) The addition of evaluation activities further strained 
scarce project resources. Accordingly: projects viewed evaluation 
activities as unnecessary and additional burdens, which detracted 
from their ability to provide services. This stance, while logical from 
a project point of view, further impeded the evaluation's implementa-
tion. /' 

/? 
i~>,1 

Structure of Projp;:tt Grants 

In several instances, the structure of the project grants further 
inhibited the evaluation. Projects were required to provide matching 
funds which escalated from 10% to 50% of total budget over the 
course of their project period. Accordingly, several projects 
strategically allocated whatever resources they couid muster into 
raising these matching funds. While for any private agency raising 
matching funds is a difficult and time consuming task, for the family 
violence projects this task necessitated a concerted effort on the 
part of staff who already were overburdened by service delivery needs. 
In this context, evaluation requirements clearly were a low priority 
and a ,;ource of frustration and resentment. In the day to day struggle 
of the projects, evaluation data were seen as belonging to someone 
else and/or potentially threatening, and were not seen as reflective 
of or useful to project activities. 

'/ 

An additional structural problem was the use of subcontracts for 
services. Politically independent subcontractors felt no obligation to 
participate in the evaluation, and were confident that their contracts 
would not be jeopardized by this position. They were right. 
Evaluators, lacking a direct relationship with the subcontractors, had 
little influence. The quality of the evaluation data suffered. 

Community Constraints 

The selection of the project s;ltes was made without systematic 
investigation as to the abilitY' of the host communities to support 
evaluation activities. Record keeping systems of local agencies were 
often idiosyncratic. Frequently, data were neither available nor 
accessible (see Special Studi!~s, earlier this chapter). i\ ttempts to 
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obtain archival data from criminal justice service agencies on family 
violence calls for service, arrests, or court cases were often frustrated. 
For the most part, there were no accurate baseline data sets from 
which comparisons could be drawn. With 23 projects, it was not possible 
to collect "original" and compatible data at all sites. 

Not only were historical data unavailable, but current record keeping 
systems ,did not provide the information necessary for the evaluation. 
Attempts to modify record keeping practices of local. agencies were 
futile without incentives or resources for those agencies. Often, the 
requests by "grass-roots" feminist groups to criminal justice agencies 
for record-keeping changes were met with hostility. Thus, the evalua­
tion faced a significant constraint given the lack of available 
documentation regarding the characteristics and outcomes of family 
violence cases. 

EV ALUA nON DESIGN CONSTRAINTS 

In its attempt to fulfill a disparate federal evaluation agenda, the 
evaluation design itself contained certain problemmatic areas . .'Some 
of the issues faced by the evaluation included: the development of a 
research agenda; the decision to focus the evaluation on clients and 
projects; the potential intrusiveness of evaluation questions in a 
treatment context; the difficulty of measuring the impact of indirect 
servic es; and the number and staging of projects to be assessed. 

The Evaluation Agenda 

In the absence of consensus at the federal level, the evaluation agenda 
included research as well as more typical evaluation activities. The 
inclusion of both basic and applied research concerns led to an 
ambitious evaluation undertaking. While every attempt was made to 
merge research and~evaluation questions, it was at times necessary to 
develop separate strategies to fulfill both needs. ~oreover, the dual 
foci of the evaluation agenda made it more difficult to win the 
projects' support in the evaluation activities. From the projects' 
perspectives evaluation activities may have been viewed as burdensome 
but were at least understandable. Research, on the other hand, often 
raised fears among service providers since it dealt with questions not 
directly germane to daily activities. Moreover, projects feared that 
research findings would bf;" misinterpretted and used to reinforce 
myths about wife beating. During the evaluation, several such news 
articles appeared, reinforcing projects' fears. Thus, the task of 
involving projects in the evaluation effort was made more difficult bv 
the dual foci of the evaluation agenda.· . 
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Evaluation Focus on Clients and Projects 

Given the weaknesses in "official" data, the evaluation relied heavily 
on projects and clients as primary data sou~ces. Sinc,e the evaluation 
did not have sufficient resources to maintam an on-slte presence at 
each project site, the projects were requested to ?ocument their own 
activH'ies as well as gather background data on clle[1ts: However., 
since staff at many of the projects viewed the evaluatlOn as commg 
from insensitive and unknowledgeable "outsiders," they were reluctant 
to oarticipate in evaluation activities. Requests to have workers 
gather even minimal evaluation data were viewed as aggravating the 
burdens on already overextended staff. Additionally, staff concerns 
regarding client Gonfidentiality and privacy issues acted to further 
complicate data collection activities. Even w.hen.reassurances were 
obtained from the evaluators, project staff stIll displayed a reluctance 
to collect client data. . 

Evaluation Questions Conflicting With Treatment Needs 

A related issue involved the perceived intrusiveness of evaluation 
questions within a treatment context. That is, project staff expressed 
reluctance to question clients at "crisis moments." ~'oreove:, the 
research aspects of the evaluation activities were seen as unimportant 
to the provision of services. The evaluation questions includ~d: what 
works and for what types of clients? This involved exploration of 
client~' backgrounds. Project staff, concerned with minimizing crises 
and delivering services, often dld not see the utility of these. items to 
their own activities. Perhaps, most importantly, staff perceived the 
evaluc·tion Questions as threatening the relationship they were 
atterr.~)ting to develop with clients. Additio~ally, the. ran~e of serv~ces 
provided by the projects often made evaluatlon qu~stlon.s lnapproprl~te. 
Projects offering short-term or single contact servlces Ielt tnat thelr 
limited client contact was best 'spent in providing direct services 
rather than in attempting to fulfill evaluation needs .. From the 
projects' perspective, these objections were both .con~lstent and 
logical. From an evaluation standpoint, these obJectlOns presented 
significant obs~acles to measurement and analysis. 

Measuring the. Impact of Indirect Services 

In response to the national program goals, projects attempted to 
effect positive change not only in the lives of clients directly served, 
but also in general community attitudes towards family violence and 
formal system responses to spouse abuse cases. To address the 
indirect service goals many projects developed educational presenta­
tions and materials for community and professional audiences. For 
the evaluation. the difficulty in assessing the effectiveness of these 
activities was "great, particularly given the number of projects involved 
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and the disparate types of activities initiated. Something as 
ephemeral as community beliefs or attitudes is at best problemmatic 
to measure; given the sensitivity of the family violence issue, these 
measurement difficulties increased exponentially. 

To measure the impact of these indirect selvices, some type of 
community survey was necessary. However, the cost of conducting 
interviews with representative community samples was prohibitive 
and beyond evaluation resource. While qualitative data to address 
these issues were obtained by the on-site staff at the five intensive 
sites, the evaluation could not thoroughly or rigorously assess the 
impact of the projects' indirect services at all sites. 

Number and Staging of Projects 

When the evaluation started, six projects were already underway. 
Over the course of the evaluation period, projects were added in two 
phases. By the end of the second evaluation year, 23 family violence 
projects were included in the national evaluation. The simple number 
and phasing of projects severely complicated evaluation activities; 
the task of designing an evaluation for the number and diversity of 
projects was overwhelming. :\lthough evaluation core staff made 
every effort to maintain ongoing liaision with the projects, it was 
frequently difficult to keep up with project developments and address 
their concerns. Finally, the assistance projects required in imple­
menting the P\J1S taxed evaluation resources. With so many projects 
at so many different stages of development it was logistically 
difficult to provide evaluation technical assistance to ensure uniform 
inteq retation of evaluation requirements. 

Data Sources for this Report' 

This report presents analyses conducted on a variety of qualitative 
and quantitative data sets. Sources of qualitative data include the 
participant observation activities conducted at the five intensive 
sites as well as the key actor interviews undertaken during site visits 
to all the project sites. Case study analyses of 10 sites provided data 
for analyses of system impact and' services continuation. Quantitative 
data sources were the P \1Sand the client follow-up interviews. Data 
from the initial assessment instruments of the Client .\ianagement 
Information System document approximately 2,700 clients served by 
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the family violence projects. Client follow-up da~a, collected at five 
sites in two panels, provide information on 270 cllents served b~ the 
projects. These qualitative and quantitative data are ~nalyzed In 

terms of the projectefiects on clients and local agencles. 
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3 From Theory To Practice-" 
Family Violence Interventions 

This chapter describes the de.velopment and implementation of the 
Family Violence Demonstration Program, t!.}acing the initiative from 
its emergence as a national policy issue to 'the reality of intervening 
with victims and their families. The Family Violence Pr'ogram was an 
ambitious national policy experiment, whose central assumption was 
deterrence--the application of criminal and civil law protections for 
victims and crimlnal sanctions against assailants. The demonstration 
projects were the vehicles through which these assumptions were 
tested. LEAA's concern that family violence is a multi··faceted 
problem prompted a program design emphasizing a mult.\-agency 
approi<:h with both criminal justice and social service. ',\"he result 
was a national demonstration program testing tbe effecti~ of several 
intervention approaches and types of services in reducing the incidence 
and severity of family violence. The 23 projects in this program 
represented the intervention variable in this experiment,; and the 
component services expressed the underlying assumption~li of the LEAA 
program. -" 

The chapter also describes the interventions tested in th!is policy 
experiment. A brief historical review traces the program's origins 
and intentions. The projects' organizational characteristics are 
analyzed, for these features influenced tt1e content of tfle services 
provided. AfJ seen in chapter 7, these fe~tures also we~e predictors 
of whether p.rojects, services, or policies were continu~~'d at the 
conclusion of the federal demonstration. The services~re described 
briefly-they serve as the "trea,:\ment" variable in the,/¢rucial tests of 
the, program's assumptions. Finally, the "social proceMs" of servi,ce 
delivery is described. The data in later chapters take! on additional 
significance where readers are aware of the intense emotions resulting 
fr~m day to day work with physically abused victims in deep per,Vlonal 
Crlses. 
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The Family Violence Demonstration Program can be viewe\~ as the 
product of national and local events which set the stage for;\its 
crea~ion. , ~hapter 1 d~scribed the process by which family violence 
wa,s Iden~lfled as ~ soclal concern and evolved into a social problem. 
Thls sectIon examines the history of the program in the broadest 
social and political context--its relatiol1ship to family violence as 
an emerging national policy issue. .A. brief chronology of events traces 
the convergence of two pet1spectives--the feminist movement and the 
justice system's growing awareness of domestic violence as a crime 
issue--in shaping the LEAA program. Federal contributions are also 
assessed as they attempted to integra te the criminal justice emphasis­
-and hence the deterrence assumptioQs--into the projects. 

fj 

EMERGENCE OF DOMESnC VIOLENCE AS A POLICY ISSUE 

. 
Exam. ling the historical context of the projects, three distinct vet 
inter-related themes emerge as contributors to the Family Viol~nce 
Program: 

• feminist involvement in recognizing family violence (and in 
particular, wife abuse) and n"jaking it a major pollcy issue: 

• the crir:ninal justice system's growing awareness, partially due 
to prevlous LEAA programs, of family violence; 

• changes in legislation on domestic violence. 

The individual projects can be viewed as they fit into the history of 
family violence as a policy issue. Some stem from initial feminist 
work in the area of family violence, while others are a result of an 
instit~tional r~sponse on the part of social service or criminal justice 
agencles to r,ecent concern over domestic violence. The projects can 
also be seenm .t~rms of a social and political phenomenon-a largely 
grassroots femmlst movement around "battered women" gathered 
mon:ent,um,. created services and pushed for changes in legislation 
and InstltutlOnal responses. Concurrently, the criminal justice system 
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and social service agencies took steps toward working more system­
atically with victims of family violence. Government funding for 
family violence programs through LEAA was made available; both 
traditional agencies and grassroots groups created new programs 
around both legislation and funds. Each of the projects was distinct 
in the way 1t came .into existence; however, all can be better under­
stood in I'elation to this broader context, and their sub,sequent fates 
can be predicted 'from these themes. 

Feminism 

To understand the history of the family violence demonstration 
projects funded under the national program., it is necessary to see the 
programs in the wider setting of the recognition of family violence as 
a nationwide problem of significant proportions. The "discovery" of 
battering, especially wife abuse, was due in large part to the work of 
feminist organizations, nationally and locally, and to feminist writers 
and scholars who documented and publicized the. issue. Together wi th 
family researchers and childrens' advocates, feminists have been 
central to the expansion of domestic violence as a multifaceted public 
policy issue. During the past decade, feminist groups have been instru­
mental in initiating legislative changes, altering police and court 
procedures, and working as advocates for victims within traditional 
social service agencies. Feminists created the concepts and first 
ventures into alternative, community-based services such as hotlines 
and shelters. 

The nature and breadth of services which were offered by many of 
the fc'1111y violence projects can better be understood in light of how 
these ;Jrojects grew out of feminist grassroots efforts, especially 
those directed toward rape victims. Battered women presented 
themselves to many feminist-oriented service groups via rape hotlines 
started by these groups, as well as to victim assistance agenCies 
(:V\iamiL<:>.r:o!ape crisis centers. Hotline workers learned to their 
surprise~that their crisis lines received a disproportionately high 
numbel" of calls from battered wives. The origins of one rural shelter 
based project, for example, stem from a rape hodine created by a 

/ VISTA worker at the local women's communitv center. This eXDer-
ience was seen in several projects, especially 'in rural areas. ' 

In addition to "discovering l1 the battered woman, the grassroots 
groups rapidly identified the array of services victims need: shelter, 
transportation, counseling, legal assistance, advocacy, jobs, childcare, 
etc. They also became aware of the limits in the legal resources 
available to victims of domestic violence: inadequate police response, 
discouragement in efforts to prosecute, and civil and criminal legis- ::. 
lation which did not proviae sufficient protection for the victim. 
Feminist activists thus became involved in many aspects of the family 
violence issue: legislative reform, police and prosecutor training, 
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shelters and attempts to obtain large-scale funding for services to 
victims of family violence. This involvement generally occurred 
within the context of community-based grassroots organizations such 
as shelters, rape crisis programs, hotlines, and women's resource 
centers. 

Criminal Justice System Responses 

As family violence became a public policy issue, the criminal justice 
system was obliged to respond in new ways. The feminist movement 
exerted political pressure on the criminal justice system to fulfill its 
legislative mandates to treat wife abuse as a serious issue. Tradition­
ally, family violence was perceived as burdensom.e by criminal justice 
agencies: as an ever . ..:present phenomenon, it created dangerous situa­
tions for the police and generated cases difficult to resolve for the 
courts. To this day, family violence programs continue to grapple 
with ways of changing such attitudes. 

Within criminal justice agencies, however, there were several move­
ments which counterbalanced such attitudes and served to create 
favorable pre-conditions for family violence programs. At the police 
level, innovative training programs had been sought to teach officers 
how to solve disputes and defuse violent situations have been under­
way since the late 1960s. The work of Bard* and others helped create 
such programs and documents the difficulties in imp,Lementing them. 
A major issue was teaching police officers to reconceptualize their 
role a 1d to begin to view themselves as "conflict mana\gers." Police 
trainil g programs in family crisis intervention were ,l;~gun in the 
early 1970s by the Office of Law Enforcement Assi~tance, LEAA's 
forerunner. The victim/witness programs funded sihce 1974 by LEAA 
were instrumental in making law enforcement agencies amenable to 
the idea of providing services for the victims of crime--extending 
their sphere of' responsibility. The victim/witness programs also 
functioned as magnets for victims of family violence; the sponsoring 
agencies were presented with the need to provide additional special 
services for family violence victims, who quickly became a major 
portion of the caseload of victim advocates' programs. 

*See Morton Bard, "Family Crisis Intervention: From Concept to 
Implementation", in Roy, Maria (ed.), Battered Women. !,\lew York: 
Van Nostrand, R/einhold Co., 1977. Feminists were critical of this 

1/ 

approach, though. They viewed the psychological terminology of 
"dispute" and "conflict" as obfuscating the criminal viol'ence at the 
heart of family domestic disturbance. \10reover, this a.pproach tended 
to spread blame among both parties, instead of identifying an 
assailant. 
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Other' criminal justice system programs which raised awareness of 
family violence included mediation and diversion programs. The 
counseling and dispute settlement services in these programs often 
were utilized for the "treatment" of a violent spouse, or the non­
criminal resollJtion of cases seen as "inappropriate" for the criminal 
courts. 

Legislation 

Family violence legislation is crucial to understanding the climate in 
which the programs arose, as well as forming an important constraint 
on the .kinds of services programs are able to offer. Some of the 
programs came into being at the same time as newly enacted legisla­
tion. In several instances, changes in legislation took place after the 
progra.ms were well underway. The pressure for legislative change 
came largely from feminists and attorneys who had worked in the 
legal system, attempting to secure protection for victims of family 
violence. In a number of states individuals who had been' active in 
crea ting the family violence program also worked on legislation. The 
Philadelphia project, for example, rose from the Protection From 
Abuse Act, passed by the Pennsylvania legislature in October, 1976. 
Before the LEAA gratH, a women's group had started a part-time 
voluntary program of legal counseling 1n the DA's office to inform 
victims of their options. These efforts pointed toward the necessity 
for a more formalized advocacy service to fully implement the 
~rotection from Abuse Act. The family violence project which later 
evolved '..vas designed specifically to enable the legislation to be used 
more ~ffectively by victims. 

In New York, two family violence projects arose after a lawsuit and 
legislative changes had made domestic abuse a well-known and highly 
charged issue in Some parts of the criminal justice system. A 1976 
lawsuit was brought against the police departmentior their lack of 
response to abuse victims. A parallel suit against the clerks and 
probation officers in the Family Court charged Family Court intake 
staff with diverting vic;tims ffom hearings before a judge where they 
could obtain emergency protective orders. Victims were allegedly 
not informed that the informal adjustments made by probation staff 
were not binding and that they have a statutory right to see a judge. 
The rather complicated set of options the victim can choose, coupled 
with past problems with the court aNd police reaction to family 
violence, must be viewed as critical antecedent conditions which 
dictated the approaches of the two New York family violence projects. 
One project focused on the criminal prosecution of assailants, whlle 
the second was pt:'ovided to assist victims in dealing wLth the complicated 
.Family Court System. 
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In sum, the historical context of the Family Violence Program is one 
in which several sodal and political trends merged to create a climate 
of both advocacy and institutional responsiveness to family violence. 
The issue was first advanced by feminist organizations. However, 
simultaneously, there was a growing victims advocacy movement 
within criminal justice agencies. Earlier prosecutorial innovations 
such as diversion programs using mandatory counseling also set th~ 
groundwork for the !ll'ultifaceted family violence programs. The 
momentum created by the newly expressed concern over family 
violence resulted in legislative reforms which in many cases spurred 
program development. 

Althoubh the feminist community's interest in domestic violence and 
the victirq's rights trend coincided in time, there still remain 
distinctions between the ',.~ay in which the problem and solutions to 
family violence are viewed in these respective quarters. In examining 
the. programs it is important to bear in mind their origins and to under­
stand the differing approaches they bring to the problem. These 
differences are reflected in the service emphasis of the projects, the 
interpretation of the program's deterrenc~ assumptions~ and ultimately 
in the social process of service deli vedr • 

ORIGINS OF THE F AMIL Y VIOl.ENCE PROGRAM 

The o,oigins of the Family Violence Program are to be found in LEANs 
Citizf:'1'S Initiative program and its successor, the Victim/Witness 
Program. The Citizen's Initiative Program began in 1974 (FY 1975) 
and continaeci until the establishment of the Victim/Witness Program 
in 1976 (FY 1977). In a t:i::AA paper entitled ",J\n Overview of Victim 
Witness Assistance Programs", the .progression is referred to as an 
"outgrowth." The "outgrowth" notion can be validated from several 
perspectives. First, the Citizen's Initiative Program emphasized 
citizen i.nvolvement in the criminal justice system. One. program goal 
is .for the criminal justice system to "consider and streijJy high~st the 
needs of interacting citizens." The demonstration and research 
projects established the need for expanded and. refined serVices for 
victims and witnesses, and a specitl<:: program, Victim/Witness, was 
established. Included in this secpnd program is an emphasis on victims 
of ilsensitive crime": rape victims, sexually abused children, and 
domestic violence victims. The following year, the domestic viol~nce 
and sexually abused children categories were separated out into a 
distinct program: Family Violence. . . 

The "outgrowth" process at first glance seems to reflect and parallel 
events on the local level, both in the victim/witness programs and in 
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grassroots organizations. However, official LEAA documents which 
describe the programs, their objectives, and delineation of goals, 
indicate a somewhat different pattern. In fact, the Family Violence 
Program appears as a radical departure from the Victim Witness 
Program within the context of these documents. Review'of the origins 
of the Citizen's Initiative and Victim Witness Programs confirm the 
considerable differences between these programs. 

The Citizen's Initiative Program 

In 1974, the Citizen's Initiative Program was instituted as a national 
priority program of LEAA. LEAA administrators expressed publicly, 
at that time, a concern that the average citizen has lost confidence 
in the criminal justice system. To ameliorate this situation r LEAA 
solicited bids on demonstration programs which were to: " ... cause 
the criminal justice system to consider and stratify highest the needs 
of citizens who interact ... and ... which enable and assist the citizen in 
better performing a fun.ction for the criminal justice system."* 

" . . 
The detailed description of the initiative ~ontained a statement of 
purpose which specifies that programs are to have a " ... significant 
impact on the reduction of crime through the active involvement of 
the citizen in the criminal justice process."** The programs included 
in their scope, goals for public education, volunteer involvement and 
reduction of circumstances which promote crir-Tie. 

The Victim/Witness Program 

In FY, 977, the Victim/Witness Program was established as a separate 
program. A major program objective was lito assist in the development, 

" lmplementation and replication of projects designed to improve the 
treatment of victims and witnesses and to increase citizen confidence 
in and cooperation with the Criminal Justice Svstem." 

This objective is similar to that of the earlier Citizen's Initiative 
Program. For example, the Victim/Witness Program called for: 

• increased repcrting of crimes by victims and witnesses; 

• reduced waiting time and unnecessary appearabces of pollee 
and civilian witnesses; 

*Guideline Manual M4500.1 B, p . .34--5, February 1 '174. As an aside, 
it is interesting to note that the Purpose section aho includes a 
closing statement saying that "These goals conforl"n to LEANs mission 
to develop, test, and evaluate effective programs, projects and 
techniques to reduce crime and delinquency." 

**Guideline Manual M4-500.IC, p. 121. 
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• ip~reased witness cooperation in the prosecution of cases, 
p·~rticularly those cases involving traditionally uncooperative 
witnesses, including rape victims, victims of domestic violence, 
children who have been sexually assaulted, the elderly and 
those fearing reprisals; 

• systems improvements for victims and witnesses, including 
computerized witness notification, televised testimonies of 
expert witnesses, citizens' information termInals in courthouses, 
and other new and improved methods aimed at cost savings; 

• development and dissemination of programmatic guidelines for 
victims of sensitive crimes including rape, sexual abuse of 
chlldren, and domestic violence; 

• development and demonstration of new methods for victim 
pa!,'cicipation in criminal justice proceedings; 

• reduction in the repeated victimizati.on of sexually abused 
children, victims of domestic violence, and vulnerable elderly 
victims. 

The Family Violence Program 

The Family Violence Program was funded in FY 1978, and in fact 
included six programs funded in FY1977 as part of the Victim/Witness 
Program. However, a close reading of the Family Violence Program 
Guideline shows that the overall purpose of the Family Violence 
Program was quite dissimilar: "to provide support for several 
comprehensive program models designed to test appropriate and 
effec··ive responses to family violence." This objective indicates a 
break with the original rationale for establishing services for victims .. -
to increase their cooperation/confidence with/in the criminal justice 
system. 

:Vioreover, the emphasis in the purpose of the Family Violence Program 
was not as explicitly foclJsed on criminal justice improvements as in the 
Victim/Witness Program. The Victim/Witness Program was perhaps 
viewed as appropriately inclusive of social service programs and 
program components.. because the underlying assumption about the 
program was that it would ensure citizen confidence in and cooperation 
with the cr,iminal justice system. LEAA thinking may have focused 
on development of a strong set of criminal justice goals for the Family 
Violence Program, to enhance the likelihood that the issue would be 
perceived as legitimately within the scope of that agency's legislative 
mandate. By FY 1977, when the Victim/Witness Program scope was 
broadened to become the Family Violence Program, the Program 
Manager had come to consider as essential an emphasis on inter­
agency coordination and some basic LEAA concerns regarding agency 
statistics, the level of criminal justice involvement in family violence, 
and a multi-faceted approach to family violence. On the most general 
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level, the intent of the program initiators was to "mobilize community 
support and interest" in family violence issues. A t the agency (LEAA) 
level, initiators were apparently interested in facilitating agency 
acceptance of family violence as an "appropriate program area" of 
LEAA concern and attention. 

Initiators felt that making money ayailable for domestic vio.lence 
programs focused on the criminal justice system would provlde an 
impetus for improvement of system response and give the issue an 
increased priority nationwide. A precise formula--a program model-­
for accomplishing this aim was not developed. Initiators' additional 
areas of interest included questions concerning the appropriate use 
and effectiveness of the "nuances of criminal justice authority," i.e., 
measures not involving incarceration--e.g., arrest, prosecution in 
order to divert. In addition, initiators were interested in discovering 
the level of effectiveness (in terms of a reduction of the battering 
phenomena) given minimal criminal justice action. 

In sum, the elaborate and ambitious set of Family Violence Program 
goals appear to have been developed, in part, as an. a,ttempt to justif~ 
the integration of the family violence programs orIgmally funded unaer 
Victim/Witness auspices into the new program. It can also be seen as 
an attempt to justify the funding of "family" services within a "crime" 
agency. One can see that some of the project components were also 
mandatory parts of the earlier Victim/Witness funde~ projects. Th.ese 
factors are important in understanding how some projects (those W1 th 
smaller budgets and lacking an institutional affiliation) were over­
whelmed in their attempts to provide direct services while coordinat­
ing with the range of criminal justice agencies in their communities. 
Th~ d·fficulty experienced by some projects in implementing services 
may 1: :! traced to the broad LEAA agenda (nine goals) and the resources 
available. In turn, the test of the basic program assumptions--specific 
deterrence and victim "empowerment"--may have been weakened by 
the broad range of program goals and the resultant absence of a 
program model. 

IMPLEMENT AnON AND FEDERAL SUPPORT 

Federal support to the Family V'iolence Program, provided by the 
Office of Criminal Justice Programs of LEAA, had two components: 

• discretionary action grants to public agencies and private 
nonprofit organizations to develop demonstration programs, 
and 
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• technical assistiance grants and cqntracts to several or~aniza­
tions to generate activities and publications s,upp?rtiv~/of 
action grantee efforts and services in domestlc vlOlence. 

In addition, OCJP developed a national goals statement and a short 
background paper that established the legal and theoretical under­
pinnings of the national program. These documents served as th~ 
conceptual foundation for the national program and exerted conslder­
able influence on project tactics and organizational development. 
Federal support is described below. 

Action Grants 

In FY 1977, the Special Programs DivIsion of the Office of Criminal 
Justice Programs (OCJP) of LEAA awarded six grants under its ongoing 
Victim Witness Assistance Program to develop programs and services 
for victims of familv violence. Grants were awarded to four projects 
serving victims of spousal assault and two projects serving victims of 
child sexual assault and their families. As described above, OCJP 
had decided to develop a special program initiative specificall,y to 
address family violence, setting forth guidelines for an expanaed 
federal demonstration program. Eleven new grantees and five of the 
six FY 1977 arantees were funded under the Family Violence Program 
in FY1978. o'In FY1979, nine additional grants were awarded under 
this program. The funding strategy included both program support 
and action grants. Table 3-1 lists the grants by fiscal year. Over 
$8.2 million was awarded over a four year period, excluding costs of 
$1.32 million. 

Table 3-1 

Family Violence Program Grant Activity 
Fiscal Years 1977-80 

1977 1978 1979 l~80 
ACTION GRANTS 

Phoenix, AZ 61,700 8,518 
Brattleboro, VT 408,000 42,000 32.,400 
Henry Street, NY 68,920 79,310 49,492 
Dade County, FL 79,088 88,870 67,000 
Children's Hospital, DC 161,176 206,628 188,4023 
Harborview, W A 170,115 166,081 193,577 
Fayetteville, NC 117,097 106,451 
Santa Barbara 249,167 213,639 
Delaware 140,000 l2~):-~66 
Whi te Plains, NY 80,553 9 (""j,O 1 
Alaska 260,886 21+If,500 
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Cleveland, OH 
Philadelphia, P A 
South Florida 
Utah 
Gary, Indiana 
Salem, MA 
Portland, OR 
Rhode Island 
Hinesville, GA 
Ashland, KY 
Charlottesville, VA 
San Franciscu' 
Faribault, ~'N 
Northampton, MA 
~\organtown, WVA 
North Dakota 
Montgomery, AL 
Milford, ~iA 
Subtotal 

PROGRAM SUPPORT 

CWPS 
Home Economics 
PERF 
National ass'n. of Counties 
Cemer for Prevention of 

Violence 
ODN Productions, Inc. 
San Jose, CA 

1977 1978 1979 

588,999 

132,160 

155,000 
185,802 
268,836 
81,231f 

1140,300 
126,000 

195,000 
222,360 
90,000 

100,000 
100,000 
181f,761 
60,000 
90,000 
73,427 

2,085,324 1,700,463 

249,974 334,992 
53,212 
35.290 

9,900 

97,000 

1980 

127,783 
191',157 
135,296 
76,260 
56,680 

105,000 

125,000 
200,000 
135.000 

2,169,448 

334,992 

265,635 
50.000 

TOTALS 721,159 2,~23,800 2,llf2,355 2,922,075 

GRAND TOTAL $8,208,389 

Federally Sponsored Technical Assistance 

Technical assistance to the Family Violence Program sites was provided 
during this period by the Center for Women Policy Studi,~s (CWPS). 
CWPS also published a newsletter and maintained a National Clearing­
house on Domestic Violence. These activities were supported initially 
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by LEAA (OCJP) and iater by both OCJP and the now defunct Office 
on Domestic Violence of the U.S. Department of Health and Human 
Services. ' 

O<:=J: als? f~nded efforts to support and improve the response of 
criminal JustIce system agencies in each project jurisdiction in order 
to facilitate the realization of program goals. For example, a three­
day ,conference was held in ~emphis, Tennessee, in September 1978, 
to dISCUSS the role of the prosecutor in spouse assault cases. Jointly 
sponsored by CWPS and the National District A ttorney's Association, 
the conference was attended by prosecuting attorneys from each of 
t~e ~amil'y violence ~roject sites as well as representatives from 
victIm/wItness and dIspute resolution programs. The conference had 
two major ,objectives: (1) to develop a consensus on strategies for ' 
prosecut~nal managen:ent of dom~stic assault cases and (2) to exchange 
infOrmatIOn on strategIes and tactICS for prosecutorial handling of 
the cases. 

The conference results were reported in The Victim Advocate. While 
reaffirming the LEAA premise that spousal assa:ult is a crime and 
should ,receive the same treatment as other offenses, participants 
r~cog~lz,ed that factors intrinsic to these cases often make prosecu'­
tion diffIcult. In addition, attitudinal barriers among justice system 
staff often wer.e seen as impediments effective prosecution. Instead, 
p:ose~utors. re~led on a range of responses: filing of charges; 
dIverSion; Victim support services; and referrals for services 
including mediation, social services, and civil court remedie~. 

?CJP also supported the development of standards and guidelines for 
Improved law enforcement handling of domestic violence cases: A 
grant ~o the Police Executive Research Forum (PERF) resulted in a 
r.esear~h ~onograph on current practices, the legal and traditionai 
underpinnings of those practices, and documentation of recent 
advanc~s i~ police han~ling of cases (Loving, 1980). Focusing on 
domestic disturbances involving the threat or use of violence the 
study incl~ded three phases: a study of the incidence and pr~valence 
of domestl~ assau~ts and cu:rent police responses; field and survey 
res~arch .01 17 polIce .agencI,e~ and 130 officers at the family violence 
proJect. Slt:S to examine policies and procedures for handling "violent" 
domestIc dIstu:~ances; and the development of proposed policies and 
pro~edures. ratified b~ a peer review panel of 20 criminal justice and 
socIal service profeSSIOnals. 

The PERF research confirmed the results of sever.a1 previous studi'es 
of police intervention in domestic disputes. The study was critical of 
"alternative" police responses such as crisis intervention and 
:econcili~tion, of th~ parties. Officers cited impediments to effective 
interventIOn, ~nclud~ng poor training, ambiguous departmental policies, 
and a lack of mC~ntlves to devote more time and attention to spouse 
abuse cases. LOVing (1980) suggested that policies be developed to 
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"impose sensible limits and structure on the range of available police 
intervention practices for these calls." The report recommends 
increased arrests in felony spouse assault cases and in some 
misdemeanor assaults. Although these procedures seem contrary to 
the traditionally broad discretion of police officers, the designation 
of specific dispositions for specific types of cases was deemed 
necessary given the indiscriminate use of informal and largely 
ineffective "adjustments" for these potentially lethal situations. 
Police training in the Family Violence Program sites was left to the 
individual projects. 

OCJP also took steps to improve institutional responses to chHd sexual 
assault cases in 14 of the Family Violence Program sites. A grant 
was awarded to the Sexual Assault Center of Harborview Medical 
Center in Seattle, Washington, to conduct community training confer­
ences in case management and criminal justice system response to 
these cases. SAC staff conducted one-day conferences of prosecutors, 
police administrators, and medical and social service agency staffs in 
1980 at 14 sites to discuss methods for adaptation of the technology 
developed under the SAC family violence grant .. 

Other OCJP-supported efforts included technical assistance at project' 
sites to develop treatment programs for batterers and conferences to 
foster linkages between the projects and clergy. In addition, over the 
past 18 months, OCJP has convened the grantees for three "cluster 
conferences" to exchange information and data on project service 
delivery and organizational development as well as to receive further 
technical assistance from CWPS. Finally, OCJP awarded a grant to 
the National Home Economics Association to generate public educa­
tion rT'aterials to support local grantee efforts in altering attitudes 
towar'; domestic violence. 

In sum, OCJP t00k substantial and concrete steps to assure criminal 
justice involvement in family violence cases. The training and 
technical assistance programs were designed to assist the projects to 
conduct training and work within the context of the criminal justice 
system. These inputs were thorough but modest supports toward 
achieving goals of substantial change in longstanding social service 
and justice system policies in a relatively short time period. OCJP 
selected a cohort of demonstration projects, rich in geographic, organ­
izational and institutional diversity, who best demonstrated the 
existence of family violence problems in their communities. They 
also. offered assurances of linkages with the justice system, and 
offered to pursue the broad OCJP agenda. Armed with a variety of 
inputs and resources, the projects ambitiously sought to develop and 
coordinate services, alter policy, and educate the community against 
violence and in favor 9£ utilizing services. 
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THE LEGAL ENVIRONMENT: STATUTES AND LEGISLA nON 

The major premise of the LEAA program--that increased involvement 
of the criminal and civil justice systems is a primary means of 
reducing spouse abuse and family violence--was implemented at the 
pro ject sites only to the extent that family violence statutes, penal 
code sections, and civil procedures permitted police intervention and 
created legal options for vict.:,ms. These options included protection 
orders or criminal sanctions v.'hich varied widely across states. The 
options available to police and prosecutors, including the means to 
effectively intervene, arrest, prosecute, and otherwise sanction these 
offenses, also varied by state legislation. 

Analysis of the impact of project intervention on viol~nt families 
must include available criminal and civil court options as a major 
contextual variable. This section presents an assessment of the key 
provisions in civil and criminal remedies for family violence in the 
project sites. State-by-state assessments appear for the ten core 
sites in Appendix C. 

Civil Remedies-Temporary Restraining Orders and Protection Orders 

Several forms of civil remedies were available to battered women. 
including protection orders, temporary restraining orders, divorce: 
damages, and alimony (Lerman, 1980). At the family violence projects, 
the most important and widely used remedies were temporary restrain­
ing orders and protection orders. A temporary restraining order (TRO) 
(or a-emporary order of protection) is an emergency protection order, 
whicr may be ussued on demand or within a few hours of an incident. 
A TRO is available in most incidents involving threat of violence or 
injury, and may not require the appearance of the assailant (Grau. 
1982). . 

In the domestic violence sites. 18 of 23 (78%) had provisions for a 
TRO. This legislation is recent in nearly all states;· 33% of these laws 
have ,been passed since 1977. TROs are usually available ~ parte. 
that IS, the order may be issued after a hearing at which the victim is 
present but not the abuser, and usually the same day she files the 
petition. Of the 18 states with civil TRO provisions, 17 (94%) provide 
for ~ EM~ relief. The rules on who may obtain a TRO, however, 
differ from state to state. In some states, anyone abused by a spouse, 
former spouse, household member, family member, or former house­
hold member can obtain a TRO ~ parte. Other states limit TROs to 
women married to the abuser, and others require that the v ictim file 
for divorce to obtain a TRO. Among the 17 family violence sites 
with ~ parte TRO provisions, six (35%) are limited to spouses only. 
Of these, two require that another civil action (e.g., filing for separa­
tion or divorce) be pending or in effect. 
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Temporary orders remain in effect for a limited period of time until 
a full hearing· can be held or until the court re-opens. After the 
hearing, the TRO becomes a Protection Order and may remain in 
effect for a period of up to one year. Protection Orders are renewable 
in three (17%) of the 18 states. 

Enforcement of a Protection, Order is a critical determinant of the 
effectiveness of family violence sanctions and statutes. In New York, 
the failure of law enforcement to enforce arrest provisions for viola­
tions of restraining orders was the subject of a class action lawsuit 
and subsequent consent decree (Bruno v. Codd, 1978). In 78% of the 
states where protection orders are available, a violation is punishable 
either as criminal contempt or a misdemeanor. 

Civil contempt, a more common sanction, is generally punishable by a 
jail sentence (up to six months) and/or a fine of $500, or a term of 
probation supervision. Only one state has a provision for a minimum 
or mandatory jail sentence. In criminal contempt or misdemeanor 
violations of protection orders, four states (17%) permit a police 
officer to make an arrest without first obtaining a warrant or observ­
ing the violation. Unlike other misdemeanors, the officer can make a 
warrantless arrest if he believes there is "probable cause" that a 
violation has occurred, even where there is no visible injury. 
(Probable cause arrests are usually reserved for felony violations 
involving stranger-to-stranger offenses.) Two states (19%) have 
established mandatory arrest for violations of protection orders. 

Criminal Remedies 

While nost states have statutest)rohibiting physical assault, law 
enforcement and the courts have historically treated violence among 
spouses as a family matter and have failed to apply criminal sanctions 
in other than the most brutal cases. Application of criminal sanctions 
has been selective and discretionary, and even in convictions sentences 
have been lenient. 

Recently, several states have enacted legislation to overcome many 
of the barriers to criminal justice intervention. Warrantless arrest 
for misdemeanor spousal assaults, special chapters defining spousal 
assault as a criminal offense separate from stranger assault, and 
mandatory arrests for violations of criminal orders or repeat offenders 
are options created by re~ent legislation. All these measures are 
designed to afford victims of family violence access to criminal 
remedies traditionally inaccessible d~e to procedural, attitudinal, and 
political barriers (Loving, 1980). In the 23 project sites, only two 
(9%) have created special penal code sections defining spousal assault 
as a felony or misdemeanor. Seven (30%) have enabled probable cause 
arrest for misdemeanor spousal assault. As mentioned above 1 17% 
have enacted statutes providing for probable cause arrest for a vlo.la-
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tion of a TRO or a Protection Order and 9% have established 
mandatory arrest for such violations. 

Overall, these new statutes have created opportunities for increased 
criminal justice involvement in spousal assault cases. However, the 
utilization and application of these provisions remains a function of 
victim choice and police officer discretion. Training programs for 
officers should be part of a policy development and implementation 
process to assure consistent and comprehensive application of these 
statutes. 

The Focus of Reform: Criminal Sanction for Civil Violations 

The review of legislative action at the family violence project sites 
suggests a trend toward statutory reform enhancing civil remedies 
for family violence and spousal assault. Included in this trend is the 
criminalization of violations of civil remedies. Reforms in the criminal 
statutes (i.e., penal codes) are not naarly as prevalent, however. Fewer 
than 30% of the states have undertaken reforms in penal code defini­
tions or criminal procedure. 

Several plausible hypotheses for this trend can be set forth. First, 
the emphasis on civil remedies may have resulted from recognition of 
the substantial barriers in criminal justice processing of family violence 
and non-stranger violence cases." These barriers are numerous and 
complex, involving issues such as time to response or case resolution, 
quality of response, difficulty in accessing agencies for relief or 
service, and ineffective or irrelevant case dispositions and sanctions. 
Civil 'emedies, on the other hand, are more accessible and timely 
(altho',.gh there remain questions about the effectiveness of current 
sanctions for violations of protection orders). 

Second~ it is possible that less resistance would be encountered in 
attempts to alter civil codes. Revisions of the criminal (penal) code 
must be deliberated by several highly visible legislative committees 
subject to lobbying by numerous interest groups with strong ideological 
positions. The civil codes, with jurisdiction over "family matters," 
are subject to less intense debate by fewer interest groups or lobbies. 

Finally, the emphasis on reform in civil code and procedureleJlects 
the political and ideological positions of activists in family violence, 
as well as victim preferences in service requests. Criminal justice 
remedies were largely already in place (e.g., it is a crLme for one 
individual to physically assault another, regardless of their personal 
relationship); however, there are well-documented barriers to their 
use. Civil remedies, such as those pioneered in New York (N.Y. 
Family Court Act, Article 8) and Pennsylvania (Act 218, Law of 
Pennsylvania) were until recently unavailable in most states. The 
efforts to expand civil options while improving available criminal 
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options, together with other efforts to expand and improve medical 
and social service responses, may have reflected the interests of 
practitioners and activists to create a broad network of service 
options for victims of family violence. 

Interventions 

Having analyzed the origins and context for the Family Violence 
Program, we turn now to the intervention itself. The theoretical 
underpinnings.of the Family Violence Program were expressed and 
operationalized through numerous direct and indirect services. Though 
not explicitly called for in the LEAA Program G'uideline--indeed~ as 
noted earlier, OCJP avoided a particular program model--these services 
were a natural outgrowth of the combined efforts to serve victims, 
batterers, and their families. In the national policy experiment, these 
services became the intervention variables both in testing the program 
assumptions and demonstrating means of achieving the program goals. 

This section presents a brief descriptive assessment of the types of 
direct and indirect services the 23 family violence projects undertook 
to a.ddress the needs of family violence victims (and their families) 
and in response to the OCJP goal statement. The brief discussions 
identi I y the types of services and the variation within categories. 
Both direct services to clients and indirect services to alter sys'cem 
or community responses are discussed. ~iore elaborate descriptions 
are included in Apendix B. The discussions in this section also identify 
some issues confronted by projects·in operationallzing savices. A 
simple typology of projects is offered based on primary service or 
service emphasis. This typology is useful in simplifying the analyses 
of service impacts in chapter 5, as well as impacts on systems in 
chapter 6. Next is a discussion of indirect services-::-training, service 
coordination, and outreach. Although projects engage in several 
types of indirect services, these three are the most common across 
site. The section concludes with a description of the outreach and 
referral networks established by the projects to improve the handling 
of family violence cases. 
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DIRECT SERVICES 

The types of services implemented by the 23 projects is impressive in 
its diversity a,nd implications. Table 3-2 summarizes the extent to 
which each service was provided in the national program. 

Table 3-2 
Direct Services Summary 

Service N 

Shelter 12 
Childcare Services 13 
Information &: Referral 23 
Advocacy: ~on-legal 19 
Advocacy: Legal/Non-formal 21 
Advocacy: Legal/Formal 12 
Crisis Intervention 16 
Counseling 16 
Diversion Counseling 10 
Mediation 2 
Transportation 13 

(52 ) 
(57) 

(100) 
(83) 
(91) 
(52) 
(70) 
(70) 
(43) 
(9) 

(57) 

The most common services were information and referral, non-legal 
advocacy (i.e., assistance with social agencies), and legal advocacy 
(i.e., assistance in obtaining civil or criminal remedies provided by 
non-a~torney project staff). Mediation services were offered by the 
fewe~:. projects. . 

Shelter 

Shelter care'within the context 9f the family violence projects 
generally referred to sustenance--the provision of housing and food 
for women and their children who have recently experienced violence 
in their homes and are consequently seeking refuge. The length of 
stay that a woma~n and her dependents were allowed varied across 
projects. :\iost shelters offered a supportive environment for victims 
of family violence--women were encouraged to share feelings, 
experiences, ideas and knowledge. . 

Niost projects accepted and provided services to any woman and her 
children who have been recent victims of physical abuse or who had 
recently been threatened with violence. Several shelters also accepted 
rape victims. A rural shelter-based project, for example, had set a 
maximum length of stay at two months, while a statewide she'lter 

" 
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network expected a womai':-to-stay no longer than 30 days. However, 
exceptions were made (i.e., extensions were given), and women were 
seldom evicted. 

Childcare Services 

Services to children, though limited in most projects, were provided 
by all 12 shelter projects (see table 3-3). Only one of the non-shelter 
projects (Cleveland) offered supervision/babysitting services while 
adult clients attended mediation sessions, appeared in court or met 
with project staff. Children's services across shelter projects included 
the provision of room and board, supervision and babysitting. Six 
projects featured parenting instruction, and four projects offered 
children a more formalized daycare program. In some sites, project 
staff also worked with shelter residents--the mothers of these 
children--to help them develop parenting skills and nonviolent 
disciplinary methods. ' 

Table 3-3 

Childcare Services 

Tvpe 

S.upervlsion/Babysitting 
Parenting Instruction 
Davcare 

. No' Childcare Services 

~ 

13 
_ ,;11 ;-

""!/ 0 

10 

(%) 

(56) 
(26) 
(17) 
(43) 

Nonsystematic, though critical, assistance to children was also 
provided through court testimony and collabbration with CPS and 
welfare agencies to assist "clients invol ved in custody cases. In s0me 
of these instances, child abuse was an issue. Non-shelter projects-­
civil action, criminal action and service coordination projecis--were 
less likely to detect child-related family violence issues, due, no 
doubt, to their limited direct access to>children and also to the 
reluctance of adult clients to reveal or discuss the impact of parental 
violence on their children. 

Irlformation and Referral 

All 23 projects provided various kinds and amounts of information, 
including referrals ior services, to both potential and actual clients. 
"I&:R" was conveyed either in-person or by phone. Referrals were 
generally made to social service agencies and rnedical or legal services 
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within a community. Women in shelter projects were~rovlde~ with 
referral information concerning temporary or permanent hOUSIng, 
financial aid, Jegal assistance, employment assist~nce, med~cal c.a:e 
and long-term 'counseling. In some instances, p.roJect staff IdentIfIed 
c;)ntact persons in certain agencies to whom clients were then referred 
directly. 

Advocacy 

The connotation of the term "advocacy" varied widely across projects. 
The term mav be used to explain one or a combination of the following: 

• the actual setting up on client referrals and appointments; 

o preparing or coaching clients on the type of demeanor or 
behavior most likely to obtain desirable resul ts in agency 
settings; 

• escorting or accompanying specific clients to or tht'ough 
services or criminal justict:; agencies; . 

• sCpeaking to services and criminal justice agency repre~e:1tatives 
in o'rder to alter practices of individual workers or pol~cles or 
procedures unfavorable or detrimental to clients. 

Thr'ee types of advocacy were identified: non-legal advocacy, legal 
(bu't informal) advocacy, and formal legal assistance. Non-legal 
advc;cacy was provided by 19 projec~s, and !?enerally Feferred to pr~ject 
eiforts on behalf of clients with socIal servlce agenCIes or commumty 
organizations. This type of advocClcy usually included setting up 
appoir'tments, accompaniment, and transportation. 

Legal advocacy was both formal and informal. In keeping With. the 
OCJP guidelines, most projects offered some form of legal aSSIstance, 
including: 

• Legal counseJ,Ing and adv{)cacy. Such assistanc~ involved 
coaching or training clients in terms of ~pproprlate den:e.anor, 
informing .a person of available legal optIons, and explaInIng , 
legal procedures. Another dimension cbt\'sisted of ac::comDanYIng 
clients through the court system, appea(ling as a witness on 
behalf of a client, and discussing client needs with various 

• 
court officers, either priva.tely or publicly. 

Direct court-action services. Recent legislation In some sites 
allowed the court to empower project workers to file restrain­
ing order petitions for clients. In other si tes.,. work7r7 assisted 
clients in deciding options (e.g., whe,ther to tIle a clvll ,?r 
criminal petitt,on) and determining oiher ~lternatives ('e.g., 
letters from prosecutors, separ.ation or div0~ce). 
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Legal advocacy was either formal or informal, depending on the 
characteristics and qualifications of the staff performing the services. 
Non-forr:!§:ll legal assistance was rendered by paralegals, law students 
and other paid and nonpaid staff knowledgeable in justice procedures. 
Nearly all (21) projects provided clients with this type of assistance, 
the most common form involving referrals and setting up appointments 
for clients--usually byphone--with criminal or elvil justice personnel. 
Clients were also provided with procedural information relevant to 
the type of justice system involvement. In-person court accomp~ni­
ment by staff occurred in civil court matters--inc1uding divorce, 
restraining orders and child custody cases--and in criminal matters, 
including prosecution and violation of restraining orders. 

FOf'mallegal assistace was available through 12 projects in the form 
of attorneys' services. Attorneys provide legal advice and/or 
representation in appropriate civil and criminal court matters. 
Special prosecutors were a feature of two projects: Salem and Santa 
Barbara. Attorneys performing this role prosecuted family violence 
cases in courts, trained paralegal and law student volunteers, and 
developed linkages \vith prob'ation officers, law enforcement agencies, 
judges, court clerks and other assistant district a ttorneys. They also 
determined which cases were more and less amenable to prosecution, 
advised clients on the advisability of pursuing prosecution, and 
supported clients who decided to pursue this option. 

Crisis Intervention 

"Crisis intervention" designated a variety of activities across sites, 
which can be differentiated according to: 

• the point in time at which a project attempted to intervene in 
violent incidents; 

.') the rT/'echanisms or procedures through which an intervention 
was to be accomplished; 

• the statuses of those deSignated to intervene. 

Sixteen projects offered one or morp, forms of crisis intervention 
assistance. Of these, 15 maintained a hotline, nine offered staff 
intervention/counseling at the project site, and four intezvened at the 
scene of a dispute. 

Counseling' 

Projects provided a range of counseling services to clients, including 
approaches with individual'S, groups (victim and assailant), couples 
and families. Though technilues and approaches varied across projects, 
such concepts as lIindependent decision-making," "self-reliance," and 
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"taking responsibility for one's actions" were the general .focus ?£ the 
counseling services. A variety of approaches were used, mcludmg: 

• client-centered approach--projects placed special emphasis on 
assistino the victim toward a greater understanding of 

o • h emotional difficulties that battering expenences ave 
produced; . 

• behavioral contracting models--counselors assisted clients to 
establish realistic and measurabLe objectives with reference to 
perceived needs and work toward goals on the basis of a 
"social contractU; 

• anger management classes--assisted clients in understanding 
and controlling violent behavior; 

• problem-solving approach--staff. assisted ~lients in . 
determining the range of immedla t.e ly a vail~ble optl~n~ and. 
encouraged them to discover practIcal solutIons to dIffIcultIes 
with housing, childcare and employment. 

Table 3-4 

Counseling Services 

~ N (%) 

Victim (Individual) 16 (70) 
Victim and Assailant (Conjoint) 8 (35) 
Family (Partners, Children) 3 (13 ) 
Assai.lant (Individual) 7 "':; 

(30) 
Childi en (Individual) 4 (17) 
Victims' Group 11 (48) 
Assailants' Group 3 (13 ) 
No Counseling 7 (30) 

Across projects, staff differentiated between long- and short-term 
counseling. Short-term counseling was most often provided by 
project staff. Clients Who reques:~ed more in-depth, long-term 
assistance were usually referred to mental health centers" Table 3-4 
shows that 16 projects provided counseling to clients (excluding 
diversion projects); individual counseling to victim~ was most 
frequent; the next most frequently offered service was victim groups. I) 
Fewer projects offered conjoint or family counseling, and still fewer 
offered individual or group counseling services to assailants. Some 
projects receptive to assailant clients encountered diific~lty 
obtaining their cooperation. The lower incidence of serVlce~}to ;~ 
assailants aliSO reflected project policies limiting client target 
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populations to victims, or to victims and children. Relatively few 
projects offered individual. counseling to children, for reasons 
discussed previously (see Childcare Services). 

Diversion 

A.s alt~rnative.s to formal criminal adjudication and sentencing, 
diverslons projects were based on a dual philosophy of early 
intervention/rehabilitation and social control. Batterers were 
div.erted from the criminal court system at various points in time: 
post-;;c0':T1plaint or pre-arrest, pre-trial, or post-conviction. Projects 
of ~he fIrst type received referrals of batterers for counseling from 
pollce as alternatives to arrest and from district attorneys as 
alternatives to prosecuting complaints. If an arrest was made or 
charges pressed, judges diverted as an alternative to trial or a 
conditional disposition of the case. Sentencing also offered diversion 
as an alternative to other dispositions (e.g., fines or incarceration) or 
as a condition of probation. 

Table 3-5 

Diversion Counseling 

Tvp,= N (%) 
Victim (Individual) 0 ( -) 
Assailant (Individual) 9 (43) 
Assailant and Victim (Conjoint) '1 (30) 
Famil f (Partners, Children)! 1 (4) 
Assail LDtS' Group 8 (35) 
Victims' Group 1 (4) 

T~ble 3-5 shows that 10 projects offered diversion counseling to 
clle.nts. The legal. connotation of the diversion label suggests a primary 
project concern WIth services for assailants. However. services in 
some projects were extended to other members of a cl'ient's family. 
Project.s also utilized different approaches in dispensing services. 
Approxlmately the same number of projects offer individual (assailant), 
group (assailant), and couple counseling. Few projects provIde family . 
or victim counseling. Project staff, suggesting that victims are often 
unwilling to participate in these types of services, were hesitant to 
pressure victims toward involvement for fear that, if pressured, they 
would feel further victimized. 
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Mediationl Arbi tra tion 

Only two projects offered mediation/arbitration services. In 
Cleveland, services were designed to assist families with violence 
problems before they result in requests for formal court intervention 
or adjudication. It was composed of two unique, but related, 
components: the "notice to appear" (NT A), which allows police to 
recommend counseling for one or both parties in a domestic dispute, 
and the technique of mediation, used when both parties agree to draft 
a contract to end their violent conflicts. Ideally, the two activities 
occurred in a smooth sequence so that the attending police officer 
could issue an NT A instead of arresting the offender or doing nothing 
at all., However, each component could stand alone as well as in 
tandem, because without the voluntary consent of both parties, the 
police could still make "simple referrals" to the project for individual 
counseling. Clients referred by agencies other than the police or . 
1:hrough NTAs could also take advantage of the mediation process. 
At the conclusion of the mediation process, each party receives a 
summary of a written contract listing clauses derived from their 
consensus. 

Transportation 

Thirteen projects offered clients transportation. Although orojects 
did not consider transportation as a discrete project servic~, in 
practice it was a critically important element of delivering several 
other forms of assistance: in-person advocacv with clients, shel ter 
services involving post-incident relocation of -clients, dependents and 
their ")elongings, and, of course, critical emergency intervention 
durin~, the course of a violent episode are accomplished effectivelv 
and efficiently to the extent that transportation issues and policies 
have been considered. Transportation is especially critical in rural 
regions, where distances between cities or towns can be great and 
public transportation (buses, trains, taxis) nonexistent or unreliable. 
The Utah project, for example, covered a 25,932 square mile area 
encompassing seven counties with sparsely populated and physically 
isolated communities. Distances between population centers were 
great, and no adequate means of public transportation existed. 

INDIRECT SERVICES 

Projects engaged in a variety of activities in which staff did not 
provide services directly to clients but engaged in activities designed 
to alter community attitudes and the responses of public agencies 
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( ,) whose services were needed by family violence victims. These 
activities, generically called "indirect services," include training, 
outreach, and service coordination. Projects engaged in these indirect 
services activities not only to meet the LEAA program goals but also 
to enhance the Hkelihood of project tenure. Building relations with 
agencies tended to establish a project's legitimacy and creidbillty as 
a service provider among personnel in other service agencies. Project 
staff also intended to improve direct services to family violence 
c.\ients when they visited other agencies to request that family 
violence victims receive special attention. 

Table 3-6 differentiates project indirect services activities--training, 
service coordination and community outreach--according to the 
audiences addressed by each approach. Training was directed mainly 
toward agency staff likely to deliver direct services to clients, such 
as social services, mental health, or health care services. Service 
coordination activities were undertaken with agency staff at admin­
istrative and direct service levels. Outreach and public information 
efforts were focused at broader "public-at-Iarge" audiences, including 
schools and community and civil organizations •. 

Table 3-6 

Indirect Service Activities and Audiences 

Tvpe Projects 

Training 21 

Service Coordination 23 

Community Outreach 23 

Training 

Audience 

Criminal Justice, Civil 
Court, and Service Agency 
Direct Service Staff 

Criminal Justice, Civil 
Court, and Service Agency 
Administrative and Direct 
Service Staff 

Public-at-Large, Schools, 
Comunity and Civic Organ­
izations 

Training of criminal justice, mental health, and social service agency 
workers was a strategy project used to increase awareness of domestic 
Yiolence~ expedite case handling, and improve interagency coordination. 
Topics typically addressed in training social service and law eniorcl:­
ment personnel include: 
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( • dynamics and legal issues of family violence; 

• resources available to battered women; 

• services and goals of the family violence project; 

• techniques for handling family violence cases; 

• profiles of family violence victims; and 

• requests for volunteers, "safe homes," and/or donations. 

Depending on the project and needs of the audience, project staff 
also discussed crisis intervention techniques, mediation, and ways to 
document family violence. Techniques for counseling assailants 
received specific attention in the program's second and third years., 
The Center for Women's Policy Studies provided funds for experienced 
treatment personnel. from both LEAA and non-LEA A projects to visit 
interested family violence projects. Staff, trained in the latest 
techniques, then transmitted thii information to local interested 
service providers. Training also included hospi tals and mental health 
centers. Two projects provided training to hospital staff in ways to 
improve identification and documentation of victims of spouse abuse. 
Training in mental health agencies focused on assisting counselors to 
better understand and counsel persons affeC"ted by domestic violence. 
Several projects developed and disseminated expertise concerning 
counseling batterers. Staff in these sites noted the inexperience of 
many mental health counselors, as well as themselves, in working 
with a relatively new client group. To improve this situation, one 
project established an 8-week intern program to train mental health 
professionals and para-professionals which included a section on 
couns-eling techniques for batterers. 

Service Coordination 

Projects approached the development of coordinated services for 
family violence participants through a series of steps: 

• identification of agencies currently providing services and 
those potentially .able to provide services to family violence 
clients; 

• development of mechanisms among existing service providers 
to include family violence clients and/or arrange for services 
in areas where service gaps exist; and 

• information transfer and dissemination to service providers 
concerning services available in the target area to facilitate 
development and/or expansion of networks. 

The projects also facilitated service coordination by sponsoring 
workshops. conferences, and adult and child abuse task forces. All 
projects sponsored and/or participated in one or more of these service 

activities. For fiVEl projects, service coordination was its primary 
goal--these projects were funded essentially to perform service 
coordination tasks. In fact, the Rice (rvHnnesota) site offered no 
direct client services. 

Outreach and Community Education 

Outreach activities included speaking and media (film) engagements, 
inter-agency staff meetings, soliciting representatives for Advisory 
Board participation, lobbying for family violence legislation, and 
participation in coalitions and conferences. When their major aim 
was informing agency or community actors about the family violence 
project, these activities were termed "outreach." 

In a sense, outreach activities were initiated even before the projects 
actually began operations. Through soliciting letters of endorsement 
for the grant, holding community meetings to support the grant, or 
presenting media publicity to garner public supp.ort, the emerging 
projects were performing outreach activities in order to increase 
their visibility and dramatize the issue among corp.munity and service 
a&ency members. 

This initial outreach was only the first step. Outreach continued in 
order to solidify support for the program, obtain assistance for 
program clients, and educate a community about family violence. 
Project staff invited ciminal justice, social service, or community 
actors to sit on adVisory boards. Programs sent outreach staff to 
other important agencies to discuss the functions of the family 
violen-:e project and offer services to the agency. During these 
conta( ts. mutual referral networks (and/or other o.greements) often 
were established. Most projects also attempted to reach out to the 
community-at-large. Through media, speaking engagements, political 
lobbying ~nd coalition attendance, programs hoped to educate the 
puolic about the extent and causes of, and system responses, and 
alternatives to family violence. Potential self-referred clients w~re 
sought through outreach. Additionally, high visibility was undertaken 
,to increase support for the program, including donations and volunteers. 

Finally, projects became lnvolved in legislative lobbying on tWG levels. 
One type of legislative action sought changes existing criminal and/or 
civil laws regarding family violence crimes. Through activity in this 
sphere, projects responded to the national program goals regarding 
attempting to both reduce community acceptance of domestic violence 
as well as impact upon the criminal justice system. Another form of 
lobbying was legislation is that mandating financial resources for 
family violence programs. 
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PROGRAM SERVICES TYPOLOGY 

A typology of the family violence projects was constructed, b~s7d ,on 
projects' direct services. The ir:nportance and relevance o,f thl~ LS ItS. 
potential contribution to analysIs of srstem, change and chent lmpact, 
it is introduced as an independent vanabl~ Ln later, a~alyses to .' . 
differentiate projects in terms of client ch,aracte:lstIc~ and serVIce 
impacts on victims and familie,s. To des~nbe projects in t:rms of 
service configura tion, the 11 dlrect serVIces ,were entered Ln:o a 
principle components analysis. For each proJect, the 11 serVices 
were coded accorded to whether the service was offered. , The 
correlation matrix representing associations among all palrs of the 11 
services was analyzed using factor analysis a~d Pearson product­
moment correlations. The first two factors (l.e., components) were 
particularly instructive (table 3-7). 

Table. 3-7 

Factor Matri?' for Services Offered 

Factor 
I II 

Shelter .92 - .16 
Childcare .90 - .10 
Transportation .94 -.17 
Information and Referral .66 .34 
Non-Legal Advocacy .93 -.12 
I~egal Advocacy (Informal) .48 .45 
'.egal Advocacy (Forman .18 .26 
Crisis Intervention .75 .10 
Victim Counseling .75 .1S 
Diversion Counseling -. II .90 
Mediation .12 .53 

EIGENVALUE 5.85 1.65 

This analysis identified two types of project serv,ice ,emphasis-~shel~ers 
and non-shelters--which provides as a 1?asis .for VLeWing the projects 
cases and services. The first factor emphasizes victim support 
services; in fact, diversion (batterer) counse!lng l~~ads negatively on 0 
this factor. The second factor emphasizes diversJon (battered 
counseling, and includes mediation and two tyP7s ofy~gal adv,ocacy. 
The factors appear to describe two dis~inct project Lnterv~ntlon 
strategies--victim support (shelter, chlldcare, transport~tlOn, 
. advocacy) and batterer intervention (diversion, prosecutlon, 
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mediation}. The factors account for 63% of the variance--Ieaving 
ample "room" for the few projects which attempted a dual strategy. 

This typology illustrates important differences between projects. 
Two major service characteristics differentiate projects--the provision 
of shelter as the primary service focus and the provision of legal 
assistance as the primary service focus. The first dimension describes 
whether shelter services were provided to clients by the family violence 
project. The second describes whether clients had access to the court 
(adjudication) process, or if they are diverted to alternate services 
outside of the formal jurisdiction of the court. 

Shelter Service Projects 

Although there is diversity among the 12 projects within this type and in 
the means by which services were provided, the basic service mix is 
fairly "pure." Shelter, counseling, advocacy, and crisis intervention 
were offered to clients and (usually) their children. Exceptions within 
this "pure" typology are one project which also offered med'iation 
services, and another which featured a diversion program. These 
projects relied heavily on police referrals. 

Legal Service Projects 

The 10 projects in this service type are differentiated from the other 
projects in the national program in that they do not offer direct 
access to a shelt~r. Rather, their primary service component 
consist~d of the provision of legal services within the civil or 
crimir.'il justice system, and usually under its auspices. Within thi$ 
category, variation was found along several dimensions--the type of 
service offered; the point at which they intervened in the legal 
process; and identification of the client population. Services 
category in this include: counseiing advocacy, crisis intervention, 
civil/criminal assistance or representation, and diversion. 

In sum, we can better understand the types of cases seen and case 
handling practices in terms of project service emphasis. In turn, 
these categories assist in understanding the contribution of such 
factors to case outcomes. The results may also bear on the planning 
of outreach, direct service, and community development strategies 
for future programs, depending 011 which service "type" is more 
effective. Finally, the optimal points of intervention and service 
mixes may be determined by comparing the different service types. 
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REFERRAL NETWORKS 

Project referral activity is another dimension of family violence 
interventions. The "system" from which a client was referred, 
describes the type of help initially sought by the client prior to 
contracting the family violence project. Referral source indicates 
the "path" that clients took to obtain services and illustrate the 
referral network established by the projects. The variation in 
referral network by project service emphasis further illustrates the 
importance of victim or offender service focus in describing overall 
project intervention strategy. 

Referral sources are shown in table 3-8. As expected, police and 
district attorneys were the modal referral sources, accounting for 
over 40 percent of all referrals. When the courts and other criminal 
justice agencies are included, over half of all referrals were from the 
criminal justice system. Portland had an especially hig.h level (93%) 
of police referrals, reflective of their service design emphasizing 
prosecution and diversion. Philadelphia and White Plains--both 
located in prosecutors" offices--had the highest percentage of 
prosecutor referrals. 

Table 3-8 

Referral Source by Project Serfice Emphasis 

Referral Source Shelters Others Total 

Other Domestic 31 ( 3.6%) 73 ( 4-.5%) 104 (4-.2~) 
Violl'nce Project 

Police- 121 (14.1%) 449 (27.6%) 570 (22.9%) 
Prosecutor ,- ( 0.7%) 4.56 (28.096) 462 (18.6%) 0 

Public Defender 2 ( 0.2%) 7 ( 0.4%) 9 (0.4%) 
Legal Aid 17 ( 1. 9%) 37 ( 2.3%) 54 (2.2%) 
Probation 4- ( 0.5%) 31 ( 1. 9%) 35 (1.4%) 
Court 63 ( 7.4%) 150 ( 9.2%) 213 (8.6%) 
Other Legal 13 ( 1.5%) 35 ( 2.1 %) 48 (1.9%) 
Private Doctor 5 ( 0.6%) 3 ( 0.2%) 75 (O.J%) 
Hospital 62 ( 7.2%) 13 ( 0.8%) 78 (3.0%) 
Other Health Care 8 ( 0.9%) 9 ( 0.6%) 17 - (0.7%) 
Social Services 69 ( 8.1 %) 32 ( 1. 9%) 101 (4.1%) 
Welfare 33 ( 3.8%) 6 ( 0.4%) 39 (1.6%) 
Private Mental Health V4, ( 1. 6%) 10 ( 0.6%) 24 (1.0%) 
Public Mental Health 30 ( 3.5%) 11 ( 0.7%) 41 (1.6%) 
Hotline 4-3 ( 5.0%) 19 ( 1.2%) 62 (2.5%) 
Housing 2 ( 0.29-6) 7 ( 0.4%) 9 (0.4%) 
Employment 10 ( 1.2%) 2 ( 0.1%) 12 (0.5%) 
School 6 ( 0.7%) 1 ( 0.1 %) 7 (0.3%) 
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-Table 3-8 (continued) 

Referral Source by Project Service Emphasis 

Referral Source Shelters Others Total 

Church 20 ( 2.3%) 5 ( 0.3%) 25 (1.0%) 
Friends 81 ( 9.5%) 51 ( 3.1 %) 132 (5.3%) 
Relatives 64- ( 7.5%) 33 ( 2.0%) 97 (3.9%) 
Media 50 ( 5.8%) 32 ( 1.99'6) 82 (3.3%) 
Other 79 ( 9.2%) 115 ( 7.1 %) 194 (7.8%) 
Not Applicable 24 ( 2.8%) 4-1 ( 2.5%) 65 (2.6%) ---

TOTAL 857 1,628 2,485 (100%) 
Missing::48 

Social service referrals were un.,iormly low (5.5% overall), as were 
menta.l health (2.5%), medical and health care providers (4-.0%), and 
legal aid (4.1 %). Only Charlottesville, a shelter, had an appreciable 
number of referrals from hospitals (~=24: 33.7%). 

That the criminal justice system accounted for the vast majority of 
referrals is not surpising: it reflects both the influence of LEAA on 
these projects and the pivotal r91e of the justice system in family 
violence. Indeed, the justice system was often, if not usually, the 
first public agency where a victim sought help. Usually it was through 
the police, or the prosecutor, as these data suggest. However, the 
pattern of other referral sources displays a breadth of community 
conta-:ts. 

Comparisons of referral sources for shelters and other (usually 
justice) agencies reveal striking differences. As table 3-8 shows. the 
referral networks of shelters were considerably more diverse than 
those of justice system projects. Hospitals, mental health and social 
service agencies, hotlines, churches, friends, relatives, and other 
social networks accounted for over half of shelter referrals (50.4%), 
compared to only 12 percent for justice sYS1:em projects. Moreover, 
police and prosecutors accounted for a much lower percentage of 
shelter referals: police referred about one client in seven to shelters, 
but one in four to other projects; prosecutors, who referred 28 percent 
of justice project clients,we\'e a negligible referral,sourc.e for 
shel terse Justice system projects, on the other hano, mace few 
inroads into other social networks, particularly hospitals and social 
service, agencies. 

,Whether these trends reflect differences in community perceptions of 
the problem or strategies for remediation is not readily evident. 
They may be a function of the widely held belief that, given the 
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potential lethality of domestic violence situations, the priority needs 
are for physical safety and escape from the violent home--i.e., for 
shelter. Alternately, the data may reflect the availability of shelter 
resources in a community. For example, White Plains and Philadelphia 
(two prosecutor-based projects) did not have shelter resources 
immediately available and drew few clients from outside the justice 
system. Fayetteville and Wilmington, two shelters in locales with no 
sp'ecial justice system services, drew clients from a wide range of 
community contacts. 

Regardless of the potential explanations, the data strongly suggest 
that justice system projects had difficulty establishing networks with 
both shelters and other agencies where victims may present them­
selves. This finding points to the need for greater outreach by justice 
system pro jects--particularly to hospitals, social service agencies, 
the mental health system, and to the general public and other social 
·rnstitutions--through community education and publicity. Also, the 
relatively f~w in-referrals from justice system agencies suggests a 
need for much closer cooperation, particularly it the justice systemis 
to become. involved in family violence cases at an early point. 

Project Characteristics 

The type and er:nphasis of intervention services off~r'ed by the 
d~monstration projects describes only one dimension of the Family 
Violence Program. An additional area of interest in the program was 
the nature of the organizations which provided the services. Pollcy­
makers were concerned with identifying the types of organizations" 
which could most effectively implement the prescribed services. An 
evaluation concern was understanding the process of how services 
were delivered. It tvas necessary to understand not only which 
services were most effective in reducing family violence, but also 
how to provide them and how they worked. The selection of project 
characteristics to describe and further typify projects began with the 
program development analysis. These same features are analyzed in 
this section to identify structural characteristics which are aS$,ociated 
with service delivery. . 

The ~iscus~ion begins with an overview of how projects perceived and 
applied the program's theoretical assumptions. Institutional affilia­
tion is shown to be a key factor in service implementation. Decision 
making, staffing, and. resources are discussed, and projects are 
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contrasted using the services typology developed in the preceding 
section. 

PHILOSOPHY AND ORIENT A nON 

The theoretical underpinnings of the Family Violence Program were 
expressed first in the program goals and then interpetted by projects 
in developing services. The projects brought to the Family Violence 
Program a wide range of philosophies both of services and of the 
causes of violence in the family against women which deeply affected 
the process of service delivery. The projects' approaches can be 
categorized in three types: feminist, social control, or legalistic. 
These three outlooks had very different implications for the type of 
services offered and the manner in which services were provided. 
These philosophies in turn serve as predictors of the impact of certain 
interventions or service mixes . . . 

The Feminist Apporach 

Projects in this category focused their attention on the woman/victim. 
Little attention was paid to the family as a unit, and it was considered 
a "conflict of interest" to simultaneously serve the victim and the 
batterer. Feminist projects generally believ'ed that little could be 
done "0 "save the relationship" or the family as an entity. The concern 
was f..:'r the woman--providing her with a safe environment and 
assuming that once in the environment and informed of options she 
would then takl~ concrete steps to end the abuse. This usuallv meant 
that sh~ would 'consider whether to leave the relationship. H"owever, 
the projects learned that most of the battered women had a much 
more traditional approach to life--their preference was t~ )'eturn to 
the relationship if the violence would cea.se. The case studies (volume 
II) illustrate how the feminist projects were often quite unprepared 
for the economic and emotional realities of the victims lives and 
quickly learned the necessity for taking these perspectives into 
account. 

An example of this is the lack of preparation for children's services in 
both the Brattleboro and Salem projects. In Brattleboro and Salem, 
the emotional needs of the victims themselves were underestimated 
and counseling approaches for women with children were not fully 
developed. There appeared to be a strong interaction between the 
victims' emotional needs, economic circumstances, and the presence 
of children. In many instances, projects were confronted with the 
difficult task of assisting physically injured women with children and 
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few economic resources, to make complex decisions about their lives 
and the well-being of their children. 

Ironicallv. another feminist foundation of the family violence initiative 
was the ~ictims assistance approach which grew out of LEAA's Victim/Miami 
Witness Procrram. In the LEAA ,family violence initiative, victim 
assista~ce ':as extended to include the idea of victim empowerment: 
the typical victim of spousal violence is a woman with few options 
other than remaining with the abus(;r and who may not be fully 
cognizant of her own victimization.'* Thus, the LEAA program sought 
to fund services such as counseling, shelters, and employment 
assistance to enable the woman to make lifestyle and economic 
choices. 

The public education aspect of the "prevention" (indirect services) 
components came the closest to a hypothesis about the etiologial 
roots of family violence in the LEAA initiative. In many projects, 
the premise behind public education was that family violence is a 
hidden aspect of our culture andhringing it out into the open enables 
victims to identify that the violence is not their' "fault": what they 
have heretofore seen as a private dilemna is in fact a widespread 
social phenomenon, and the causes of this phenomenon be in societ~l. 
attitudes about violence against wives. 

'Social Control 

The focus in these projects was on the victim but in the context of 
the familv unit. Projects such as Fayetteville, combining shelter and 
social $er~ices, and Cleveland, using a medI~"'!ion approach, e,xpressed 
conce"n about the integrity of the family unit and more readlly 
adopted an analysis which saw the victim as co-contrib~tor to the 
problem. The theoretical position of many of these projects te~ded 
to be a familv svstems model, in which all members of the famtly 
were part of 'th~ system of violence and hence to deal with it one had 
to "treat" all members. Early intervention could stOP violence before 
it reached the point where criminal justice san~tions w~re requi,n~d., 
For example, the Miami DIP and Cleveland projects deslgned CrlSIS mter­
vention plans to\~ork in conjunction with the police to p:ovide on-
site counseling (rv~+ami) or a notice to appear for counselmg (~leveland)." 
These services wer~"predicated on the notion that the authorIty of 
the legal system wourde~ercise control over -:he disputants and coerce 
or influence them to obtaln,help to stop the v1Olence. Another 
presupposition implicit in this approach is that it is easier to stop 
violence before it has escalated into serious physical abuse. 
Unfortunately, this approach ignores the fact that violence may have 

*Interestingly, this description of victims was not entirely accurate. 
See chapter 4 for an analysis of victim characteristics. 
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been a constant pattern in the relationship and that calling the police 
(especially if it is a friend or neighbor who does so) may be totally 
unrelated to a "stage l1 in the rela'tlonship. 

Legalistic 

The focus was on the victim and abuser in the context of laws which 
were being broken. Legalistic projects most strongly and directly 
expressed the deterrence assumptions of the Family Violence Program. 
Projects such as Miami-DIP, some components in Philadelphia, and 
the New York City and White Plains sites took the perspective that 
their role was to facilitate the enforcement of the law by aiding 
victims to cooperate with prosecution of the batterer or to deyelop 
diversion programs with criminal justice sanctions for noncompliance. 
Projects in this category recognized that although spouse abuse was 
technically illegal, neither police nor prosecutors tended to treat it 
as criminal behavior. Deterrence, through criminalization and enforce­
ment of sanctions, was the central focus of the LEAA program. 
"Deterrence" in this case included both "general" and "specific" 
deterrence. Von Hirsch (1976) defines general deterrence as "the 
effect that a threat to punish has ... in inducing people to refrain from 
prohibited conduct." Specific deterrence implies the reducing of the 
likelihood that an individual will repeat his act based on the punish­
ment meted out or the fear of future punishment. 

Several different types of deterrent efforts were designed. The 
White Plains project was the one most explicitly predicated on a 
deterrence model. Housed in a District A ttorney1s Office and 
directed by a prosecutor, this project was designed to offer prosecu­
tion s.'rvices, and little else, to victims of family violence. As 
described in the case study and chapter 6, the White Plains project 
was ultimately obliged to broaden its services. Many of the victims 
who came to the District Attorney's Office were ultimately not 
prepared to prosecute or had cases which were not amenable to 
prosecution. :\lthough deterrence for batterers continued to be the 
orientation of the White Plains project, it evolved services-­
information and referral and crisis counseling--for the victims 
themselves. 

The projects such as Philadelphia, which focused on civil remedies--e.g., 
restraining orders for family violence were also deterrence-oriented. 
With a civil order, the possibility of sanctions was a threat imposed 
on the batterer if he continued his behavior. The Philadelphia project1s 
attorneys were quite explicit a.bout this when they explained the 
purpose of the civil order to clients and batterers. The restraining 
order was deSigned to forstall future violent episodes under threat of 
fines or imprisonment. 
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The thrust of public education efforts for the deterrence-oriented 
projects was toward informing the public that domestic violence is a 
crime and that such acts may have serious criminal justice sanctions. 
This was a dIfferent approach than that taken by the feminist (and 
victim-focused) projects whose publicity centered on providing victims 
with information on resources in the community--'where to go for 
help'--and a feminist a.nalysls of the etiological roots of spouse abuse. 

INSTITUTIONAL BASE 

The trends which identified family violence as a policy issue were 
reflected in the institutional bases of the LEAA-funded projecs. The 
projects were housed in institutions covering the gamut from grassroots 
feminist organizations to district attorney's offi~es. Some were 
located within victim/witness programs and others had a quasi­
independent status within a larger governmental umbrella agency. 
While most of the family violence projects offered a range of 
services, the previous section shows that they can be categorized 
according to the primary focus of the services they provide: shelter 
or criminal justice system. This section examines the institutional 
bases of the projects, and its service focus as factors constraining or 
facilitating the inception of service. Of particular interest are the 
kinds of links that programs were able to forge with other agencies, 
speciiically to expedite client referral and cement relationships with 
agenc', personnel. The data indicates that the ability of' a family 
violer . .:e project to successfully begin operations is in part a function 
of its institutional base and the type of service it attempts to provide. 

CdminalJustice System 

The criminal justice system projects were housed either in a criminal 
justice agency, or a district or state attorney's office. Despite the 
similarity of institutional location, these programs approached different 
aspects of intervention in the legal process. The WhIte Plains project 
was designed from a punishment and deterrence model: increased 
prosecution would punish and thereby prevent abuse. Miami-DIP was 
primarily a diversion program using compulsory counseling. The 
Philadelphia site, while designed with a diversion component and a 
special prosecutor, was centered mainly on the creation of a legal 
clinic to enable victims to better utiltze civil remedies. The latter 
program can be seen as an effort to divert victims from pursuing 
criminal prosecution in favor of the civil avenue. 
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!mp~em~ntation.o.f d,irect servic:s was facilitated by a project's 
InstltutlOnal afilllatlOn. The PhIladelphia Legal Clinic, although 
?pera~ed ~y a private subco,ntr?ctor, was able to affect linkages through 
m~olvmg ,lts s~onsor,' ,the DlstrIct Attorney's Office. For example, 
thls relatlonshlp faCIlItated the establishment of a procedure wherebv 
the local county sheriff '.',erves the defendant (the abuser') with the ' 
temporary. protective order and the notification to appear in court. 
In contrast,Community Legal Services had numerous problems in 
obtai~ing, similar service. Referral of clients to the. Legal Clinic from 
the DIstriCt Attorney's Private Criminal Complaint Unit, after cooling 
of ear ly tensions, also proceeded fairly smoothly. 

A project's placement within an agency appears especiallv critical 
when a direct impact on the criminal justice system is de~ired. One 
mediation program, located within a victim/witness service but outside 
of the criminal justice agency network, called for police to. issue non­
compulsory summons for appearflnce by domestic disputants before a 
program mediator. Police were not structurally integrated into the 
progr~m nor were the summons backed up by sanctions (or threat of 
sanctlOns) from a criminal justice agency. The project had difficulties 
in ~btaining clients~ t~i.s c~n b~ seen in part as a result of attempting 
to lmpact on the crImmal JustIce system from a.n institutional location 
on its periphery and without a "direct" case prQcessing function. 

Another project, part of a private non-profit social service agency, 
suffered referral problems for similar reasons. Designed to serve 
abuse vict!ms seeking assistance from Family Court, the project was 
to have clIents refer-red to it through the Probation Intake Unit at the 
Fan;ily C?urt. Probation ~nterp:eted the function of the Family Abuse 
ProJet"t dlffer7ntly than dld project staff. In~5tead of using the program 
as an ,\utomatI~ referral for all domestic violence cases to encourage 
court Interventlon, the Intake Unit sent only those cli.eilts who they 
felt were best suited for a hearing in Family Court. There was no 
mandatory relationship upon which referral svstems are bullt. The 
Probation Intake Unit saw the family violenc~ project as yet another 
service to whom they could refer clients, but not as an integral part of 
their functioning. 

Shelter Based Projects 

In the shelter focused programs, there was a far less critical relation­
ship between ability to implement services and institutional location 
than in the criminal justice system oriented projects. However, many 
external and internal issues the shelters faced were related to the 
type of organization with which they were affiliated. 

Brattle,b~ro and Sal'em, two rural shelter-based projects, were formed 
by fer:llm~t grassroots groups which incorporated into non-profit 
orgamzatlOns. In both cases, the groups were obliged to maintain a 
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balance between presenting themselves as feminist organizations and 
gaining acceptance in the community, particularly with social service 
and criminal justice agencies. The issue they faced was one of 
legitimacy: how does a new organization, with a different point of 
view, treating a "new" and vo'latile social problem, prove itself 
qualified to other agencies, yet retain a sense of the principles on 
which it was founded? 

Two strategies were used by shelter-based groups to gain acceptance. 
First, the needs of the client population and their willingness to 
uti.1ize services offered by the feminist community were important 
factors in getting service professionals to accept the services. The 
program faced the dual problem of establishing the legitimacy of 
their services at the same time as legitimizing themselves as service 
providers. A second strategy was to make a concerted effort to lay a 
groundwork of community support and to obtain funds from local 
public and private sources in order to become an integral part of the 
community and service provider network. A location outside a public 
institution required the creation of linkages to agencies these 
projects could rely upon for coordinated services. Pre-established 
links did not exist for shelter-focused groups. Staff created ties with 
social service agencies in one program by physically accompanying 
individual clients to the agency. 

For shelter-focused projects, largely private non-profits, another 
important aspect of their independent status was the necessity to 
continuously search for funding: match funds for the LEAA grant and 
the eventual need to become self-sustaining. Staff members whose 
previous experience had been in government agencies were not 
prepa oed for the pressures of fund-raising. The need to raise funds 
was a~:5O perceived as conflicting with services provisJons to clients. 
Projects housed in larger government or private insti"tutions could 
operate on the a,ssumption that if they function well they will be 
taken over by the host agency; they can therefore concentrate on 
developing the program to its fullest. The independent projects, 
however, were faced with the dual task of establishing theIr services 
and constantly looking for new sources of funds. 

Overall, six shelter projects were administered by public agencies. 
They ranged from regional units of state government to county and 
city agencies. Their autonomy can be seen along a continuum of 
being tightly integrated into a CIty Department of Social Services to 
the fairly autonomous 'confederations' of grassroots programs 
operating with reference to an administrative unit. Affiliation with 
traditional public agencies reduced some of the initial problems 
around credibility faced by the more grassroots fem,inist programs 
and facilitated early linkage development. Staff in some cases were 
drawn from the host agencies. In contrast, the grassroots shelters 
were obliged to establish both their institutional and program 
credibility, while the shelters directly, associated with traditional 
agencies faced simply the latter task . 
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ORGANIZATIONAL MODELS 

Projects in this evaluation adopted three basic organizational models: 
"hierar~hical," "collective," and "subcontractor."* Only two 
collectIves were funded! and seven were subcontractors. The 
remainder were heirarchical organiza to ins. 

Hierarchical Model 

In this "top to bottom" organizational model, lines of authoritv 
decision-making, and spheres of responsibility were most clea~iv 
delineated. (\ specific individual. usually the Program Director: 
ten?ed to be the final authority and was responsible for determining 
POlICY, program, and staff operations. Staff were accountable to the 

. director, who is usually empowered to hire and fire. 

In no project were directors totally independent decision-makers. 
:'·iost were involved in complex structural relations '.'Iith criminal 
justice and/or service agency administrators and were accountable to 
representatives of agencies hosting the programs. 

Collective Model 

In this model. decision-making was accomplished either through staff 
conse~sus or consensus ~i. certain. staff members and a steering 
commIttee or other decIsIon-makmg group. Spher~s of responsibility 
the cc'llectively organized programs tended not to be the exclusive " 
provir-ce of one person. Most staff members are viewed as capable of 
and responsible for carrying out most activities necessarv for 
program functioning. In some programs, however, roles ~ere more 
highly specified than in others. 

Subcontractor Model 

This was the most complex of the three kinds of organizational 
models. An administrator or administrative unit usually was 
responsible for coordination of service providers rather than for the 
day-to-day direction of staff programmatic activities. Groups (or 

*In this document, organi~atianal models are considered mainly in 
terms of the positions and roles of decision-makers. See Eugene 
Titwah and Jack Rothman~ "Toward the Theory and Practice of 
Coordination Between Formal Organizations,"'ln Rosengren~ William 
R. and Mark Tefton. Organizations and Clients. Charles E. :-'ierrill 
Publishing Co., 1970. 
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subcontractors) wh:.ch had been contracted to deliver s~rvices 
desi nated individual representatives who :v~re re~ponsl?le for . 

geratin whh the administrator or admmlstratlve UnIt, to 
~~~~dinate ggoals and activities of the program overall. ,Directors of 
subcontractor programs have varying degre~s ?~ autho~lty ov~r 
subcontractors, and their spheres of responslbllrry are mconsistent 

across site. 

When compared with other programs, those with ,hie~archical 
structures experienced the least ~ifficultie~--whlch ,mfor~anis 
attributed to structure--in becommg es:tabhshed a~ ,ldentlilab e 
entities among other service providers m commUnities. , It may be 
that this result is. in part 1 explained because syst~~s :V1th which. ''''''''; 

st programs must interface were also almost UDtaUl tousty organ1L;c~ 
~~ng hierarchical (bureaucratic) lines. Forming reiati'.)ns~ips ~etween 
agencies was probably facilitated to the extent that, organlzatl~~al 
structures are similar and the requisites of interactlOn are famlilar to 

all concerned. 

ST AFFING PATTERNS 

Staffing is a major structural feature of every organi~,:tion, 
ParticularlY important are the mechanisms through which staff are 
recruited a'nd selected, and the staffing patt.erns iin:-~ly adopted, .. In 
this section, we discuss these aspects of project stalfmg. The~ a, e 
then analyzed in relation to the problem, of w?rk,~r burnout, Fmally, 
the role of Advisory Boards in these projects IS Olscussed. 

Recruitment and Selection 

Recruiting, socializing, and training staff pres~nted all projects with 
difficulties endemic ~o implementing new servl~es. They ~lso presented 
myriad opportunities for creative problem-solvmg., As projects 
evolved, chan'ges in administrative pers?nnel, serv~ces ,focus, and , 
objectives were reflected in staff recrUlt:nent str~tegles and h~nce In, 
personal characteristics. For example, When the :--leveland pro.Ject 
began, it was primarily staffed w!th graduate stuaents. I~ollowmg a 
change.of coordinators, the staffm? pattern cha,nged, \\ neneve~ 
possible, more experienced professlOnals ~'ere hIred. ,The ~oordmator 
felt that graduate students had fine theo:les, but th~lr p~rIormance 
did not reflect sufficient practical experience or skills. As the 
demonstration concluded, the paid staff--characterized by t,he .. ' 
coordinator as lithe finest in the country"--was composed primarily of 
social services professionals. 
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A particular orientation or philosophy underlied staff selection 
criteria in some projects. One effect of this policy in the Salem 
project was an over-representation of some forms of staff expertise 
anq an under-representation of others. A consistent steering 
committee policy required personnel hirings who had: 

• primarily counseling rather than administrative backgrounds 
and skills; 

• 'a grassroots commitment; and 
• are feminists. 

This policy affected organizational development. Counseling as 
opposed to administrative aspects were stressed. They responded 
well to the day-to-day demands of client service needs rather than 
the issue of fund-raising because it reflected their priority to rtleet 
client needs, their primary skills aS'counselors, their commitment to 
a feminist service oreintation, and their collective decision making 

, ,model. However, they entered their final year of federal support 
without external linkages to secure continuation funding. Other 
factors also came into play around staff recruitment and selection, 
In projects where hiring must be done through local governments, 
civil service procedures and requirements frequently superceded the 
needs of projects in that they had problems obtaining approval for 
various positions. Also, civil service hiring procedures tended to be 
time consuming, and tedious. Atone site. for example: job openings 
first were listed; applications and the layoff lists were then reviewed 
before advertising and screening of applicants takes place. Only then 
were names of qualifying applicants passed on to the project. 

Hiring the director/administrator at times became a political event. 
In Mia ni, for example, several criminal justice system actors inItially 
saw th.! project director who was hired from outside the established 
"power networks" as thus capable of innovative decision-making. 

Volunteer and Student Staffing Patterns 

. Insufficient staff constituted a significant problem at a number of 
sites. Attempts to cope with understaffing include recruiting 
volunteers, CET A workers. VISTA \vorkers. work-study and other 
students. One explanation for the understaffing was an understand­
able initial lack of knowledge at the outset of precisely what types 
and numbers of staff various service delivery strategies require. 
These were, after all, demonstration projects with innovative and 
occasionally untested services. 

All projects were more or less dependent on volunteers--sometimes 
including former' clients--to accomplish their work. In generai. training 
and management of volunteers reportedly required considerable time, 
skill, and sensitivity. Project staff noted across sites that dealing 
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effectively with victims of violence is a demanding and sometimes 
depressing job for all involved~whether paid or volunteer workers. 
Paid staff had to not only cope with their own feelings, but also 
remain cognizant of volunteer needs for recognition and reinforcement 
in performing unrenumerated and greatly needed services. 

In Brattleboro, a rural shelter, special attention was given to screen­
ing volunteers in this small town atmosphere to ensure they were not 
voyeurs or gossips. Volunteer turnover occurred frequently, so 
valuable staff time was continually allotted for training. Volunteers 
t'emal1)ed with the program about six months. 

Despite difficulties~ volunteer services were enlisted in all projects 
which required their services. Projects were very astute and creative 
in accomplishing recruitment using such mechanisms as offering intern­
ships and serving as a r:~stitution alternative for convicted offenders. 
A t the same t'ime, the feminist origins of family violence services 
helped attract a natural group of highly energized and dedicated 
volunteers. 

Nevertheless, a variety of other problems and issues were noted in 
using non-paid staff. Turnover was continual and inevitable. Precious 
staff time was alloted for periodic or ongoing training of ne'.v workers. 
Volunteers performing functions similar to those of paid staff were 
likely to leave if they feel under-vaJIJed and comparatively 
unappreciated. Administrative sanc·tions for unacceptable, unreliable 
staff behavior were minimal or absent with respect to some personnel 
categories. This problem was further compounded in projects heavily 
dependent on volunteers, where the imposition of sanctions for rule 
infractions or poor performance may result in departures. Finally, 
super. ision of volunteers was particularly difficult when differences 
in treatment ideology or strategy emerged in relation to particular 
clients. 

Worker Burnout 

All project personnel were critically aware of the potential f::>r their 
staff experieocing "worker burnout." Workers attribute the burnout 
experience to perceptions of over-stimulation. A person feels 
bombarded by too many sensations, feelings, thoughts, and too much 
information. Burnout was said to occur to the extent that self- or 
project-defined expectations were seen as impossible to meet for 
reasons beyond anyone's control. Shelter staff were particularly 
concerned with burnout, perhaps because staff interactions with 
clients frequently occur at crisis points where the effects of battering 
and violence are most visible and distressing. Burnout was experienced 
frequently by workers in positions: 
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) • perceived of as demanding of personal commitment of time, 
energy and emotional involvement; 

• where interactions between clients and staff involve a high 
degree of intimacy; and 

• where client characteristics promoted potential worker 
identification with victims. 

Projects tried to anticipate burnout by discussing the phenomena with 
staff, by developing structural and other mechanisms to help staff 
deal with their feelings, by structuring staff positions to include 
multi-faceted roles, and by creating opportunities for staff to switch 
roles. Regular formal and informal meetings and get-togethers where 
staff could share feelings and receive support and reinforcement 
were mentioned across si te as important in reducing potential for 
worker burnout. 

ADVISORY BOARDS 

Federal guidelines mandated that projects plan for and constitute 
advisory boards. Advisory Board activities covered a range of role 
funcions, including: 

• providing feedback to pr,';)jects about their image and helping 
wi th fundraising; 

• ~stablishing initial administrative and higher-level relational 
. nechanisms in various service agencies (e.g., among emergency 
room personnel in a hospitaI); 

• developing a political lobbying effort to represent the interests 
of family violence victims on the local and state level; 

• resolving intra-program conflicts; 

• educating the community through participation in spe~king 
engagements and media events. . 

Overall, the level of commitment and performance varied widely 
both across sites and among members within specific boards. One 
advisory board member from a police department deve10ped a 
procedure for and then implemented a survey designed to ascertain 
police response to one aspect of the program. Advisory Boards were 
limited, in retrospect, by two syndromes: 

Conflict of Interest. A popularly held belief concerning 
advisory boards 1s that as a collective body they will facilitate 
inter-agency coordination, expand community contacts and 
assist in fundraising. These beliefs lead programs to invite 
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heads of services agencies from one or another services sector 
(e.g., medical, social) to participate as advisory board members. 
There is some indication that this strategy may need re-thinking. 
In many sites county agency directors who sat on advisory boards 
occupy structural positons which ensure conflict of interests. 
To the extent that monies are solicited from the county agencies, 
project staff and advisory board members were competing for 
the same monies. 

Sanctions. Advisory Board participation was voluntary and 
discretionary. Therefore, projects had limited available sanctions 
to ensure attendance or cooperation. Levying sanctions--such 
as requesting resignations for non-attendance or participation-­
against powerful advisory board members proved risky for projects 
seeking to expand relational networks. To the extent sanctions 
were not incorporated in the original advisory board by-laws, 
,the potential risks were further increased .. 

RESOURCES 

The res~;}urces available to sociallntervention projects often are 
determining factors in the strength and integrity of their services 
(Sechrest and White, 1978). In the Family Violence Program, federal 
contributions included action grants and technical assistance. Projects 
in turn recruited staff and obtained facilities within their budgets to 
trans. :lte these funds into services. This section examines the util­
izatioi1 of three resource categories--funds, labor, and facility--and 
their influence on the services delivered by the 23 projects. 

Funding 

Annual bqd~ets ra,nged from a mean of $73,000 for private, non-profit 
shelters to ~246,O.aO for multi-service projects. The lowest annual 
budget was 1n the Brattleboro shelter ($42,000 in FY 1978), and the 
highest was the multi-component S5mta Barbara program ($275,000 in 
FY 1979). Table 3-9 shows the annual budgets for projects along three 
organizational dimensions: institutional base, service emphasis, and ,~ 
decision making structure. Shelter-based projects received the lowest 
mean annual funding: private (shelter) agencies had the lowest annual 
budgets (Salem and Brattleboro were the "consensus" projects). System 
programs (among "single-service" projects) had the highest annual budgets~ 
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Table 3-9 

Annual Federal Support by Project Feature 

Project Feature Number of Projects Annual Federal Budget 
SerVice Emphasis: 
She Iter / C ounse ling 13 $ 117, 000 Justice Intervention 5 172,000 
Service Coordination 3 131, 000 Multiple Component 2 246,000 

Institutional Base: 
Privatae (Non-Profi t) 5 73,000 Public Social Service 11 133, 000 Public Justice System 7 206,000 

Decision ~taking: 
Heirarchical 14- 146,000 Collective 2 76,000 Subcontractor 7 115,000 

Annual Budget (Mean, all sites) $ 142,000 

Staff 

Paid staff were supported by a wide variety of sources: LEAA fundin a , 

CETA block grant funds, VISTA "volunteers," and student work-study 0 

programs. The ave:age paid s~aff complement was between six and 
ten persons (13 proJects. were 111 this range). LEAA-funded staff ranged 
from 1-15 p,ersons per SIte. Eight projects had from three to five 
staff, a~d el?ht others had between six and 10 persons supported by 
the family vlolence grant. Table 3-10 shows the distribution of total 
staff and LEA.<\-funded staff by project features, as well as the 
percentage of total staff paid by LEA A funds. 
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Table 3-10 

Staffing Patterns by Project Features 

Project Feature 

Service Emphasis: 
She 1 ter / Counseling 
Justice Interventions 
Service Coordination 
Mul ti-Service 

Institutional \I?ase: 
Private (nonpdfit) Sh~lter 
Public Social Service' 
Public Justice System 

Decision Making Structure: 
7-ieirarchy 
Consensus 
SubcontraG~ol:" 

AVERAGE (all sites) 

N 

13 
5 
3 
2 

5 
11 
7 

14 
2 
7 

Total 
Paid 
Staff 

8.8 
11.5 
5.7 
14.0 

9.6 
7.5 
12.3 

8.9 ' 
14.5 
11.3 

9.4 

LEAA- Percent 
Funded of Total 
Staff Staff 

6.1 69 
10.0 85 
4.7 82 

14.0 100 

4. 4 ~~6 
6.5 87 

11.0 89 

7.4 
7.0 

10.4 

7.4 

83 
48 
92 

79 

The results in table 3-10 reflect patterns similar to the annual budget 
patterns in table 3-9. The multi-service, emphasis projects, for 
example, shows a value of 100%, i.e., the entire reported staff is 
LEA! -funded. Only 69% of staff in projects with a shelter/advocacy/ 
couns~ling orientation are reported as LEA A-funded. The lowest 
percent of LEAA-funded staff (46%) is reported as operating under 
private non-profit auspices, and the consensus decicion-structured 
projects report only a slightly higher .cq.8%.:,These tend to be shelter 
projects. Justice system projects, publically-sponsored projects, and 
'heirarchical organizations had larger staff complements and a higher 
percentage supported by the LEAA grant. The percentages In tablB' 
3-10 suggest that non-traditional projects,~specially shelters, drew 
on a broader range of sources for staff resources. In turn, just~~e 
system agencies were least likely to utilize other, non-grant sources 
of support to staff their projects. This apparent dichotomy in staffing/ 
funding patterns reinforces the typology developed earlier based on 
service emphasis. Projects can be def.i,ned as primarily providing 
sheltet~~ or justice system services, and'this definition alsb "predicts" 
their institutional base and funding/staffing pattern. 

/-' 
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Resource Utilization 

The utilization of LEAA resources in supporting staff to provide 
services is an approximate measure of the efficiency of projects' 
service delivery. Differences within categories permit contrasts of 
the relative cost of providing a particular type of service. Table 3-11 
co\npares co~t per paid staff and cost per LEAA-funded staff as 
indicators of resource utilization. Again, the distinction is evident 
between private, non-profit organizations whose primary emphasis is 
on services to victims (i.e., shelter, advocacy, counseling), and 
publically-funded organizations whoseR~}mary emphasis is on justice 
system interventions and services coordination. 

The shelter-focused projecs appear to be the most cost effective in 
total staff utilization--they attract a greater number of staff to 
complement the grant-funded staff. 

Table 3-11 

Resource Utilization by project Feature 
(Budget/Staff Ratio for Paid Staff and LEAA Staff) 

Project Feature N of Budget/ BUdget/ 
Projects Paid LEAA 

Staff Staff 
Service Emphasis: 
Shel ter / Counseling 13 $13,295 $19,180 
Justice Interventions 5 14,957 17,200 
Service Coordination 3 22,982 27,872 
MultLIle Service 2 17,571 17,571 

Institutional Base: 
Private (nonprofit) Shelter 5 7,604 16,591 
Pubic Social Service 11 17,733 20,462 
Public Justice System 7 16,748 18,727 

Decision Making Structure: 
Heirarchical 14 3,539 10,270 
Consensus 2 10,069 20,857 
Subcontractor 7 10,177 11,058 

AVERAGE (all sites) $13,968 $17,979 

-;0 

Percent 
Difference 

30.7 
13.0 
17.5 

54.2 
13 .3 
10.6 

21.3 
51.7 
8.0 

22.3 

This in turn suggests th~t they are able to draw on a broader base of 
staff resources to provide their services. The emotional involvement of 
shelter staff reflects a blend of life-stye and occupational commitments. 
The demands of shelter work are such that in all but a limited number of 
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.5taff positions, special, expensive expertise is n~t a job skill 
requirement. The labor pool from which shelter staff and volunteers can 
be drawn is thus potentiaily large, and salaries in shelter projects appear 
to reflect both these market conditions and the ideoloaical rewards of 
thi~ labor. Given equal funds, shelter as opposed to other types of 
projects can be expected to employ greater numbers of both unpaid and 
relatively low paid staff. 

In ,c,ontrast, service coordination projects, the most "expensive/! services, 
utlllze a small, somewhat specialized (and comparatively expensive) 
staff to identify and coordinate existing community services. Direct 
services work--the type of work most likely to attract volunteers and 
less expensive paid staff--is extremely limited, if offered at all, in such 
projects. Accordingly, their job specifications may result in a more 
limited labor pool and demand higher salaries and benefits to attract 
professional staff with the appropriate skills levels. 

These results, while offering useful indicators of efficiency and util­
i~ation to classify projects, should be viewed with caution: For example, 
tn~se measures, d,o not describe how projects utilize resources, (e.g., for 
WhICh staff posltlOns or how many part-time staff). 0Jevertheless, these 
~ind~ngs v~lida~e the conventional wisdom that small, ,grassroots organ­
IzatlOns--m thIS case, shel ters--were more efficient in using fewer 
monetary resources and stretching them further. Criminal justice and 
social service system projects were expensive, dollar for dollar: they 
used fewer staff and, OIl the average, cost more. ' 

These measures do not address the dual questions of efficacy and impact. 
While shelter projects may cost less and use more staff at lower salaries, 
the d.',ta do not indicate whether such projects achieve -:Treater or' 
ultim' .tely better impacts on domestic violence. Never~heless, this 
typology is useful in later impact analyses to suggest preliminary 
answers to these questions. 

Setting 

A final type of project feature which influenced service deliverv was the 
facility where the service was provided. The projects' physical 'environ­
~ent became an integral part of clients' perception of services, and 
l~fluenced thei~ decisions to continue with services over a period of ,! 

t~me. The phys:cal plants occupied by the projects varied sharply across 
SItes. The phYSIcal locations ranged from starkly modern office 
complexes to ramshackle buildings in industrial neighborhoods. Both 
heira:chically-structured (usually bureaucratic) offices and "hipplesque" 
drop-in centers were within the federal program's scope. 

These different setHtigs communicated to clients various messages and 
' ! 

were In some cases symbolic of barriers to service delivery, For 
example, shelters in l,ower middle class or working class n~ighborhoods 
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were seen as unattractive by middle class victims. Officious settings in 
downtown offices were often intimidating to some clients unfamiliar 
wi th the style of such agencies. The physical setting and the projects' 
overall financial well-being also set the tone for the project and 
contributed to staff feelings about their jobs. Conversely, the formality 
of the setting often was a predictor of whether services (<?r organizations) 
were continued beyond the grant period. Finally, setting was far from a 

. negligible factor in staff burnout. 

.Although the case stl:ldies (in volume II) contain detailed descriptions of 
the projects' settings, the following excerpts illustrate some of the 
contrasts, and the effects of, project settings. 

Philadelphia. The legal clinic and the project's administrative offices 
were both housed in City Hall. The administrative office was on the 
ground floor, dark, vaguely smelling of urine with the constant rumble of 
arriving and departing subway trains. The legal clinic was on the 5th 
floor, a small cramped room stuffily overheated, in winter and erratically 
cooled in the summer. There was no privacy for client conferences-­
desks were stacked side by side with barely enough room for clients who 
had brought family or friends with them to be seated. There was no 
room for clients to wait wi thin the office so they lined up on the hall, 
sometimes sitting on folding chairs sometimes standing or sitting on the 
floor. Kids careened down the echoing halls. The restrooms were almost 
a city block walk away. A comfortable victim/witness room across the 
hall was "off limits," the court custodian of that room had his own 
sinecure of poll tical power and. did not want the women and their noisv 
chilcjren disturbing his realm. Despite numerous attempts, entree into 
this q liet space was rarely permitted. On most Monday mornings, staff 
were "reeted with a hall choked with bruised (,lOd bandaged women. 

Cleveland. Tucked into a ground floor corner of the city's criminal justice 
complex were the project's spotless and stark offices. They were 
difficult for the newcomer to find, a cul-de-sac led to a drcumspect 
entry and a security guard stationed at the door of the building. The 
physical distance of the project from the other realms of the justice 
complex reflected or perhaps presaged the thrwarted linkage efforts the 
project faced (see chapter 6). Staff were constantly attempting to 
reach out to justice system and agencies community to coordinate with 
other service providers, but the location and isolation of their quarters 
were not conducive to such efforts. 

Brattleboro. The lament about the physical space in the Brattleboro 
project of too small, too shab~y, too cramped--trying to fit many people 
and activities into too small a space--was characte'ristic of this small, 
grassroots organization. Brattleboro had the smallest LEAA grant which 
was its primary fiscal resource; yet it had as elaborate an agenda for 
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services as any of the projects. The physical space for the shelter was 
separate from the office where the staff spent all their time. Visi:s by 
staff and volunteers to the shelter were limited--and evidently subject to 
being delayed by crises or other distractions. The facility wa? a six­
room house (its loqltion was secret) with only one bath and shelterd up 
to five women and their "dtildren. There was no yard or other outside 
space the children. Th~;?cent?al pffice spa~e was also too small to allow 
for compete privacy <turing couns~ling seSSIons. 

/ 

Miami Safespace.\Here too the shelter was in a separate and secret 
location from the p,roject administrative offices. The four-bedroom 
second floor flat was locat~d near a central intersection in downtown 
Miami. The shelter, fer t}ie first year, lacked air conditioning and was 
wretchedlv hot in the surhmer months. It had drab furnishings with 
chipped a~d peeling pai,J,\t and a lack of privacy for c;lient counseling or 
staff meetings. (( 

The Social Process of Working 
With Victims 

I 

The day-to-day experience of staff in the family violence projects offer 
a gUn pse of the social process of service delivery a~d the. reali ty of, 
workLlg with abused women, their children, and their assailants. ThIS 
perspective is important, for it is difficu~t ~or ~bservers to, under~tand 
the contingencies faced by workers and llmitations on servlc~ dell very 
imposed by the social reality of family violence. It also provides an 
understanding of why services took certain forms, and in turn, of the 
operating practices and reactions of project work~rs. Finally, the. 
description adds to our understanding of why serVlces worked or failed, 
and how they might be im\Jroved in the future. 

STAFF PERCEPTIONS AND REACTIONS 

Most of the staff and administrators hired by the famqy violence 
projects, as well as the volunteers, had never previously,worked with 
abused women. Although many were experienced c~unsel.ors a~d some 
had prior experience with crisis intervention work, little in theIr 
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background prepared them for the massive problems of abused women. 
For example, legal staff, even those with a background in "poverty law," 
were unprepared for the intensity of dealing with so many clients, most 
of whom were in deep p~rsonal crisis and emotional distress. 

For both legal and social service staff, one of the most difficult aspects 
of dealing with the clients were the overwhelming physical, social, 
material, and emotional needs of the victims. Clients were in the throes 
of total turmoil in their life: they had been physically assaulted and 
were often physically and mentally suffering as a result of the experience. *' 
Clients who had been hit in the head--although not technical'1y suffering 
concussions--were often disoriented and confused about sequences of 
events and had great difficulty deciding what they wanted to do. All 
clients, from the least to the most injured, were in a position of having 
to make very consequential decisions about their lives after having under­
gone the tt'aumatic experience of physical violence a t the hands of a 
loved one., Victims faced a proverbial Hobson's Choice in making decisions 
which could completely alter the course of their lives and their children's 
lives: leaving home and provider and starting on their own with few 
resources or skills, or else return to their spouses and face tne possibility 
0,£ future violence. Some clients were very dependent "helpless" peopLe 
who had little experience making decisions and being on their own (Walker, 
1979), while others simply lacked the material resources to alter their 
circumstances. 

Faced with these clients, the project workers experienced a variety of 
reactions. One initial staff reaction was to feel helpless in the face of 
helping a victim with such all encompassing problems. Although usina 

crisis counseling~techniques, they focused the victim on the decisionso 
which had to be made immediately, they knew full well that she would 
ultimi.:tely (and often in a very short period of time) have to find solutions 
to the full range of her problems. The staff, especially in the start up 
phase of the project~ before linkages had been established with other 
agencies and bureaucratic dilemmas resolved, manv times were unable to 
provide the resources clients needed. Clients ofte~ reacted with anger 
toward the staff, mistaking the inability tc help them for an unwillingness. 

Staff themselves experienced anger toward the clients for many reasons. 
Staff, especially at the outset of the project~ were incredulous of how 
truly helpless they fel t some of their clients were: these women had 
never managed money, had sometimes never even done the family shopping, 
and were completely at a loss as to how to plan their lives and their 
children's lives. Social class distinctions also led to staff looking 

."~O *The limitations of the quantitative data may have served to undere­
Ist~mate the extent of injuries-:-women who suffered "bruises" were often 
black and blue all over their oodles and inconsiderable pain. 
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down at clients: some of the younger, grassroots feminists were from 
middle and upper social classes {i.e., highly educated} backgrounds, 
carried a certain disdain toward clients who fed their children "junk 
food" and watched TV constantly. 

Legal staff were angry at clients who didn't follow through with prosecu­
tions or civil proceedings, especially when staff had put a lot of work and 
effort into a case. The attorneys feared for their reputation before 
judges and for the credibility of the battered womens' movement when 
clients failed to make a court date. 

Another root of staff anger lay in over-identifying with clients. ~any 
admitted that they found echoes of their own relationships with men in 
the dynamics clients described. Although most of the staff had not 
themselves been battered, many recognized the "learned helplessness i

' 

and the "low self image" as things they had undergone or seen in their 
family. This ang-er was often deflected toward the client. Informal 
conversations with staff revealed that working with battered women 
sometimes brought an element of tension into marital and other relation­
ships. Anger and distrust of men became an occupational hazard for 
many staffers. 

A different reaction by some staff in dealing with clients' overwhelming 
problems and needs was the very opposite of identification. They "defined" 
the clients as very different from themselves and interpreted all the 
things that happen to clients as being totally out of the realm of 
possibility for themselves or anyone like them. In other words, they 
denied that such violence could ever happen to them. Sometimes this 
simple emotional defense brought on some cognitive dissonance. For 
exam tIe, a young legal worker in the Philadelphia project described her 
chagr n when a woman from a local shelter who had trained some of the 
family violence project staff adressed her law school class on the issue 
of family violence and the law. When the speaker/trainer drew on her 
own experience as a battered woman, the law student found she was 
unable to listen to the talk and had to leave the room. "Them ll and "us" 
were no longer distinct or useful categories. 

Another dynamic which took place in the family violence projects 
created a division between direct service workers and administrators and 
indirect service providers. This "macho" of direct service resulted from 
staff feelings that their particular work was m.ore valuable. The work 
with domestic violence clients and the accumulation of war ·stories and 
ecitations of the "horrors clients went through became a badge for the 
direct service workers and a form of social currency. It was as if the 
direct service workers had come through a "dte of passage" or "trial by 
fire." The work with battered women was expressed in terms of hardship 
(virtually never in terms of satisfactions or accomplishments) and 
became that which was most highly valued in the projects. Consequently 
the efforts of project administrators. trainers, and community publicity 
staff were denigrated by counselors and shelter staff; their jobs were 
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described as "soft" regardless of the hard work and long hours they 
con tr ibu ted. 

Thus, in terms of the workplace culture which was created in projects, 
there was an interesting reversal of the value of work. Administrators 
with no client contact often succumbed to the devaluation of their 
efforts. It seemed that the "martyrdom" of staff was a transposition of 
th.e suffering of the clients into the created culture of the projects. 
Nlght work was an aspect of working conditions which proved difficult 
for staff .. This ~as especially the case in the Miami shelter which kept a 
staff of night shIft counselors who responded to hotline calls and dealt 
"Yith new admi~sions to the shelter. These workers, who had low pay and 
lIttle opportunity for advancement, and a difficult and often thankless 
job rapidly left the project. The entire night shift turned over in the 
first year. 

PROJECT PHILOSOPHY: CHANGES OVER TIME 

The beginning of this chapter charact\~rized the projects' philosophy as 
refle~ting eithe.r a feminist, social control, or legalistic approach. 
Desplte these dlfferences, the projects l understanding of family violence 
evolved and broadened over the course of the funding period. eventually, 
a consensus approach began to emerge. 

The l·~gal providers underwent the greatest change, moving from a focus 
on pr ,secution and the criminal justice system to a more inclusive view­
point which recognized the necessity of integrating social services with 
legal services •. In their second and third years, they began to include 
crisis counseling for victims and established referral svstems for those 
not able or willing to prosecute. The White Plains pro~ecution project 
set up a diversion program for batterers in conjunction with a local drug 
and alcohol center. Some legal staff, especially in the PhilaaeoDnia 
project, experienced a growing disilusion with the efficacy of le'aal 
services. Despite high client demand, staff ultimately had no seonse of 
a~complishment from their work as there was no ongoing contact with 
clIents. 

The legal staff questioned whether restraining orders really aided clients 
or if prosecution efforts deterred batterers. In Philadelphia, there was 
one case which brought home qui te poignantly the need for victim 
c~)UnseHng as well as prosecution: one woman whose successful prosecu­
tlOn of the batterer was covered in the local newspapers returned to the 
project some six months later after having been beaten by a new partner. 
Other cases in this same project pointed to the need for further work 
with batterers when new victims appeared whose batterers had been 
prosecuted by their previous partners. 
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( The feminist projects, especially the shelters, also began to see the need 
to focus on the batterers as well as the victims. The feminist projects 
also began to recognize that there was an analysis possible which did not 
1Ilabelll and "blame" the victim for the violence but which nonetheless 
acknowledged the fact that the victims were in need of counseling and 
general life skills assistance. All of the shelters gained a further 
appreciation of the multi-level needs of their clients and the di:fficulty 
of expecting a client to change their lives in a four to six week shelter 
stay. The shelters had to grapple with what they considered an abuse of 
the shelter--the women using it as an escape hatch for violent incidents 
but returning home every time. Some of the shelters had limits as to the 
number of times a woman could come back to the shelter. Some shelter 
staff disagreed with this policy and saw the process of a battered woman 
leaving a re!,ationship as slow and,tortuous and one which often required 
a great many trial separations. 

However, whatever their philosophy about the number of stays in the 
shelter, all staff had to grapple with the difficul ties facing a woman who 
has reached the point of leaving the relationship to establish herself 
outside the home. Housing, jobs, welfare and food stamps, even clothing 
for herself and her children, all presented formidable obstacles to 
decisive action, and all required project attention. 

Frustration with the emotional difficulties of working with the clients 
and the constant setbacks in attempts to change a recali tant social 
service and criminal justice system, led many staffers to see their work 
as a meager palliative and to question if there was not a better approach 
to preventing family violence. ,\1uch of the speculation was centered in 
two directions: the need for different ways of raising children and the 
gener \1 question of violence in society. The childrearing approaches 
incluc~d notions that girls should be raised with better self-images (so 
they wouldn't tolerate a man hitting them), more capacity to earn a 
living and take care of themselves, and that boys should be allowed to be 
more emotionally rather than physically expressi ve. These chlldrearing 
ideas resulted in staff advoc'ating public education especially in the 
schools around the issue of family violence. The staff saw the need to 
educate women when they were still young girls before they entered into 
a cycle of being beaten by husbands or partners. 

Other staff came to see family violence as another manIfestation of 
violence in the larger society. They felt that people were socialized to 
see violence as a legitimate solution to problems and frustrations and 
hence either used it or expected it in a family context. 

Regardless of the view of family violence which staff ini tially or 
ultimately held, all came to be perplexed and disturbed by the complexity 
of the issue, and the lack of ready answlers and solutions. 
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Conclusions 

The Family Violence Program was the culmination of a decade of social 
activism around issues of family policy. In this chapter, we have . 
examined the historical antecedents of the LEAA-funded family violence 
projects: the feminist movement around battered women and the criminal 
justice system's responses to the victims of crime. Both of these . 
approaches inform the ways in which programs deal with domestic 
violence. The institutional base of the programs as well as the focus of 
the services offered stem from the historical roots of the family violence 
issue in general, and the plight of battered women in particular. The 
past 1S also reflected in the range of programs which span grassroots 
feminists shelters to those housed directly within criminal justice system 
agencies. 

The effects of the institutional base and service focus on the development 
of the projects were anaiyzed. Examining the origins of the justice system 
components, we see that the institutional base is a crucial variable for 
projects working directly within the criminal justice system. Institution­
al base is a less vital factor for shelter-focused projects. However, it is 
in light of this nationwide movement that the relationship to feminism to 
the LEAA program should be considered. For some of the projects, 
feminism was an explicit part of the conceptualization of the project and 
informs the services offered and the approach used. In these sites, issues 
such as the relationship of sex roles in the family and sexism in society 
to bat":ering are part of the fundami~ntal assumptions underlying the 
servic:! approach and are incorporated explicitly into the plan of services. 
In several projects, the roots of the program are to be found in what can 
be called the "feminist al ternative service model." The focus of these 
groups was to create services, especially shelter-based facilities, centered 
outside of traditional agencies. 

INTERVENTION STRATEGIES 

In examining project services, we found two natural clusters: victim­
focused (nonlegal) interventions and assailant-fcused (legal) interventions. 
Certainly these findings are conditioned in part by the availability of 
services, but also by such factors as project ideology, service design, and 
linkages with alternate system. For example, despite the extensive 
physic:al violence and serious injury among victims, only a small 
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percentage of referrals from hospitals or doctors. Earlier evaluation 
reports described the difficulties in establishing linkages with hospitals. 
Even though most projects attempted to accomplish the federally 
mandated goals of "improving the transmission of evidence from medical 
agencies," they wet'e generally ineffective in establishing viable referral 
linkages with hospitals or private physicians. 

This simple classification of projects into "shelter" and "others" (largely 
justice system projects) facilitated comparisons of project populations 
and responses. Shelters, for example, often became the focal point of 
services for battered women in a comrr~unity, drawing clients from a 
wide range of agencies and community sources. Justice agencies~ on the 
other hand, received referrals either directly or from other justice system 
agencies. As seen in the next chapter, shelters indeed differed from 
justice system projects not just in service mix, but in several other 
important respects: 

• referral networks and sources; 

• severity of abuse and injury of clients in poth presenting problem 
and prior history; 

• family configuration, victim-assailant relationship, and presence 
of children; 

• victim and assailant ~ackground characteristics; 

• client and project strategies for intervention and problem remedia­
tion. 

THE EFFECTS OF PROGRAM GOALS 

From its early origins in the Citizen'S Initiative and Victim Witness 
Assistance Programs, LEAA developed a set of program goals which 
reconciled the interests and concerns of the constituencies supporting 
the program, and hence, the agency. However, the agency's interest in 
deterrence under lied the program design and dictated the structure and 
content of the project's services. Accordingly, the agency defined family 
violence as a multifaceted problem only to helped by multi-agency 
responses. The cooperation of feminist organizations with the social 
service and criminal justice communities is seen as an attempt to involve 
these agencies in the implementation of deterrence-based policies. Both 
direct and indirect services were oriented toward both serving victims 
and prosecuting batterers. 1\=" 
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These twin concerns ,led LEAA to proliferate the program's goals. The 
guidelines mandated that projects provide services which, in the case of 
several private organizations, were well beyond their capacities. The 
budgets were in many cases too small to support these efforts. In fact, 
the smallest budgets went to the shelters, whose service matrix often 
was most complex. Instead of acknowledging that a multi-faceted 
approach is the ideal and then funding projects which had the capacity to 
work well in one or two institutional arenas, LEAA took steps to assure 
that the criminal justice approach to family violence woud be operation­
alized throughout the program, irrespective of budget. For exa.mple, 
grassroots and social service providers also conduct and training and 
work within the context of the ,criminal justice system. The funding 
pattern analyzed in this chapter is difficult to rationalize, and fore­
shadows issues in victim impact which emerge in later chapters. 

As discussed in chapter 1, LEANs goals themselves were internally 
inconsistent. For example, the goals of increased reporting contradicts 
the goal of reduced homicides. The goals called for major (and perhaps 
overly ambitious) changes in a short time in long-s~anding social service 
and justice system policies. The daily stress of working with victims in 
pain and crisis, together with sweeping program goals and continuing 
pressures from project monitors to fulfill them, contributed in several 
sites to staff burnout and tensions within the projects. This was 
particularly true for smaller, often grass-roots, projects, especially 
shelters or subcontractors. As the discussion proceeds in later chapters 
to program impacts, it is important to keep in mind the different 
philosophical ~rientations of the projects as well as where they, as newly 
created agenCIes, were located. These philosophical orientations, and in 
turn the service types which they seem to correspond with, are predictors 
of im:'act on both systems and client families. 
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4 Victim & Family 

Characteristics 

This chaoter sum:n:iriZ~S ;Jrocess evaluation findings to assist policy~ 
makers ~ndfamilv violence ?rojeC'i: st.3.i: to und~rstand the natu~e ~t , 
the client'~bPula{ioils (victims, assailants, and ~hildren), ,the van,atl?n 
in client population as a runc.ion of type of project (servlc~,empn~sls), 
and the tvpes of sprVlces souaht and recei vea as influencea oy proJec: 

J ~ _, ::;, I l·t.. e "cont"ol" or case characteristics. *" t ne analyses a so revea ".05 • 

variables requIred f:Jr the i~pact an.3.iyses In chapter 5. 

Data for the analyses presented in this chapter. wer~ generated fro~ 
the C'lent :-'lanagemem Inf.Jrmation System (~.~\lS) Implem~nted at 
21 of ",he 23 project sites'''+"The C\!I~ n~c?~aed dala on ~.~ent and 
case characteristics 3.;' t~e point of tilelr initial con~act ,w,lm the 
projects. (For the the primary C\IIS instrument, ~he "Inmal ,A.s:ess­
ment," see Appendix ,-\.) Ad~itional data to deSCribe an ext:nd_d 
subset of descriotors of dozr,:t'estic violence were gene:ated !r?m ~n 
ex"ensi ve inter~iew protocol administered to 270 victims at SI x SI tes 
ap~roximatelY three months af.ter project participation. (For the 
follow-up protocol see Append:x "\');1 

Data Domains 

The major domains of clien~;case, and service data that form the 
basis for the project descriptions include~ 

• client characteristicsj,\\ 
_ \'~'0v ,. t~ 

_,1" 1..._-.''' 

. *These analY$es are not intended to explai~ th,e e,tiology or 
dynamics of family vjolence, nor to represent ItS inCidence or 
prevalence. . 

**The two other sites--Rlce County, Mmnesota, f3-nd San , 
Francisco, California--did not emphasize direct services to clIents 
and were not, therefore, included in the PMS. 
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• instant incident attributes; 
• dimensions of spousal violence; and 
• help-seeking behaviors. 

Client characteristics include the disputants' sociodemograpbic back­
grounds, substance use, violence histories, and children. Among the 
background variables considered are: sex, age, formal educational 
attainment, and health conditions. The remaining variables are situa­
tional: they describe the extent to which various family members 
have been engaged in or exposed to violence and their responses to 
these episodes. These factors may be related to the type of help or 
services requested as well as predicti ve of victim and assailant 
responses to various interventions. 

The inS:~ant incident refers to that abuse episode that led to contact 
with thEb-famLly violence project. Instant incident attributes include 
alcohol use, drug use, types of abuse, weapon use, and sever! ty of 
injury. These variables describe the extent and severi ty of the 
violence as well as certain environmental or contextual factors 
com mon to these cases. 

Dimensions of spousal violence are investigated so as to develop 
empirical pictures of differing abuse patterns. Having examined a 
wide range of individual background and situatiollal variables, multi­
variate techniques are employed to explore relationships wi thin and 
between variable domains. Patterns assessed include: stranger 
violence and severity of prior injury as a function of victim and 
alleged assailant background characteristics, and abuse history. 
These analyses determine those variables that are representative of 
each domain and, in turn, yield control variables for the impact 
analy: ... ~s. 

Help-seeking behaviors include calls to police (slightly over half the 
cases); medical treatment (one-fourth of the cases); formal complaint 
filing against alleged assailants (one-third of victims); and service 
requests (which varied appreciably by project orientation). 

Umitations of the Data Base 

The URSA Institute designed the C:\-US, developed composite materials, 
and prov.ided training and technical assistance on implementation for 
the 23 projects. Nevertheless, the actual utilization of the system 
varied across projects, both in percentage of cases recorded and in 
extent of data collected for each case. Omissions resulted from 
ideological, legal, and/or administrati ve constraints. For exam pie, 
several projects chose not to record information on victims' back­
grounds, fearing a repetition of earlier experiences where such data 
was inaccurately reported in the press and subjected to misleading 
interpretations. 

National evaluation staff members edi ted all PMS forms for consist­
ency and sense and contacted projects when data appeared anomalous. 

G 
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Any deficiencies'1~(~t may have survived this pr?cess ar~ more than 
outweighed by the size of the data bciTe (approximately 3,000 cases). 

Two quallties of these data should particularly be noted: 

• They are drawn from client (i.e., victim) reports ~nd, thus, . 
reflect the client's knowledge about and perspectIve regardIng 
events; and 

• Project cli~nts do not necessarily represent the overall popula­
tion of domestic violence disputants. 

. Finally, in all discussions, those clients for whom "do~'t know" \~as 
recorded are not present in the percentage base. Stnctly speaking, 
each discussion should be prefaced, "For those clients reporting (a 
'live\response), •.• 11 Thus, fluctuatirp In the number of cases 
reported is related to the data base used (e.g., C\US vs~ client ~ollow­
up) and the number of live responses obtained for the gl ven vanables. 

Client Characteristics 

The prevalence of spousal assault in the contemporary American 
farnil~' is staggering, perhaps overshadowing the problem ~f viol~~ce 
in the 3treet (Steinmetz, 1980). .~ national sample of 2,1.;.3 iamilles 
found that one oLit of six couples had a violent episode, five percent 
experienced severe physical abuse, and ;{t percent used a gun or knife 
(Straus et al., 1980), Nearly 1.8 million women annually are beaten, 
an average of one every 18 seconds.,. The incid;nce of domestic 
assault is nearly ten times greater than that or st~anger a::sault, and 
the risk of injury at home or among friends is far greater than. in the 
streets (U.S. Department of Justice, 1980). Given these soberIng 
statistics, the i,nformation in this section represents a sample of / 
violent partners that only scratches the s!}rface of an enormous 
national problem. . 

In this section, we present descriptive data on the victims of 
domestic violence who sought help from the LEAA projects, their 
assailants, and characteristics of their relationships. Contextual dr;ta 
are also provided on factors thought to be predisposing of domestic 
violence or at least correlates of the phenomenon. This examination 
is responsi ve to the call of current researchers for assessm~\1ts that 
go beyond the'Jsimple descripti ve to consider si tua tional facfor,:~ that 
rpay help to explain violent behavior (Dobash and Dobash~ 1979; 
Monaha,n, 1981). c 
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DEMOGRAPAICS 

Sex 

Victims were overwhelmingly female (94.696), and assailants were 
overwhelmingly male (94.4%). Thus, the incidence of husband­
battering, to the extent that it exists at all, was negligible among the 
LEAA project sample. This finding corresponds with that of Berk et 
al. (981), who found that husband-battering (injury) accounted for 
less than 5 percent of domestic violence cases reported to police . 
While some retaliatory violence may occur, the rates of severe or 
injurious abuse leading to a project referral are consistent with 
national samples. The Straus et ale (980) sample found that 7 
percent of the women were likely to be severely abused, but only 0.6 
percent of the males--a ratio of moce than 11:1. In only three ;f the 
projects did the ratio of male victims exceed the national mean. 
These were justice system projects that also reported higher than 
average rates of female assailants. 

In general, caution is necessary in interpreting these results. For 
example, Wilt and Bannon (1976) suggest that violence by men against 
women is more likely to be reported to the police than violence bv 
women against men. Such differences in male and female reporti~g 
behavior may be evident in this sample as well. 

Age 

(; 
Ii '. 

Almo!:t one-third of the victims were under 25, while only one-fifth 
of the assailants were in that range. Age differences were insignif­
icant across projects. The median age of 27 for spousal assault 
victims is consistent with c:her research, which has found more 
spousal violence fn couples in their twenties (Straus et al., 1980. 
Frieze et al., 1980). ' 

Race 

Whites com"prised about 57 percent of the sample. Blacks Were the 
largest nonwhite group (over one-third). Urban projects had'targer 
proportions of nonwhite clients,):onsistent with their general popula-
tions. ' 

Educp.tion 

Victims' educational attainment was generally higher than that of 
assailants. Although the percentages of high school graduates are 
about the same, victims had a higher rate of college participation 
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(22.4% vs. 17.4% for assailants) and graduation (7.l %, compared to 
5.7%). However, both victims and assailants tended to have lower 
than average educatio~ levels. 

Without a comparison group, these educational data are difficult to 
interpret. At least two previous studies have pointed to the 
mediating effect of the victiitl!~ higher education, repo(ting more 
battering of. high school drop-outs' and less battering of college­
educated women (Steinmetz, 1980; Straus et al., 1980). In our 
sample, however, there is no such.pattern. High school graduates are 
the most commoni/ictims and assailants. 

Educational attainment varies by type of project, both for victims 
and assailants. As table 4-1 shows, justice system projects served a 
higher percentage of victims with high school diplomas or better, 
while shelters served more clients with less than a high school 
degree. In shelter cases, the assailants somewhat more often had a 
high school degree or some college. \ , , 

:.!' 

Table 4-1 

Educational Attainment of Disputants by Project Service Emphasis 

VICTIM ASSAILANT 

Shelter Other Shelter Other 

Less than 7 28 ( 3. 1 %) 42 ( 2.9%) 31 ( 4.3%) 76 ( 5.8%) 
7-9 104 (11. 7%) 92 ( 6.5%) :54 (11. 6%) i28 ( 9'.8%) 
10-11 194 (21.8%) 305 (21. 4%) 119 (16.5%) 280 (21.4%) 
HS Graduate 336 (37.8%) 595 (41.8%) 322 (4-4.6%) 533 (40.7%) 
Some College 148 (16.6%) 205 (14.4%) 98 (13.6%) 138 (10.5%) 
College Graduate 36 ( 4.0%) 84 ( 5.9%) 24 ( 3.3%) 45 ( 3.4%) 
Post-Graduate 16 ( 1. 8%) 30 ( 2.1 %) 15 ( 2.1 %) 33 ( 2.5%) 
Not Applicable 27 ( 3.0%) 72 ( 5. i%) 29 ( 4.0%) 77 ( "" I'\g' \ J."7 0) 

TOTAL 839 l,425 722 1,.310 

Employment 

In our follow-up sal'11.Dle, 69 percent of the victims and over 70 
percent of the al1eg~H assailants were employed full- or part-time. 
Unfortunately, PMS data were only available for victims, of whom 44 
percent were employed (full.,. or part-time) and 18 percent were full­
time homemakers. Despite the lack of comparison data, it is clear 
that the stereotype of the battered woman as an unskilled housewife 
did not prevail in the LEAA program. ' 
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Health 

~is~utants reported few health problems. Over three-fourths of the 
VIctIms ,an~ four-fifths of the assailants reported no problems, with 
few vanations among the projects. 

However, pregn~nt, w0r;'en were frequently abused, comprising 5.5 
percent of t~e VIctIms In ?ur s~mple. This finding is in keeping with 
the observatIon that the fInanCIal and emotional stress that accom­
pany, pregnancy has been linked to husbands' frequent and severe 
phY,s.lcal attacks on their wives (Steinmetz, 1980). Moreover, abuse 
dunn? pr,egnancy app~ars to be much more common among shelter 
than JustIce system cllents (10.1?6 versus 3.7%). (See table 4-2.) 
Assum~ng that ,mos,t observers would COf.lcur that abuse during preg­
nancy IS a qualItatIvely "worse" act than other nonlethal abuse '*" 
these data confirm that shelter cases are more severe than oth.'ers. 

Table 4-2 

Victim Health Problems by Project Ser~ice Emphasis 

Shelters 
Others 

TOTALS 

624 
1,234 

1,858 

0!one 

(78.5()'S) 
(86.3%) 

(83.5%) 

SUBSTANCE USE/ABUSE 

Alcohol 

HEAL TH PROBlE;'" 

Pregnant 

80 (10.1%) 
53 (3.7%) 

133 (6.0%) 

Other 

91 01.4%) 
143 (10.0%) 

234 (l a. 5~6) 

The heavy use of alcohol by battering men has been reported bv 
several researc~~rs (see, for example, Frieze and Knoble, 1980). 
These same stUQIeS also report that battered women tend to drink 
less often or at a lower volume than non battered women, while 

"*' Aside from subjective judgment, Steinmetz (1980) also reports 
that, although many wives report beatings before and after the preo _ 

nancy," those that occu~red dur-jng the pregnancy were considerably·:;' 
more brutal and often Incfuded being kicked or punched in the 
st~mach, a phenomenon that Gelles (1974) has labelled intrauterine 
chlld abuse. ? 
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batterers drink more often and more heavily than nonbatterers. 
These findings were echoed in the presen t study. * 

Thirty-one percent of the victims reported that their assailants 
abstained from alcohol. There was, however, high Interproject varia­
bili ty regarding rates of abstinence. The highest rates of alleged 
assailant abstinence were reported by clients in White Plains, New 
York, and Miami's Safespace (71% and 93% respectively). Among 
those alleged assailants reported to consume alcohol, S2 percent were 
said to drink at least once a week. Additionally, 65 percent of the 
alleged assailants were reported to be "heavy" alcohol consumers 
when they did drink. The heaviest drinkers, both in volume and 
frequency, were found in Portland. Overall, there were about as 
many assailants who either abstained or drank less than once a week 
as there were "regular" (more than once a week) drinkers. 

Assailants in shelter cases drank more often and abstained less often 
than assailants in other cases. (See table 4-3.) "Regular" drinkers 
comprised 53.6 percent of shelter client assailants but only 46.3 
percent of justice system assailants. Conversely, 22.5 percent of 
shelter client assailants were abstainees, compared to 36.5 percent in 
other cases. 

In contrast to assailant trends, 69 percent of victims reported that 
they abstained from alcohol. Among those victims who drank, 43 
percent reported that t~ey did so at least once a week. .\toreover, 11 
percent of the victims described their own alcohol consum ption .as 
"heavy" on those occasions when they drank. 

Table 4-3 

Alleged Assailant Alcohol Use 
by Project Service Emphasis 

Alcohol Use Shel~er 

None 200. (22.5%) 
Every Few Months 33 (3.7%) 
Once a Month 30 (3.4-96) 
More than Once a Month 61 (6.9% ) 
Once a Week S8 (9.9%) 
More than Once a Week 241 (27.1%) 
Daily 235 (26.5%) 

TOTAL S88 

Other 

553 (36.5%) 
uS (3.296) 
35 (2.3%) 
34- (5.5%) 
93 (6.1%) 

278 (18.3%) 
42~ (28.0%) 

1,515 

*Tn previous as well as the present studies, data are drawn from 
victim reports and, hence, may be skewed. 
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Drugs 

Other research reporting drug use of victims and assailants has 
revealed a trend toward higher drug use by assailants than victims, 
heavy marijuana use by assailants, and relatively high use of tranquil­
izers by victims. (See, for example, Frieze and Knoble, 1980.) In the 
present sample, victims reported that 23 percent of the alleged 
assailants (In aggregate) used drugs. Of this number, 86 percent 
reportedly used drugs at least once a week. The most commonly . 
reported drug used was marijuana (15% of the aggregate). Of the SIX 

percent of victims (in aggregate) who used drugs, 65 percent reported 
at least weekly use. Again, marijuana was the most commonly 
reported drug used. 

RELA TIONSHIP AND VIOLENCE HISTORIES 

This section provides descriptive and analytic inforl1ation on the 
violence'backgrounds of a sample of violent spouses or partners. 
Such situational, or contextual, factors are essential for a full under­
standing of violent behavior among intimates (Dobash and Dobash, 
1979). Our situational indices include specification of the 
relationshio between the victim and alleged assailant, length of 
relationship, abuse history, experiences with other violence, and past 
attempts to stop the violence. Data for the first analysis were 
generated by the CMIS, while" those presented in the remainder of 
this sE'ction were gathered in face-to-face post-project follow-up 
interv ews at five sites. 

Relationship of Victims and Assailants 

About 63 percent of the cases involved partners residing t~getb~rat 
the time 0.£ the most recent incident, and an additiQoalZ'6.4 perce'Mt 
were current or former partners living apart. .')ssaults on children, ., 
other family members, and friends or relative.):: comprised just over lO 
percent of the case types. 

The data suggest strong differences i!!;(!~se types between shelters 
and justice .system projects. (See=taole 4_4.) Nearly SO percent of 
shelter victims were from cohabitating relationships, while just over 
half of the justice system clients were cohabitating partners. 
Victims Ii ving apart from an abusive partner would, understandably, 
not generally need shelter, and the relati vely low incidence of such 
cases (13.9%) confirms this. By contrast, separated partners 
comprised one-third of justice system cases. Nearly all of the child 
abuse cases were handled by justice system projects. 
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Table 4-4 

Relationship of Victim to Offender by Project Service Emphasis 

Shelter Other Total 

Spouse/Partner in 
(63.296 ) Home 828 (79.2%) 996 (54.1%) 1,824-

Spouse/Partner not 26 (12.1%) 390 (21. 2%) 516 (17.9% ) 
in Home 

Former Spouse/Partner 19 ( 1. 8%) 226 (12.3%) 245 ( 8.5%) 
( 4.1 %) Child 13 ( 1. 2%) 75 88 ( 3.0%) 

Other Family Victim 26 ( 2.5%) 50 ( 2.7%) 76 ( 2.6%) 
Other Family Spouse 2 ( 0.2%) 14 ( 0.8%) 16 ( 0.6%) 

(2.1%) Friend 
Other 

TOTAL 

16 ( 1.5%) 46 ( 2.5%) 62 
15 ( 1. 4%) 44 ( 2.4%) 59 ( 2.0%) ---

1,045 (36.2%) 1,841 (63.8%) 2,886 

Length of Relationship 

Roy (1976) found that SpOUSi3.l violence peaked between 2.5 and 5.") 
years of cohabitation. In our sample, the modal (and median) length 
of cohabitation was five to six years rather consistently across sites. 
An earlier analysis of the CMIS data (Fagan et al., 1980) found that 
the median length of relationship for shelter cases was two years, 
considerably shorter than for cases in other service systems. 

Abuse History 

The median length of abuse in the relationship was less than two 
years. The absence of repeated data collection activities with this 
client group precludes analyses of escalation or desistance of 
violence. '* However, abuse among couples in this sample was 
frequent and severe. Forty percent of the victims suffered abuse at 
least once a week, with seven percent reporting daily abuse (table 4-
5). Injury was common--at least occasional in nearly a third of the 
cases and frequent in over one-fourth (table 4-6). Two-thirds of the 
victims had suffered injury in some prior incident, with lacerations or 
worse in 44 percent of the cases (table 4-6). Abuse during pregnancy 
occurred in 44 percent of the cases, of v.rhich 17.8 percent (21 of 118) 
resulted in miscarriage. 

"Shields and Hannecke (1981) have noted patterns of spousal 
abusers expanding to include stranger victims and of abusers shifting 
from both to stranger violence only. Walker (1978) and others have 
shown that spousal violence commonlyl escalates to the point of 
lethality. 
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Table il-5 

Frequency of Abuse 

Never 
1 or 2 times 
Once a year 
Once a year/every 6 months 
Every 2-4 months 
Every 3-5 weeks 
Every week 
Every 4-6 days 
Every 2-3 days 
Daily 
Other 

TOTAL 

Freauencv 

Rarely j.\l1ssing 
Occasionally 
Frequently 

TOTAL 

Table 4-6 

Injury to Victim 

~'ost Serious Past Injury 

None/~issing 
Bruises or Less 
Lacerations or Worse 

TOTAL 
I, 

4 - 10 

5 
16 
9 

17 
46 
55 
4-6 
21 
20 
18 
15 

268 

71 
54 
hI': 
'1'0 

171 

38 
64 

118 

270 

( 2%) 
( 6%) 
( 3%) 
( 6%) 
(17%) 
(20%) 
(17%) 
( 8%) 
( 8%) 
( 7%) 
( 6%) 

(41%) 
(32%) 
( "'7c' \ L. /0 I 

(3396 ) 
(24%) 
(44%) 
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other Experiences with Violence 

Childhood Histories. Several researchers have noted the importance 
of growing up in a violent home to a violent adulthood (Alfaro, 1973; 
Sorrells, 1977; Potts et al., 1979). Social learning theories, for 
example, posit that violence is learned and reinforced in childhood as 
a coping response to stress or a conflict resolution method and is 
carried forth to adulthood (Bandura, 1973). To explore this gener­
ational theory further, we examined the disputants' childhood experi­
ences with abuse and physical violence between parents. 

In our follow-up sample, the victim had been abused as a child in 25 
percent of the cases, compared to 37 percent for the assailant. The 
notion that victims seek out abusers fails to find support in these 
data~ since 75 percent of the victims had not been victimized 
themselves as children. It shoUld be noted, however, that these data 
do not address the converse of the question; that is, one cannot 
determine how manv of those victimized as children become victims 
of intra-family viol~nce as adults. Disputants' parents had been 
violent toward each other in a roughly comparable proportion of cases 
(41 % of victims and 45% of assailants). 

Table 4-7 establishes the extent to which a par,ental legacy of violence 
existed in our sample of reportedly violent men. Overall, 57 percent 
(N=98) of the alleged assailants were expor?ed to one form or another 
of domestic violence as children--either a~ victims of child abuse or 
as witnesses to spousal violence. Where sllch violence occurred, more 
often than not it was in combination: almost one-third were both 
victims and witnesses. .'\n additional one, in eight were victims of 
child buse only and anotber one in seven were witnesses to spousal 
violence only. 

Table 4-7 

Physical Violence Between Assailants' Parents 
by Partner Abused as Child 

Physical Violence Between 
Assailant's Parents 

(x 2:35, P = .000) 
(Panel 2 only, N = 171) 

No 
Yes 
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Assailant Abused as Child 

No 

73 (74%) 
25 (26%) 

Yes 

21 (299'0) 
52 (30%) 

( ) 

( ) 

Assailant Violence against Strangers. Few data exist on the corre­
lation of violence inside and outside the home. As with domestic 
violence, however, there is strong evidence of links between child­
hood victimization and stranger violence (Alfaro, 1978; Sorrells, 
1980; Groth, 1980). Thus, an important research area is the extent to 
which violent spouses are also violent outside the home and the 
existence of common explanatory variables such as generational 
pa tterns of abuse. 

In our sample, alleged assailants were as likely to restrict their 
violent behavior to the home as they were to be violent with 
strangers as well. That is, 54 percent had also victirni,?:ed strqngers. 
Victim reports of both incidents and arrests established the nontrivial 
nature of the extra-domestic violence: over 80 percent of those 
reported to be violent wi th strangers were said to have also been 
arrested for such behavior. Such incidents reportedly occurred at 
least four times per year (quarterly or more frequently) in 47 percent 
of the cases and between one and three times per year in 53 percent. 

Significantly, violence against both strangers and spouses was closely 
associated with childhood exposure to violence. Over two-thirds of 
assailants abused as children and a slightly smaller proportion of 
those who witnessed violence between their Darents victimized both 
strangers and spouses. (See tables 4-3 and 4:9.) By contrast, i:hos.e 
assailants with no exposure to violence as children were spli t almo:;:t 
evenly on this violence scale. 

Prior Attempts to Stop the Violence 

Partie :pation in the LEAA projects was by no means most victims' 
first attempt at either seeking legal intervention to stop the violence 
or ending the relationship. \10st victims (89%) had previously called 
the police, with one in six having called ten times or more. The mean 
number of prior calls i:O pollce was two. However, only 10 percent of 
the victims reported that the alleged assailant had been arrested for 
abuse. 

Table 4-8 

Violence Scale by Assailant Abused as Child 

Domestic Violence Only 

Domestic and Nondomestic 
Violence 

. x2=9.6, P .008 

No 

Abused as Child 

Yes 

77 (54%) 23 (33%) 

67 (46%) 58 (67%) 
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Table 4-9 

Violence Scale by Violence Between Assailant's Parents 

Domestic Violence Only 

Domestic and Nondomestic 
Violence 

x2=15.3, P .0005 

(Panel 2 only, ;-.J = 171) 

Violence Between Parents 

No Yes 

36 (56%) 27 (39%) 

23 (44%) 42 (61%) 

Over 60 percent of the clients had separated at least once due to 
violence before project contact. Ten percent of clients at the time 
of intake had a petition for divorce pending. This figure ranged 
acrc;ss projects from approximately 6 percent in Charlottesville, 
Virginia, and Hinesville, Georgia, to 25 percent in Brattleboro, 
Vermont and 
Santa Barbara, California. 

Thirteen percent of the clients had had prior contact wi tha domestic 
violence project. Interproject variahUity on prior contact ranged 
from 38 percent in 'vlorgantown, West Virginia, to only 3 percent in 
Hines'rille, Georgia. 

Overa.:!, 9.4- percent of project clients had a temporary restraining or 
protection order *' in effect at the time of the instant incident. 111is 
finding varied widely--from highs of 36 percent in Salem, Massa= 
chusetts, 27 percent in Miami's Safespace, and 19 Pfrrcent in :'vlorgan­
town, West Virglnia, to lows of 2 percent in \H~miJs DIP and 1 
percent in Fayetteville, North Carolina. The very disparate figures 
in the two \Hami projects probably reflect differences in intervention 
strategies used by the two sets of client groups. In North Carolina, 
the structure of the law, in combination with local court organization 
and practices presented significant obstacles to victims seeking 
protective orders. By contrast, Massachusetts' relatively progressive 
legislation enabled victims to obtain orders on a 24-hour basis 
through local magistrates. 

*These civil orders, which prOvide emergency protection against 
further abuse, were available in 18 of the 23 (78%) project sites. See 
Appendix C for a full description of the orders and sample l~islative 
provisions. 
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There were no differences in victim use of temporary restraining 
orders as a function of project service emphasis; The structure of 
the law, the ease of access, and factors relating to enforcement and 
violation penalties appear to h~ve governed use of civil remedies. 

.(~\;;:~~-.. 

CHILDR.EN IN VIOLENT FAMILIES 

Involvement in Parental Violence 

Given our findings on the effects of assailant exposure to violence as 
a child, it is alarming to note the number of client children who. 
witnessed parental violence (44% of the cases) and attempted to stop 
it (23%). Children were present in 80 percent of the homes of project 

, clients and' averaged 1.9 per household. Sixty percent of the clients 
took their children with them to the first project contact, and 63 
percent of shelter populations were,_~hildren. 

Table 4-10 

Involvement of Children in Violence between Parents 

Freguency Witnessed Intervened 

No/Missing 152 (56%) 208 (77%) 
Rarely 35 (13%) 18 ( 7%) 
')ccasionally 30 (1196) 23 ( 8%) 
. :requently 53 (20%) 21 ( 8%) 

TOTAL 270 270 

Our follow-up study revealed violence involving chilciren in 12 
percent ,of the cases. Children were threatened in 40 percent of 
these cases, actually abused in 4. Upercent, and suffered injury one­
fourth of the time. Medical care for such injuries was recei ved in 1 S 
percent of the cases. 

Probl~ITI Responses 
I:', 

Despite these alarming firidings, few clients reported child-related 
problems at their first contact with the projects. The relatively low 
reporting rate of child-refated problems may reflect the reluctance 
of clients to admit to these difficulties and also may be a function of 
the age of clients' children (e.'t~., young children may exhibit few 
"problem" behaviors). Delinquency actions were pending against only 
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4 percent of the chlldren, indicating peihaps that for project 
families, children were not engaging In the types of acting out 
behaviors that warranted official intervention. In only 2 percent of 
the cases had children been previously removed from the home. The 
only significant deviation from this general trend occurred in the 
Alaska project, where fully 11 percent of the children had reportedly 

i, \ been removed fro:n the home at some till)e. 

Our follow-up study, which sought further details on children's 
beha vi or since the Q,nset of parental violence, also revealed few 
problems. Nervousfless, sleeping problems, and excessive fearfulness 
were the most frequently reported difficulties, all in about one-third 
of the population. (See table 4-11.) 

Table 4-11 

Child Behavioral Problems since Onset of Abuse 

Problem Behaviors 

F~equent Illness 
Bedwetting 
Loss of Appetite 
Sleeping Problems 
Behaving as Younger Child 
Excessi ve Fearfulness 
Nervousness 
Withdrawal 

" Lethargy 
. eying 

lunning .'\way 
Self-Destructive Behavior 
Violence Against Parents 
ViolenCe .Agains! Others 
Property Destruction 
Threats Against Par~rits 
Threats Against Others 
Temper Tantrums 
Whining or Crying 
School Performance 
School Attendance 

Ii 

I' 
'! 

36 (21°'0) 
25 (15%) 
31 (18%) 
52 (30%) 
31 (18%) 
50 (29%) 
57 (33%) 
34 (20%) 
21 (12%) 
27 (16%) 
11 (6%) 
19 (11%) 
24 (14%) 
18 (11 ';1'0) 
13 (8%) 
21 (1"2%) 
12 (7%) 
33 (22%) 
36 (21 %) 
23 (16%) 
13 (8%) 

A fact~{r analysis of these problems is illuminating. As shown in table 
4-12, tfi;; first factor includes behaviors that might be termed "exter­
nalized dtstress": destruction of property (loading = .78), lying 
(loading = ~\(2), violence against parents (loading = .71). Th,ese are 
behaviors dl~ected against others. The second factor could be termed 
"internalized distress": it contains loss of appetite (loading = .80), 

,', 

4 - 15 

() 

". 

) 

sleeping problems (loading = .79), and behaving as a younger chUd 
(loading = . 70)--problem a~eas where the chil~ ~ire~ts st;esses 
inward. Indicating that chIldren do react to llVIng In a vl01en~ h~me 
and that their reactions will typically vary in pattern, these fmdIngs 
suggest directions for diagnosis of (and early intervention with) 
children from violent homes. 

Table 4-12 

Factor Loadings for Children Behaviors 
,J~\ 

Factor 
:J II 

Frequent Illness .06 .69 
Bedwetting .13 .49 
Loss of Appetite .05 .80 
Sleeping Problems .13 .79 
Behaving as Younger Child .22 .70 
Excessi ve Fearfulness .16 .65 
Nervousness .10 .70 
Withdrawal .29 .59 
Lethargic .26 .53 
Lying .72 .29 
Running Away .52 .03 
Self-Destructi ve Behavior .58 -.02 
Violence Against Parents .71 .25 
Violence Against Others .65 .32 
Destruction of Property .78 .14 
Threats Against Parents .65 .25 
Threats Against Others .66 .26 
Temper Tantrums .59 .31 
Whining or Crying .33 .50 
Academic Performance .55 .05 
School .'\ttendance .55 .15 

EIGENVALUE 7.21 2.42 

Percent of Variance 3lt.4 11.5 
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The Ins.tant Incident 

The nature of the instant incident *' is an importa("lt epidemiological 
variable to the extent that it can inform the de~r'Mopment of outreach 
and intervention strategies. Key characteristics 'Gfthis variable 
include location of the incident! substance qse 1 the severity of abuse 
and injury, and>medical care Siought. Taken -together, these factors 
help to identi~y the immediat,e needs of victims and their children 
and to design '\:;ppropriate crisis intervention services. 

LOCATION 

Nearly two in three incidents occurred in a home shared by the 
disputants, which suggests the need for alternative housing or 
removal of the assailant. The victim's home (not shared with the 
disputant) was the site of 18.S percent of the incidents. The 
remainder took place in the assailant's home, another private home, 
or a public location. 

Amon ~ shelter clients, 70.1 percent Q% the in?t~f1t incidents occurred 
in a sr.~red home, compared to 59.7 pet'c~~ltTn ci.'~her projects. 
Shelter clients exhibited a greater need for housing and accompan­
ying childrens' services, as expected given the cohabitating status and 
need to escape. 

SUBSTANCE USE 

Alcohol 

About half the assailants had reportedly been drinking at the time of 
the instant incident, with shelter projects reporting a\ls!ightly higher 
inCidence of assailant alcohol use (55.7%) than other projects (47.3%). 
Above average trends occurred in Portland, Oregon (80%), Morgan-

[t"..~j) 

*'The "instant incident" was the most recent abusive episod'e 
leading to initial contact with an LEAA project. 
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town, West Virginia (72%), Brattleboro, Vermont (7196) and Juneau, 
Alaska·{67%). Extremely low trends were reported in Miami­
Safespace (21 %) and White Plains, New York (23%). 

The data suggest that, while alcohol is prevalent, there is not sufficient 
basis to infer causali ty. In the absence of statistical controls, 
there mav well be as many "drinkers" who do not become violent. As 
previous studies have suggested (Frieze et al., 1980), "Che relationship 
between alcohol and marital violence is a complex one. 

Victims, in contrast to assailants, reported using alcohol themselves 
in only 1 0 percent of the instant incidents. Almost four t~mes as 
many Juneau victims (38%) and approximately three times as many 
Santa Barbara victims (32%) had been using alcohol. ,\Hami's Safe­
space, clients had the lowest reported usage of alcohol (2%) at the 
time of the incident. 

Drugs 

Drug use by alleged assailants was reported!y much lower than 
alcohol use. The overall average was 17 percent, with only four 
projects deviating significantly: Philadelphia (32%), .\lorgantown, 
West Virginia (2896), Hinesville, Georgia (7%), and White Plains (4%). 

Victim reports of their own, drug use at the time of the instant inci­
dent were extremely low--3 percent--in the aggregate. Somewhat 
higher reports of victim drug use (13%) were obtained in Santa 
Barbara. 

. The.re Alere no detected differ~nces in drug use by project service 
emphasis. 

SEVERITY OF ABUSE 

The severity of abuse in the instant incident describes the violence of 
the assailant as well as the potential lethality of the situation. This 
variable was measured using Conflict Resolution Technique (CRT) 
scales specially developed f<;>,r domestic·:abuse'CStraus, 1978; Straus et 
ai., 1980). .!\.1though this measurement technique is not without its 
detractors (see, for example, Straus, 1981; Wardell et a1., 1981; Klein, 
1979), it remains a useful index to describe certain dimensions of 
violence such as lethality. The dqnger in such measures is their 
inappropriate interpretation and the omission of other attributes 
necessary to fully describe the context in which spousal assaul t 
occurs: the nature of theab~iie, the situation itself, confluences of 
events, and the supposed role'obllgations of members of each relation ... 
ship (Dobash and Dobash, 1979; Wardell et al., 1981). 
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Types of Abuse 

The types of abuse handled in the national program are summarize~ 
in table 4-13. The data indicate that victims were frequently multIply 
abused, a finding consistent with previous r~search (Straus et al., 
1980; Freize et al., 1980). 

Table 4-13 

Type of Violence in the Instant Incident 
, \ 

Verbally~Abused (N=2,790) 2,541 (91.0%) 

Pushed, Slapped, or Grabbed (N=2,793) 2,027 (72.6%) 

Punched! Kicked, or Choked (N=2,772) l,587 (57.3%) 

Sexually Assaulted (N=2,656) 168 ( 6.3%) 

Threatened with Weapon (N=2,709) 1,960 (72.3%) 

Weapon Used (N=2,522) (647) (25.7%) 
Knife ( 175) ( 6.9%) 
Gun (190) ( 7.5%) 
Other (282) (11. 2%) 

Almost all respondents (91 SO) reported having b~en verbally abused. 
Interproject variability ra.nged from 100 percent in ~iami­
Safespace to 68' percent in Brattleboro and 70 percent in Price, Utah. 
Verbal abuse includes threats of violence, psychological abuse 
(intim dation, deprecation, etc.), and other tactics that do not involve 
actual or attempted violence. 

Almost three-fourths of victims reported some physical violence 
(pushed, slapped, or grabbed). The reports ranged from l ~O per~ent 
In .vtiami-Safespace to 40 percent in Utah and 44 percent In WhIte 
Plains, New York. Shelter clients reported this type of violence 
slightly more oiten (76.6%) than other projects (70.5%). 

Over half of the victims had been punched, kicke~~cor choked. Varia­
bility on this report ranged from 96 percent in Miami's Safespace to 
32 percent in Price and 33 percent in Brattleboro. Again,shelter 
clients reported a slightly higher frequency (60.8%) than justice 
system clients (55.3%). " 

Victims reported sexual assaults in 6.3 percent of the cases overall. 
Sexl,lal assaults ranged from 29 pe~cent in Brattleboro to 2~5 percent 
in both White Plains and Price. One in nine shelter clients (I 1 %) had 
been sexually assaulted, compared to only 3.7 percent in other 
projects. 

Threats with weapons and actual weapon use both occurred in a little 
mor~ than one-quarter of the cases. There was high interproject 
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variability for both measures. Threats with weapons ranged from 65 
percent in Charlottesville to 18 percent in White Plains and were 
reported in 35.8 percent of shelter cases, compared to 23.5 percent 
for other projects. There was less variability in weapon use by 
project service emphasis. 

The Structure of Abuse 

Measurements such as the CRT scales and other indices involve 
" judgments that are normative and also reduce violence to a level of 
abstraction equal to an opinion survey. Several critics (Dobash and 
Dobash, 1979; Wardell et al., 1981) have que:!!tioned the usefulness of 
empiricism and logical posi tivism in defining and measuring wife 
beating. In coming to understand better the phenomena subsumed by 
the phrase "domestic violence," an analysis of the severi ty of abuse in 
the instant incident is instructive. 

Borrowing a phrase from strategic thinkers suc~ as Herman Kahn and 
Thomas Schelling, we sought to develop the "escalation ladder" of 
domestic violence. To do so, a Guttman scalogram analysis 
(Guttman, 1944) was undertaken on each of the types of abuse, which 
yielded the following scale: * 

• verbally abused 
• pushed or slapped 
• punched or kicked 
• threatened with weapon or object 
• use of weapon or object 
• sexually assaul ted 

This analysis goes beyond assessing severity to show the linkages 
am'ong the types of abuse. Put most simply, if one reported the use 
of a weapon or object, one was likely to report having been 
threatened with same: if one reported being threatened with a 
weapon or object, one' was likely to report having been punched or 
kicked; if one reported being punched or kicked, one was likely to 
report having been pushed or slapped; and if one reported having been 
pushed ors1apped, one was likely to report having been verballY 
abused. 

The reader will note that sexual assault was omitted from the 
preceding enumeration. While this type of abuse was entered into the 
final Guttman scale, a large proportion of those reporting sexual 
assault did not report all of the subsidiary attribute~~~ This suggests 
that the sexual assault cases were c-'1ot simply rare events but were 
quite different, i.e., that they were qualltatively different and not 
simply quant.ita ti vely more extreme. 

*The scale meets the conventional scalogram analysis cri terion of 
reproductibility in excess of .9. 
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Injurv 

None 

SEVER1.TY OF INJURY 

Nearl~ two victims in three (65.5%) reported a physical injury 
res~ltmg from t~e instant, incident. Of these injuries, the most 
se:Ious were tYPically brUIses, although 22.6 percent reported lacer­
atI?nS or :vorse• The lowest incidence of injury (32%) occurred in 
WhIte ~lal~s, and the hi.ghest (91 %) in \t1iami-Safespace. That 
shelte:- s chents also sutfered the most serious injuries (72.1+% 
reportmg lacerations or worse). 

,~s in severity of abuse, the data on severity of injury again indicate 
~ at shelter cases were more dangerous than other cases. As shown 
I~ table 4-14~ more shelte~ ~ictims suffered at least s<?me injury, anl:} 
t e more serIOUS types of mJury were consistently more frequent in 
she It:r cases. 

Table 4-14 

Severity of Injury by Project Service ~phasis 

Shelter Other ~ 
307 (31.0%) 684 (37.9%) 991 (35.5%) Bruises 397 (40.1%) 773 (42.9%) 1,170 (41.9%) Lacera tions/Bleeding 195 (19.7%) 242 ( 13.4%) it37 (15.7%) Fractures 58 ( 5.9%) 68 ( 4.5%) 126 ( 4-.5%) Loss,of Consciousness 26 ( 2.696) 30 ( 1. 7%) 56 ( 2.0%) Miscarriage 6 ( 0.6%) 6 ( 0.396) 12 ( 0.4%) 

TOTAL 989 (35.4%) 1,803 (64.6%) 2,792 

MEDICAL CARE SOUGHT 

.n:re~-fourths (75.4%) of victims had not sought medical care for 
InjurIes suffered du:-ing the ,instant incident. Vari~tion ranged from 
90 percent ~ot seekH~g ~edical care in Price, Utah, to 45 percent in 
C:harlottesvIlle ~nd ProvIdence. There was apparently no significant 
difference on thIS measure by project service emphasis. 

~~~~) medical care was ~rovided by hospitals (18.2%). Charlottesville 
.' and Salem (31 %) showed much higher rates of hospital services 

WhICh cou,ld r~flect effects on client recruitment of project training' 
and coOrdInatIon efforts with local emergency room stafis. 
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Understanding Spousal Violence 

The data presented thus far have examined a wide range of variable 
domains to describe victim and assailant background characteristics 
and relationship history, and violence in the instant incident. A 
series of multivariate analyses was undertaken to simplify the 
emerging pictures of spousal violence, to empirically determine those 
variables that are representati ve of each domain, and to explore the 
relationships between the domains of variables. These analyses also 
yielded control variables for the impact analyses in chapter 5. 

VICTIM. AND ASSAILANT PATTERNS 

As noted earlier, this research lacked sufficient controls to deter­
mine how victims differ from women in the general population, or 
even how project clients differ from other battered women. Factor 
analyses were undertaken to identify naturally occurring groups of 
victin's or assailants .. AJso, multivariate analyse.s were used to 
examl1e the relationship of victim and assailant backgrounds to two 
dimensions of domestic violence--severity of injury and assailant 
involvement in extra-domestic violence. Such classification methods 
are useful in interpreting observed patterns, in data reduction, and 
index construction. . 

Victim Patterns 

A factor analysis of nine victim background variables generated two 
factors that explained approximately one-third of the variance. The 
variables primarily associated with the first factor are length of 
cohabitation, age, race, and cohabitation with the assailant. The 
second (orthogonal) factor is typified by social class variables--the 
absence of children, a shorter relationship, and living separately from 
the assailant. Victims' childhood violence experiences are negatively 
associated and, equally loaded in the two factors, suggesting that 
these variables are complex and, perhaps, related to dimensions not 
examined here. 
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Table 4-15 

Factor Analysis of Victim Background Characteristics 

Factor 

I II 

Age .SO -.10 
Race -.33 .10 
Education .02 .67 
Employment .05 .57 
Presence 0 f Children .08 -.35 
Abused as Child -.1+3 -.38 
Length of Cohabitation .82 -.18 
Physical Violence between Parents -.31 -.50 
Living Separately from Assailant -.19 .33 

EIGENVALUE 1. 74- 1.45 
Percent of Variance 19.1+ 16.2 

Thus, the first victim profile describes the typical older. white 
woman in a longer and still intact relationship with her assailant. 
The second factor represents a victim profile that has not been 
commonly associated with domestic violence: the upwardly mobile 
woman without children living apart from her assailant. In contrast 
to the first profile, the second encompasses a new victim group 
served as a r~sult of the LEAA program. 

We next examined the relationship between victim background charac­
tedst::s and two dimensions of spousal vzolence--the most serious 
pri9r injury and assailant involvement in extra-domestic (i.e., 
stranger) violence. Victim participation in or provocation of 
domestic violence has long been hypothesized in the research Ii ter­
ature (see~ for example, Gelles, 1976). LI1 particular, the popular 
conception is that women who were childhood abuse victims were 
"more likely as adult3 to marry a person who is prone to use violence" 
(Gelles, 1976: 664-3) and more inclined to remain with an abusive 
husband. Multiple regression analyses of victim background charac­
teristics and assailant violence allowed Us to determine to what 
extent this concepti0n was applicable to the LEAA population. 

Stranger Violence. As table 4--16 shows, a victim'S childhood violence 
experience is. indeed, associated with her involvement with a more 
violent male, as indicated by his violence toward strangers as well. 
Both childhood victimization and exposure to parental- violence are 
well correlated with this violence scale. Age is a strong but negative 
contributor, indicating, again, that younger abuse victims were 
involved in more violent, and therefore pbtentiaUy lethal, relation­
ships. Of interest is the failure of socioeconomic factors (race, 
employment, and education) to eroerge as important contributors. 
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Table 4-16 

Stranger and Non-Stranger Violence as a 
Function of Victirr. Background Characteristics 

Background Characteristics 

Victim Abused as Child 
Victim's Age 
Violence Between Victim's Parents 
Drug Problems in Relationship 
Victim's Employment Status 
Drinking Problem in Relationship 
Victim's Education 
Victim's Race 

(R2 = .28, FS,69 = 3.41, P .003) 

r 

.36 
-.36 

.26 

.22 
-.08 

.00 
-.05 

.12 

B 

.29 
-.26 

.17 

.14-
-.10 
-.08 
-.07 
-.02 

Severity of Injury. A different response to this research question is 
found in the relationship of victims' backgrounds to their most serious 
prior injuries from domestic violence. (See table 4-17.) Unli~e the 
previous analysis, childhood exposure to and experience with violence 
Is not associated with the severity of domestic violence. The most 
serious injuries are explained by the victim IS youth and the presence 
of a drinking problem in the relationship. Again, socioeconomic 
characteristics are relatively unimportant. 

Table 4-17 

Severity of Prior Injuries as a 
Function of Victim Background Characteristics 

Background' Characteristics 

Drinking Problem in Relationship 
Age 
Drug Problem in Relationship 
Education 
Race 

e'l 
Violence between Parents 
Employment Status 
Abused as Child 

(R2 = .26, FS,69 = 3.08~ P .005)' 

r 

.32 
-.28 
-.10 
- • 11+ 

.19 

.17 

.00 

.08· 

B 

.29 
-.26 
-.21 
- .15 

.16 

.13 

.05 
- • .03 

Together, these analyses cast doubt on the victim-as-perpetrator 
hypothesis. Specifically 1 there is only partial support for the notion 
that female victims from violent homes seek out more violent men. 
While victims' childhood violence experiences are associated with 
more widely violent men, they are not associated with the most 
severe forms of domestic violence. 
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Obviously, the relationship here is complex and difficult to under­
stand. The only consistent pattern that emerges is the risk of 
younger women, which suggests the importance of outreach to this 
group. Also consistent was the failure of socioeconomic factors to 
predict violence, which belies the notion that "unattractive" women 
with few resources are at greater risk for abuse and injury. 

Assailant Patterns 

A factor analysis was conducted to identify profiles of assailants in 
terms of their background characteristics. (see table 4-18.) The £irst 
factor describes one assailant group as younger men who had shorter 
relationships and did not live with the victim. The second factor 
includes less educated white males in longer relationships often 
involving children. Both groups had had extensive childhood exposure 
to violence, as victims and witnesses. Of interest is the absence of 
employment in describing assailants, while employment appears 
strongly in one victim profile. 

Table 4-1& 

Factor Analysis of Assailant Background Characteristics 

Factor Loadin~s 

Assailant Characteristic I II 

Age -.80 .08 
Race .28 -.36 
:'ducation .21 -.47 
employment .01 - . 11 
Presence of Children .02 .lf8 
Abused as Child .33 .73 
Length of Cohabitation -.71 .41 
Violence between Parents .53 .53 
Living Separately .38 -.01 

EIGENVALUE 1.80 1. 63 
Percent of Variance 20.0 1 S. 1 

Earlier analyses examined assailants' childhood abuse histories and 
the extent of stranger violence by these individuals. To further 
describe patterns of assailant characteristic~! we indude here:,?\. 
series of multiple regression analyses of bott~J severity of violence and 
extra-domestic violence. 

Stranger Violence. The first analysis considers the relationship 
between assailant background characteristics and involvement in both 
stranger and domestic violence. As shown in table 4-19, exposure to 
violence as a child strongly predicts the use of violence as an adult. 
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.Both witnessing spousal violence as a child and abuse as a child are 
positively correlated with violence both inside and outside the home. 
Younger men and white men also tended to be more violent (although 
these variables were weak contributors to the equation). 

Table ~19 

Stranger and Non-Stranger Violence as a 
Function of Assailant Background Characteristics 

Background Characteristics 

Physical Violence Between 
Assailants' Parents 

Race 
Age 
Abused as Child 
Employment Status 
Education 

(R2 = .37, F6,48=4.73, P .001 

.51 

.42 
-.27 

.29 
-.01 
-.04 

r B 

.60 

.50 
-.01 

.12 

.05 
-.03 

Severity of Injury. We next looked at the contributions of these same 
assailant characteristics to the severity of injury to the victim. Of 
the various background variables, the assailant's abuse as a child, 
education, employment, and age predict most serious past victim 
injury. (See table 4-20.) Again, violence between parents appears to 
overlap with assailant's abuse as a child. Assailants with higheredu­
catior l,l attainment appear to inflict more severe injuries, as do 
unemployed assailants. Age is a suppressor variable, operating both 
on education and on employment. Closer examination of the correla­
tions between age and those two sociodemographic variables shows 
that age has a zero-order cor.relation of r =-.21 with employment, 
and r = .24 with education. The relationship of the assailant's age to 
prior injury is indirect, and prior injury is associated with both employ­
ment. probably due to younger unemployed assailants, and education, 
again due to older but more highly educated assailants. 

Table ~20 

Most Serious Past Injury as ~ 
Function of Assailant Background Characteristics 

Background Characteristics 

Abused as Child 
Education 
Employment Status 
Age 
Race 
Violence Between Parents 

(R2= .36, F 6,164 = 15.25, P .00 1) 
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r 

.46 

.20 
-.12 

.04-

.16 

.37 

B 

.40 

.30 
-.28 

.22 

.16 

.11 
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Educational attainment and employment are moderately correlated in 
our sample (r = .27) but act in opposite directions on severity of victim 
injury, It is possible that younger but more highly educated men 
produced this result. Since youth seems to predict violence, we would 
otherwise expect a stronger contribution of the age variable. Its low 
correlation indicates that the variance in age remains. Again, we 
suspect here that younger men with higher educational attainment, as 
well as younger unemployed men, may inflict more severe injuries. 

Disputants' Childhood Exposure to Violence 

Given the indications of the importance of childhood exposure to 
violence, we turn to a straightforward analysis of violence between 
parents of both victim and assailant as predictors of abuse during 
pregnancy. This variable was selected because it represents an 
extremely severe and, perhaps, the most lethal type of spousal assault 
(Martin, 1976). 

As displayed in table 4-21, whether or not the client had been exposed 
to violence as a child, her pi?-rtner's childhood exposure to violence 
had a significant association with current severity ,of domestic 
violence. Ii the client had also been exposed to violence as a child, the 
impact of the partner's childhood experience was increased. That is 
to say, the assailant's background wasl'the stronger indicator of abuse 
during pregnancy, and there was an interaction effect between the 
two childhood experiences of violence. 

Abuse 
During 
Pregnancy 

(N=200) 

Table 4-21 

Violence between Disputants' Parents 
Predicting Abuse in Pregnancy 

Violence between Victim's Parents 

No Yes 

Violence Between Assailant's Parents 

No Yes No Yes 

~o 53 (75%) 22 (52%) 29 (76%) 23 (47%) 

Yes 18 (25%) 20 (48%) 9 (24%) 25 (53%) 

x2 = 5.9 P .en x2 = 7.7 P . 006 

x2 = 14.5 . P .002 df = 3 
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ABUSE HISTORY PATTERNS 

Overview 

A factor analYsis was undertaken to determine the patterns of si tu­
ational variables in the abuse histories of project clients. The results 
are shown in tabJe 4-22. 

Table 4-22 

Factor Loadings for Abuse History Variables 

Fac~or Loadings 

Assailant Characteristic I II 

Abuse During Pregnancy .56 -.60 
~tiscarriage Due to Abuse .53 -.33 
Frequency of Abuse . .30 .50 
Length of Abuse .39 -.16 
Prior Calls to Police .45 .41 
Prior Separations Due to Abuse .55 -.31 
Frequency of Injury .73 ,36 
~10st Serious Prior Injury .70 .07 
Children Witnessing Violence .60 .13 

EIGENVALUE 2. i3 1.18 
Percent of Variance 30.3 13 .1 

With respect to the history of abuse in the current relationship, the 
:Hrst factor is clearly a general, or "G," factor defined primarily by 
frequency of injury (loading = .73) and most serious injury (loading = 
.70). Tne factor also has significant loadings associated with children 
witnessing violence (loading = .60), abuse during pregnancy (loading = 
.56), number of prior separations due to abuse (loading = .55), and 
miscarriage due to abuse (loading = .53). 

The second factor is not easily understood. Abuse during pregnancy 
is negatively associated with the factor, but frequency of abuse is 
positively associated with the factor. The second factor appears to 
include variables not associated with the first factor; in other words r, 

these are the variables that account for the remainder of the 
variance . 

,~ 

In any event, the strong positive loadings of the first factor indicate 
that violence may be seen as a singular dimension, that is, there may 
be only one type of abuse pattern, strongly described by the 
frequency and severi ty of injury as well as children witnessing 
violence and abuse during pregnancy. 
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Stranger and Non-Stranger Violence 

To f~rther examine the impact of abuse history variables, a multiple 
regression analysis was cond~cted to identif~ predictors of involve-
ment in extra-domestic violence. As shown m table 4-23, both 
frequency and severity of domestic violen~e V:'ere predictive of 
involvement in stranger as well as domestic violence. The most 
serious pFesent and past injuries and abuse during ~regnancy were 
strongly correlated with involvement in stranger violence. Frequency 
of abuse appears to be a suppressor variable, but is neyerth.elss also 
correlated with extra-domestic violence. Thus, those assadants who 
inflicted the most injurious and frequent abuse were also those who 
were violent outside the home. 

Table 4-2.3 

S~ranger and Non-Stranger Violence as a 
JFunction of Abuse History Variables 

Background Characteristics r B 

Most Serious Injury--
Instant Incident .59 .59 

.Abuse During Pregnancy .36 .61 
~tost Serious Prior Injury . .35 .09 
Frequency of Abuse .26 .04-
Prior Calls to Police .07 .01 

(R2 = .52, F4,59 = 10.71, p .Q002) 

In summarv one-half of the variance in the criterion variable (extra-
wi , • • 

domestic violence) is predicted by a com posi te representmg severt ty 
vf domestic violence. Interestingly, it is the severity of injury in the 
instant incident that is most predictive, whereas the most serious 
past injury might be expect~d to be a more reliable (stable) indicator 
of level of violence. 

Severity of Injury 

The same descriptors were analyzed to determine which patt~rns or 
types of abuse w~re predictive of the severity of ,injury. ~able 4-24-
shows that the severity of injury 1s well predictea by the hlstory and 
frequency of abuse and injury as well as abuse during pregnancy. 
Clearly, the most frequently violent men inflict the most severe 
injUries. .. 
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Table 4-24 

Most Serious Past Injury as a 
Function of Abuse Histor.y Variables 

Frequency of Injury 
Abuse During Pregnancy 
Frequency of ,"'\buse 
Number Prior Calls to Police 
Length of Cohabitation 
Drug Use Accompanies Abuse 
Length of Abuse in Relationship 
Separations Due to Violence 
Drinking Accompanies Abuse 

(R2 = .48, 1'='9,145 = 4.63, p .00002) 

r 

.60 

.34 

.41 

.02 

.13 
-.14-

.18 

.18 

.07 

B 

.43 

.31 

.07 
-.08 

.12 
- .11 
-.08 
-.22 
-.03 

DISPUTANT CHARACTERISTICS AND RELATIONSHIP HISTORY 

The final set of analyses compared the associations of two combi­
nations of predictor variables with the indicators of severity of injury 
and stranger and non-stranger violence. The history of abuse in the 
relationship was conjoined first with victim background character­
istics and then wi th assailant background characteristics in multiple 
regre sion analyses to predict each of these indicators of assailant 
violence. The results provide important insights into the role of 
assailant and victim factors in understanding spousal violence. 

Severity of Injury 

Victim Variables. The com b\ined set of victim background and rela­
tionship variables is highly Predictive (explaining over 50% of the 
variance) of the severity of ii.1jury. As table 4-25 shows, the history 
of abuse in the 'relationship far outweighs victim background in 
explaining this violence indicator: frequency of abuse and injury, 
length of abuse in the relationship, anp abuse during pregnancy 
(including miscarriages from abuse) are strong predictors. The 
victim's age (again, younger) and drinking in the relationship are the 
strongest background variables. Children witnessing violence are also 
evident in the regression equation, whi~h is significant at the .01 
level. 

A comparison of these results to our earlier assessments of the 
separate effects of victim background and abuse history (tables 4-17 
and 4-24) is instructive. The combined sets explain more than twice 
the percentage of the/variance explained by victim characteristics 
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alone (r2 .-= .58 vs •. 26) and one-fifth more than situational variables 
alone (r2 = .48). It is evident that situational variables are powerful 
predictors of the severi ty of injury, whether assessed separately or in 
combination. These findings support the claims of such researchers 
as Dobash and Dobash (1978) that contextual. variables are critical to 
a complete understanding of domestic abuse. Victim background 
characteristics, while not strong alon~ in predicting violence, do 
appear to strengthen the predictiv~ power of abuse history varla;bles. 

Table 4-25 

Severity of Injury as a 
Function of Victim Background and Abuse History 

r B 

Frequency of Injury .46 .19 
Leng;q, 0 f Abuse .36 .n 
Ag(---:-~' -.28 -.3), 
Ddnking Problem in Relationship .32 .17 
Cohabitation .34 - .16 
\1iscarriage from Abuse .30 .21 
Education - .14 -.14 
Children Witness to Domestic 
Violence ! M~3 . 14 

Abused as Child .08 -.08 
Parental Violence .17 .09 
Prior Separations Due to Domestic 
Violence • 1,8 -.06 

I)rug Problem in Relationship - .10 -.05 
~mployment Status ,,00 .05 
Frequency of Abuse .21 -.04 
Abuse During Pregnancy . 38 -.05 
Length of Cohabitation .09 -.06 
Prior Calls to Police .12 -.02 

(R2 = .58, F18,59 = 4.47, p .01) ' ..... j 

(:/i-
\_---,' 

Assailant Variables. When assailant characteristics are conjoineq 
with situatior\;;:i! variables (table 4-26, b(t!low), the proportion of 
variance exp,lained increases to 62 perc:ent from the 36 percent 
explained by.iassailant background cllone (table 4-20) and the 48 
percent explained by situational variat~les alone (table 4-24). Here, 
the pattern is quite clear: th~---;':l,ssallant's childhood abuse history, both 
in terms of victimization and "Wltness,lng, predicts the severity of 
injuries inflicted. E.qually important/In this'analysis is the historY of 
abuse in the relationship. A longer <md more frequent abuse pattern 
appears to lead t9 more severe violdnce, provIding some indication 
that domestic violence may indeed,iescalate. 
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( ) Table 4-26 

Severity of Injury as a 
Function of Assailant Background and Abuse History 

Background/Situational Factors 

Fr~quencyof Injury 
Abused as Child 
Employment Status 
Education 
Frequency of Abuse 
Length of Cohabitation 
Prior Calls to Police 
Abuse of Partner During Pregnancy 
Age , 
Drinking Accompanies Abuse 
Parental Violence 
Drug Use Accompanies Abuse 
Length of Abuse 
Race 
Prior Separations Due to Violence 

(R 2 = .62, F 15,155 =\19.33! P .0001) 

Stranger and Non-Stranger Violence 

r 

.60 

.46 
-.12 

.19 

.41 

.13 

.02 

.34 

.04 

.07 

.37 
- .14 
.IS 
. 17 
.18 

B 

.49 

.15 
-.28 

.37 

.20 

.13 
- .11 

.14-

.15 
-.10 

.10 
-.03 
-.03 

.01 
-.01 

Victim Variables. As shown in table 4-27, the combined set of victim 
variables is also highly predIctive of assailant involvement in stranger 
as we 1 as spousal violence. Interestingly, the percentage of the 
variar;ce explained by the combin .. ~ set (41 %) is considerably more 
than victim backgrounds alone (28%! table 4-16) but less than si t'Ja­
tional variables alone (52%, table 4-23) . 

As in earlier analyses, strong predictors of victim association with a 
more widely violent partner include childhood exposure to violence 
and abuse history variables -.-abuse during pregnancy, prior separ­
ations, and most serious past injury. Newly emergent predictors 
include the length of cohabitation and the length of abuse, both in the 
negative direction. These variables may, however, reflect the same 
trends shown by victim age in prevIous analyses. 

These findings, like those for severity .of injury, suggest that shorter 
but more violent relationships in the home are predictive of violence 
toward strangers as well. However, additional risks associated with 
victims' childhood exposure to violence emerge here, but not for the 
injury criterion. ' This is a puzzling result requiring closer and more 
controlled study. 
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Table 4-27 

Stranger and Non-Stranger Violence as a 
Function of Victim Background and Abuse History 

Background/Situational Factors 

Length of Cohabitation 
Abuse During Pregnancy 
Abused as Child 
Prior Separations Due to Domestic 
Violence 

Drinking Problem in Relationship 
Drug Problem in Relationship 
Most Serious Past Injury/! 
Cohabitation J! 

Parental Violence 
Length of .'\buse in Relationship 
Presence of Children 
Race 
Employment Status 
Education 
:\Uscarriage from Abuse 
Frequency of Injury 
Prior Calls to Police /= 

~iost Serious Injury-instant InCident 
Frequency of Abuse 

(R2 = .4.1, F20,57 = 1.98, p .05) 

_,_r_ 

-.38 
.31 
.36 

.25 

.00 

.22 

.17 
-.01 

.26 
-.22 

.15 

.12 
-.08 
-.05 

.10 

.11 

.05 

.10 
-.01 

B 

-.20 
.25 
.27 

.20 
-.20 

.07 

.32 
-.12 

.07 
-.16 

.07 
-.08 
-.05 
-.']4 
-.05 
-.06 

.06 
-.06 

.02 

Assail.Jllt Variables. Table 4-28 combines assailant background and 
abuse "history to predict involvement in extra-domestic violence. The 
results show that 45 percentCbf the variance is explained by the 
combined set, compared to 37 percent for assailant background (table 
4-19) and 52 percent for abuse history variables (table 4-23). 

Again, both sets of variables are associated with assailants \~~"o are 
violent outside the home as well. Salient situational variables include 
frequency of abuse and injury (including abuse during pregnancy). 
These men were also younger, nonwhite, and usually drinking during 
violent episodes. Childhood exposure to violence '*' most strongly 
predicts these assailants' invQlvement in stranger violence, as it did 
the severity of injury to intimates. Given the previous Yictim 
analysis, there emerges a common high-risk profile of the younger 
couple, both exposed to violence as children, in a short but violent 
relationship that reaches outside the home. 

*Assailant childhood victimization, highly correlated Jith assailant 
parent viqllence, drops out of the equatiorf~ 

/ 
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Table 4-28 

Stranger and Non-Stranger Violence as a 
Function of Assailant Background Ab~se History 

Parental Violence 
Race 
Prior Calls to Police 
Abuse During Pregnancy 
Age 
Length of Abuse 
Length of Cohabitation 
Drinking Accompanies ,L!.\buse 
Drug Use Accompanies Abuse 
Separations due to Violence 
Education 
Employment Status 
Frequency of Injury 

(R2 = .45, F13,41 = 2.59, p .05) 

SUMMARY 

r 

.51 

.42 

.07 

.36 
-.27 

.03 
-.08 

-.10 
.05 
.04 

-.01 
.22. 

B 

.51 

.60 

.18 

.24 
-.0009 

.. 16 
- .11 

.20 

.15 
-.10 

.05 

.04 

.04 

Table 4-29 provides a summary comparison of the proportion of 
varian:e explained by the several combinations of background and 
abuse .Iistory factors. The results are both pollcy-relevant and 
provocative. First, the predictive ability of background variables 
alone is quite limited compared to the predictiveness of either abuse 
history or the combined sets. Second, situational variables alqne 
show a greater predictive ability than either victim or assailant back­
ground variables alone. Third~ victim background variables account 
for a substantially lower portion of the variance than do assailant 
variables. Fourth, the combined sets are more predictive of severity 
of injury than of stranger violence, while the other sets show 
approximately equal predictiveness for both criterion variables. 
Finally, althq)lgh the combined sets of background and situational 
variables are the strongest predictors of severity of injury, strange:r 
violence is best predicted by abuse history alone. 

These results provide further support for refuting the notion that 
victims are somehow complicit in their own victimization. WhUe 
victims may tend to associate with more violent men, their youth 
appears to be the strongest influencing factor. Moreover, assailant 
characteristics are stronger predictors than victim background, and 
situational variables--describing the history of violence in the rela­
tionship--are the most important contributors, whether alone or in 
combination. Indeed, actual violence is the strongest predictor of the 
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Stranger and Non-Stranger Vioienc'e as a 
Function of Victim Background and Abuse History 

Background/Situational Factors 

Length of Cohabitation 
Abuse During Pregnancy 
Abused as Child 
Prior Separations Due to Domestic 
Violence 

Drinking Problem in Relationship 
Drug Problem in Relationship 
~1ost Serious Past InjJ~t'Y 
Cohabitation l~ 
Par~ntal Violence // 
Length of ,~busy/n Relationship 
Presence of Children 
Race 
Employment Status 
Education 
.\Uscarriage from Abuse 
Frequency of Injury 
Prior Calls to Police 
~iost Seriolls Injury-Instant Incident 
Frequency of Abuse 

(R2 = .4-1, F20~57 = 1.98, p .05) 

r 

-.38 
.31 
.36 

.25 

.00 

.22 
· i 7 

-.01 
.26 

-.22 
• 15 
• 12 

-.08 
-.05 

.10 

.11 

.05 

.10 
-.01 

B 

-.20 
.25 
.27 

.20 
-.20 

.07 

.32_ 
-.12 

.07 
- .16 

.07 
-.03 
-,,1)5 
-.~4 
-.05 
-.06 

.06 
-.06 

.02 

Assail..tnt Variables. Table 4-28 combines assailant background and 
abuse history to predict involveQ1ent in extra-domestic violence. The 
results show that 45 percent of the variance is explained by the 
combined set, com pared to 37 percent for assallant background (table 

.. 4-19) and 52 percent for abuse history variables (table 4-23). 
1-" , \ 

\JAgain, both sets of variables are associated with assailants who are 
violent outside the home as well. Salient situational variables include 
frequency of abuse and injury (including abuse during pregnancy). 
These men were also younger, nonwhite, and usually drinking during 
violent episodes. Childhood exposure to violence* most strongly 
predicts these assailants' involvement in stranger violence, as It did 
the severity of injury to Intimates. Given the previous victim 
analysis, there emerges a common high-risk profile of the younger 
couple, both, exposed to violence as children, in a short but violent 
relationship that reaches outside the home. 

(i 

*Assailant childhood victimization, highly correlated with assailant 
parent Violence, drops out of the equation. 
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Table 4-28 

Stranger and Non-Stranger Violence as a 
Function of Assailant Background Ah,use History 

Parental Violence 
Race 
Prior Calls to Police 
Abuse During Pregnancy 
Age 
Length of Abuse 
Length of Cohabitation 
Drinking Accompanies Abuse 
Drug Use Accompanies Abuse 
Separations due to Violence 
Education 
Employment Status 
Frequency of Injury 

(R2 = .45, F13,4! = 2.59, p .05) 

SUMMARY 

r 

.51 

.4-2 

.07 

.36 
-.27 

.03 
-.08 

.26 
-.10 

.05 

.04 
-.01 

.22, 

B 

.51 

.60 

.18 

.24 
-.0009 

. 16 
- .11 

.20 

.15 
-.10 

.05 

.04-

.04 

Table 4-29 provides a summary comparison of the proportion of 
varian:e explained by the several combinations of background and 
abuse .tistory factors. The results are both policy-relevant and 
provocative. First~ the predictive ability of background variables 
alone is quite limited compared to the predi~=tiveness of either abuse 
history or the combined sets. Second! situational variables alqne 
show a greater predictive ability than either victim or assailant back­
ground variables alone. Third! victim background variables account 
for a substantially lower portion of the variance than do assailant 
variables. Fourth, the combined sets are more predictive of severity 
of injury than of stranger Violence, while the other sets show 
approximately equal predictiveness for both criterion variables. 
Finally I although the combined sets of background and situational 
variables are the strongest predictors of severity of injury, stranger 
violence is best predicJed by abuse history alone. 

These results provide further support for refuting the notion that 
victims are somehow complicit in their own victimization. While 
victims may tend to associate wfth more violent men, their youth 
appears to be the strongest influencing factor. \!toreover, assailant 
characteristics are stronger predictors than victim backgroun~, and 
situational variables--describing the history of violence in the rela­
tionship--are the most important' contributors, whether alone or in 
combination. Indeed, actual violence is the strongest predictor of the 
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most severe violence in the home, which in turn predicts violence on 
the street. Thus, violence in the home may not only escalate in 
severity, but also predict an increase in the number and types of 
victims. 

Table 4-29 

Summary of Factors Predicting 
Severity of Injury and Stranger Violence 

Factors 

Victim Background 
Assailant Background 
Situational Variables 
Situational Variables and 
Victim Background 

Situational Variables and 
Assailant Background 

p = .01 *p = .05 

Percentage of Variance EXDlained 

Severity of Stranger 
Injury Violence 

.26 .23 

.36 .37 

.48 . 52 

.58 .41* 

.62 .4-5* 

Thus, the intersection of violence in the home and violence on the 
street is apparently best described, not by social structural factors, 
but by assailant behavioral patterns encomp;assing social learning as a 
child, escalating severity of violence toward intimates, and .vi.olence . 
towar f strangers as well. 111is relationship between domestIc and 
extra-domestic vioience injects further meaning into the concept, 
"Violence begets violence." 

Help Seeking and Services 

Program planning should, ideally, tailor outrea~h and int~rvention 
strategies to empirical knowledge of help-se.ekl~g behavI~r ar:n ong 
the target population. Yet victim help-seekmg 10 domestIc Violence 
is not well understood. Thus,one of the principal areasJof knowledge 
gained through this evaluation concerns the he~p-~eek.ing styles of 
program clients as a function of case charactenstIcs, Instant 
incidents, service needs, and project interventions. Several measures 
of help-seeking behavior were used to assess victim responses to and 
strategies for halting abuse. Reflecting the national program's 
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concern with promoting the involvement of criminal justice agencies 
in spousal assault cases, the measures include calls to the police, 
filing of official complaints, and requests for services from the 
projects. (An additional measure, seeking medical fare, was 
described earlier.) .•... 

CALLS TO POLICE 

Overall, the police were contacted in 57.5 percent of the cases. \10st 
commonly (37.9%), the victim initiated these contacts. Contacts for 
police assistance were most frequently reported in Portland, ~Uami's 
DIP, and Santa Barbara- -all projects whose primary direct service 
involved criminal justice interventions . 

Calls to police were more common for cases of justice system 
projects for nearly all categories of callers (table 4-30). It is unclear 
whether these results are a function of case characteristics or 
project service availability. On one hand, we observe that shelter 
cases are more potentially lethal, yet we also observe that clients in 
shelters were less apt to call the police. At the same time, project 
case studies repeatedly demonstrate shelter success in establishing 
certain types of linkages with law enforcement agencies. 

Police responses to calls for assistance were recorded only in our 
follow-up study. Police offered assistance most often to victims 
(36%). Such assistance ranged from transportation to shelters to 
provi~ on of information on criminal and civil remedies. (See volume 
2, Case Studies.) Arrests were made in 15 percent of the cases, and 
citations in ·lieu of arrest were issued in 1 percent. "lore than one­
third of the time, police took no action (22%) or used informal; 
measures (13%), the latter including the t"\aditional"walk around, the 
block" with the assailant. Police failed tc)"arrive In 6 percent of the 
cases. 

Table 4-30 

calls to Police by Project Service Emphasis 

Caller Shelter Other Total 

None 595 (59.5%) 609 (33.2%) l,204 (42.5%) 
Victim 

.\ 
253 (25.3%) 821 (44.8%) 1,074 (37.9%) 

Assailant 11 ( L 1%) 29 ( 1. 6%) 40 ( 1.4%) 
Other Disputant 3. ( 0.3%) 17 ( 0.9%) 20 ( O. i%) 
Family or Friend 70 ( 7.0%) 173 I Q 40 ') ~ ". ;\) 243 ( 8.6%) 
Unknown Caller 25 ( 2.596) 114 ( 6.296) 139 • '+ 'lO') { • ~ iO 

Other; 43 ( 4.3%) 70 ( 3. S%) 113 ( 4. %) 

TOTAL 1,000 4 _1b833 2,833 
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COM PLAINTS FILED 

Formal complaints to police or prosecutors were filed in 27.8 percent 
of the cases. Several projects had'very high reporting levels-- Portland 
(89%), Santa Barbara (66%), and Cleveland (48%)-- most likely reflecting 
their focus on justice system interventions. 

There was extreme variability in complaints filed by project service,\ 
emphasis. Only one quarter (25.3%) of shelter clients filed complaints; 
compared to 44.2 percent in justice system projects. :\gain, the 
proximity to or location of these projects in the justice system 
apparently facilltateq the formal involvement of the system in cases 
originating there. 

PRESENTING PROBLEM 

At their initial contact with the projects, clients were asked to report 
two problems. ~ot surprisingly! the most frequently reponed were 
physical abuse (64%) and fear or threat of violence (both at about 
33%). Reports of battering ranged from 98.5 percent in ~, .. liami (Safe­
space) to less than 40 percent in White Plains~ ~ew York, and Brattle­
boro, Vermont. Interestingly, White Plains clients reported harass­
ment as a presenting problem almost three times as frequently as did 
the cllents of the remaining projects (53% versus 19%). Sexual assault 
of eitler adults or children was infrequently reported in the sample, 
as wa', physical child abuse. These data suggest that multiple victims 
were a rare occurrence for the LEAA projects and that the victims 
were overwhelmingly adults.' 

1}1e presenting problems appear to vary by project service emphasis, 
suggesting that a project's service emphasis may have influenced 
cllent decisions to seek its services. As shown in table 4-31: harass­
ment was a presenting problem for over 30 percent of the justice 
system clients, compared to only 15 percent of the shelter clients. 
Fear and threats were slightly more prevalent for shelters. (O~ course, 
there was considerable interproject variabillty in the definitions of 
harassment, fear, and threat.) Although physical abuse cases were 
represented almost equally in both types of projects r justice system 
projects received more cases without physical violence! while shelter 
cases more often involved threatened or actual violence, sexual assault, 
or child abuse. n1is is consistent with previous evaluation findings 
showing that shelter is the service most often requested by victims 
either threatened or actually abused, while legal assistance or 
information is most commonly requested by victims of harassment or 
those fearing ,~buse (Fagan et al., 1980). 
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Table 4-31 

Clients' Presenting Problems by Project Service Emphasis 

Shelter Other Total 

Harassment 163 ( 15.296) 558 (30.0%) 721 (24.5%) 
Fear of Violence 422 (39.5%) 557 (30.0%) 979 (33.3%) 
Threats of Violence 400 (37.5%) 558 (30.0%) 958 (32.6%) 
Physical Abuse (Violence) 703 (65.8%) 1,184- (63.8%) 1,887 ( 64-.3%) 
Adult Sexual Assault 26 ( 2.4%) 20 ( 1.1%) 46 ( 1. 6%) 
Child Abuse or Neglect 55 ( 5.1%) 56 ( 3.096) 111 

( 0'.6%) 
( 3.896) 

Child Sexual Assault 25 ( 2.3%) 12 37 ( 1.3%) 
or Incest 

Other 

TOTAL 

89 ( 8.3%) 89 4.8%) 178 ( 6.1%) 

1,068 1,855 2,933 

SER VICE REQUESTS 

Overview 

,AJtho Igh requests for services are naturally related to project service 
emphr-sis, their distribution is instructive. Table '+-32 displays the 
results of up to two service requests recorded for each client. 
Overall, legal services'* were the most frequently requested inter­
ventions (55%), reflecting the LEAA program policy and project 
service innovations. Counseling, shelter, referral/advocacy (with 
social services), and information were also commonly requested. 

*Legal services, in this analysis, indude criminal prosecution, 
filing for civil protection orders or divorce, legal advocacy, and other 
justice system interventions. 
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Table 4-32 

Service Requests 

General Information 483 
Referral/ Advocacy (nonlegal) 528 
Legal Services 1,615 
Mediation/Diversion 24-7 
Crisis Intervention 269 
Counseling 875 
Shelter 626 
Transportation, Housing, etc. 211 

TOTAL 4,854 
(N:2,938) 

----------~-----

( 16%) 
( 18%) 
(55%) 
( 8%) 
( 996) ;--

(30%) 
(21%) 
( 7%) 

There was extremely high interproject variability on client service 
requests. For example, against ah overall average of 30 percent 
requests for counseling, only 2 of 465 White Plains clients (0.4<?'o) but 
fully 93 percent of ·\1iami-DfP clients were reported to have 
requested this service. SimIlarly, requests for legal information or 
representation ranged from 68 percent in Portland to less than 10 
percent in several sites. 

Client Strategies 

To 'identify victims' strategies for problem remediation, we examined 
the Pi tterns or relations of their service requests. To do this the 
proba:Jility of a specified couplet of service requests is comD~ted 
under the condition tha! the two requests are statistically i~de­
pendent {i.e., the probability of their joint occurrence is equal to 
the product of their individual probabilities}. For this analYsis the 
four most frequen'tly requested services (excluding referra[/ad~ocacv~ 
because it combines mixed requests) and their probabilities of beine' . 
requested are: 0 

• general information: P = .116 
• general legal services: P = • f34-
• counseling: P = .170 
• shelter: P = .141 

Table 4-33 displays the ratio of the expected to actual probabilities 
?f the requests for eacl) of the six possible service couplets. (Values 
in excess of 1.0 indicate disaffinity, while those less than 1.0 indicate 
a probability of services being requested together.) 
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Table 4-33 

Probability of Joint Service Requests 

Service CouDlet 

General Informa.tion/Legal Services 
General Information/Counseling 
General Information/Shelter 
Legal Services/Counseling 
Legal Services/Shelter 
Counseling/Shel ter 

Probability 

.63 

.87 
3.20 
1.28 
1.58 

.56 

The results reveal three strategies often pursued and three often 
avoided in seeking assistance with domestic violence. The marked 
disjunction between general information and shelter requests indicates 
that a client who requested shelter was most unJikely to also request 
general information, and vice versa. Somewhat weaker dissociations 
were found between legal services and both counseling and shelter. 
The affinities between the general Information-legal services, general 
information-counseling, and counseling-shelter couplets designate 
these as three frequently used cHent strategies for intervening in 
domestic violence. 

Several potential hypotheses about client strategies for intervention 
services may be drawn from these findings, particularly the dissoci­
ations. Certainly patterns of service requests reflect as much about 
projects as they do about clients. But the c~nsisten~y,o! patterns 
acros! projects suggests that client perceptlons/deflnl'tlOns of the 
problem guide their decision-making and mediate project service 
delivery along two dimensions: 

• 

• 

certaintv of need for intervention--exploratory service requests 
(e.g., geh~fa1 information) vs. concrete service requests (e.g., 
shelter)1 and 

strate and extent of intervention--requests for external or 
institutional intervention e.g., legal services) vs. requests for 
internal or individualized interventions (e.g., counseling). 

The first dimension is most clearly manifest in the strong dissociation 
between requests for general information and shelter. The request 
for general information may reflect a relatively diffuse perception/ 
definition of the situation, while shelter requests represent a greater 
degree of certainty as to the extent of intervention necessary. (Such 
perceptions may, in turn, be based on victim assessment of the 
severity of the instant incident and, thus, type of help needed.) In 
other words, the client requesting general information is exploring 
options as a first step, while the client requesting shelter has decided 
that a definitive intervention is necessary. 
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The counseling-legal services dissociation, on the other hand, 
represents a distinction in strategies for dealing with the relational 
problem. Counseling requests imply a willingness to resolve problems 
within the family, while legal requests imply a desire for protection 
based on severing the relationship. These are, then, orthogonal distinc­
tions in definition of the problem and approach to its resolution, 
which suggests that cllent assessment and case planning can be deter­
mined based on client service requests along a counseling-legal 
continuum. 

From the probabilities of joint service requests in table 4-23, we can 
hypothesize that clients requesting either shelter or legal services 
have selected a strategy for halting spousal abuse. These stronger 
options suggest recognition of the need for outside intervention to 
end the violence. Often, ,they may resuh in the end of the relation­
ship oJr removal of the assailant. Conversely, clients requesting 
general information oC counseling can be viewed as still exploring 
options. Tnese options are not compatible with the stronger measures: 
hence their dissociations. Previous analysis of these data (Fagan et 
al., 1980) show that these differences in strategy are mediated by the 
length of the relationship. Thus, victims in shoner relationships 
primarily seek shelter services, while victims in longer relationships 
seek primarily counseling or (increasingly with duration of relation­
ship) legal assistance. 

SER VICES RECEIVED 

OverVIew 

Follow-up study clients (:-..J=270) were asked to indicate whether they 
or their family had received any of eight types of services. :\s shown 
in table 4-3'+~ counseling and generallnformation were most common. 
followed closely by legal services. 

Shelter 
Crisis Interventdon 
Counseling (/ 

Table 4-24 

Services Received 

.\iediation/Diversion 
Legal Services 
General Information 
Referral/Advocacy (Nonlegal) 
Chlldrens Services 
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105 
90 

213 
16 

159 
200 
125 
57 

(39%) 
(33%) 
( 79%) 
( 6%) 
( 5996) 
(74%) 
( 46%) 
(21 %) 
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Project Strategies 

As noted earlier, services received are, to a significant degree, a 
function of availabllity. A brief discussion of a factor analysis of 
services received is apt at this point, however. As displayed in table 
4-35, the first factor is dominated by the two more traditional 
services--shelter (loading = .74) and counseling (loading = .73). In 
addition, children's services contributes one-third of its variance 
(i.e., the loading is .57) to this factor. The second factor is 
dominated by legal services (loading:: .85), with appreCiable partici­
pation by information and referral services (loading = .65) and 
nonlegal advocacy services (loading , .. 53). 

Table 4-35 

Factor Loadings for Service$ Received 

Factor 
Service II 

Shelter .74 .15 
Crisis Intervention .16, .21 
Counseling .73 .14-
Mediation/Diversion -.009 -.14-
General Information • 16 .65 
Referral/ Advocacy (nonlegal) .49 .53 
ChUdren's Services .57 .35 
Legal Services -.03 .85 

EIGENVALUE 2.39 1.17 
Percent of Variance 29.9 14.7 

The factors represent two distinct and possibly orthogonal project 
strategies for domestic violence intervention: victim support 
services (shelter, counseling) i'lnd legal interventions. These project 
service trends are consistent with both client strategies and pro ject 
service emphases. Tne apparent separation of victim- and assailant­
focused projects results from several possible factors, including the 
conflicting ideologies of offender vs. victim foci, the different types 
of cases (servic~ requests) presented to each type of project (e.g .. 
difference in severity of injury or assailant in home), and the difficulty 
of implementing assailant-focused projects (see~ for example~ the 
case studies on Miami-DIP and Santa Barbara). Indeed, one of the 
primary impacts of the LEAA program has been the addition of the 
justice system dimension to the traditional social services focusir.1g 
mainly on victims. ' 
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Service Recipients 

A regression analysis of the associations between services received 
and victim background characteristics and abuse histories further 
informs our understanding of the case types to which each service 
[\~sponded. As shown in table 4--36, children's services is the best 
predicted service. The most powerful predictor is presence of 
children in the home; indeed, the two variables are probably con­
founded. Other streng associations are found with abuse during 
pregnancy and frequency of injury. These results suggest that the 
most lethal cases--those involving abuse during pregnancy, frequent 
injuries, and the presence of children--are the recipients of children's 
services. 

These services were p::-ovided primarily in shelters, where child protec­
tive services or other legal agencies WiCre not involved. This pattern 
further underss:ores the fact that shelters were presented with the 
most complex and potentially lethal cases. in which children are at 
risk and a r~nge of services are required. 

Among the other servIces, background and si tuational characteristics 
were significantly .associated only with crisis interv\~ntion 'and non­
legal advocacy. Crisis intervention appears to have been associated 
with white victims who had infrequently called the police prior to 
project contact. Social service advocacy was rec(~ived by white 
women with shorter relationships and abuse histories who were abused 
during pregnancy and whose children witnessed spousal violence. 

Shelter clients tended to be younger women in shorter relationship's, 
often l1arried to the assailant, and having experienced relatively 
freqUt'nt abuse and injury. Restraining orders recipients also tended 
to be younger women, but often employed and not married to the 
assailant. These client§ had shorter abuse histories and had previously 
separated due to dome~tlc violence. Apparently, those receiving 
restraining orders were" considerablyiess "i:ied" to the assailant than 
other service recipients. 
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Table 4-36 

Victim llackground and'Situational Variables as Predictors of Services Received 

Variable Crisis Nonlegal 
Shelter 

Information 
Intervention Advocacy &. Referral 

R2·=.42 R2=.34 R2::.27 R 2=.21 
r B r B r B r B -

Age -.13 -.09 • 19 . 12 -.23 -.08 . 19 .13 
Race .l19 .47 .27 .33 .03 -.08 .20 .28 
Education -.06 .04 .06 .20 0.00 -.01 * * 
Employment Status -.08 -.01 -.10 -.05 -.08 -.04 .06 · 12 
Prescnce of Children -.07 .19 .06 -.05 .to .09 0.00 -.05 
Relationship to Assailant .14 .06 .13 .07 - .19 .24 - .lD -.20 

~ Length of Cohabilitation - .lD .19 -.25 -. 17 - • 31 -.17 -.21 -.25 
I 

·r.:- Length of Abllse -.22 -.30 -.20 -.21 -.29 -.22 -.05 · 19 
~ NumtH:!r of Scparations Due to Violence . 12 .21 · 1 (. , .05 · 13 • 10 .03 -.03 

Abllse During Pregnancy .07' -.08 .26 .29 · 11 .03 .19 · 12 
!I Miscarriage Dlle to Abuse .09 . 11 · 18 .05 .12 .09 .07 .01 

Most Seriolls Injury .18 • 19 • 17 -.05 .08 · 10 .17 .06 
i-reql1cncy of Injury 0.00 -.09 · 17 - . 10 .18 · 10 * 'M- iA 

i-reqllcncy of Abusc )(. II· .16 .08 .13 .14, .01 -.08 
Physical Violence Between Parents . 10 .09 .10 -.01 -.12 · ttl .15 · 17 
Abused uS a Chi Id .06 -.14 .03 -.19 -.001 -.07 .03 - .19 
Chi Idren Witness to Violence -.14 -.18 .21 .22 · 16 .ll .05 .05 
NUllIberof Calls to Police -.30 -.20 • 11 -.20 .02 -.04 -.08 .02 

(; -=-= .. =.::::':=::=-=='::=.=":::':.:::':.:.~:':.:::'~:'::.::'::':':':.:':--::: :.:':~~:': ::':::':':':'=T::::=:===:-"-:~_:---' ---
dl.:::17,74 F=3.14 C\f=18.73 F:: 2.08 df=18,73 F=1.49 df= 16,75 F=1.23 

P :: .01 p == .01 p == .05 
I 

P = ns I 
"i 

, \ 

--- ----«-- .... ---- .. ~- .. ;.':- -,--,,_.- -- - ' .. - - - ..... - - ~ - ......... -- - ~ ~ - ... - - ~ • -- -'- .. ~ -- - - ~ - ..... -,- -- _._._--_._-'- --._-----_.--._'------------------

II Dropped out of eqllation. 
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Table '1-36 

Victim Background and Situational Variables as Predictors of Services Received, cont. 

Variable Legal 
Counseling 

Restraining 
Services Order 

R2.::.19 R2:.11 R 2=.25 
r B r B r B 

Age -.05 .04 .22 .29 -.20 - .13 
Race .17 .04 .05 .0& -.01 -.01 
Education -.09 -.03 .14 .09 * -)I-

Employment Status -.02 .02 .09 .06 .25 .27 
Presence of Children - .16 -.20 .05 -.02 .08 .28 
Relationship to ;\ss.:li1ant .04 _. Oi, -.07 - . 13 .21 .12 
l.ength of Cohabitutit)n -.14 -.19 - • Jil .06 -.05 .211' 

Leng til M Abuse -.02 .0(, · I I -.04 - . 1 J - • 311 

Number of Sepurations Due to Violence • J 5 .13 II II· .13 .211 

Abuse During Pregnancy • 17 .18 -.03 -.15 .02 -.03 
Miscarriage Due to Abuse .03 - . 17 • Oil .10 :l!- ll-

Most Serious Injury .22 .18 .02 -.04 .09 .22 
Frequency of Injury .17 .03 .06 .06 -.05 -. J 6 
Frequency of Abuse .15 .11 )I-

"* .11 .13 
Physical Violence Between Parents · 16 .08 .02 .02 .02 -.09 
Abused as a Child • 13 .06 * lI- Jl- ll-

Children Wi tness to Violence :l!- II · 10 • 12 lI- !l-

Number of Calls to Police -.04 .02 -.002 -.05 -.04 -.21 

Children's 
Services 

R2=.27 
r B 

-. I ~ -.05 
-.08 .08 
-.04 .01 

-)I- )I-

.79 .75 
-.05 ..,.04 

.04 
( 

.01 
~/, 

.08 /;< -.05 

. 10<,.:: 
.'- -.~. ~ 

-.05 
• )11 .13 

-.02 -.10 
:I!- * 

.27 . 11 

"* !I-

* !I-

!I- * 
ll- -lI-

;1. 11 .07 

I· 
i' 

____ .. ____ .>. ____ .. _____ . __ ... _ ..... __ ...... _ ...... "' ... _~ ......... __ . __ ...;.;-_ .. _____ .. _______ .• _ .............. ___ .. _ ....... __ ."_' ___ , __________ 0 ________ • ___ .. ______ .. _T __ '. __ -_,_ 
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F.:.:I.OO df=15,76 df=14,77 F=1.79 df=l2,70 F=12.08 

p.::ns p=ns p=ns p=ns 
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Conclusions 

DISPUTANT CHARACTERISTICS 

Victim and assailant backgrounds and relationship (or situational) 
- factors generated important findings to further describe the correlates 

of spousal violence. Assailant background - -particularly exposure to 
violence as a child--emerged as a salient contributor to violence, 
measured both by severity of spousal injury and prevalence of 
violence. Victim backgrounds explain only partially, and with weaker 
association, violence in the home. thus providing no confirmation that 
abused women are somehow comolicit in their victimization. On the . 
other hand. women abused as children showed a tendency to associate 
with men ~ho were more widely violent, i.e., strangers as well as 
their spouses. 

The strongest predictors of violence (specifically, injury) in the home 
are assailant background factors and the history of violence in the 
relatiJnship. Overall, the latter, situational factors, are the most 
power iul predictors of assailant violence in and out of the home. 

The analyses of violent behavior suggest that younger men and women 
in shorter but more violent relationships are the highest risk families. 
Serious spousal violence appeared to be unrelated to either social 
class or race. Rather, exposure to violence during childhood, particu­
lady for assailants, is the strongest and most consistent predictor of 
adult violence in the home and violence toward both intimates and 
strangers. These results suggest that children in violent homes are 
particularly at t"isk to' become violent adults, and that children's 
services are strongly indicated as a preventive measure. 

Finally, the severity of violence in the home predicts violence on the 
street (and quite possibly the reverse). Thus, actual violence may 
predict not only future violence but also an increase in the number of 
victims. Those wishing to impact on violence in general should look 
to the home. It appears that it is the home where violence is first 
learned in childhood, reinforced during adulthood, and transmitted 
generally. However, this research was not designed to examine the 
extent to which these patterns are interrupted. We do not know what 
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factors or antecedents allow certain children in similar situations to 
avoid violent adulthoods. 

INTER VENTION STRATEGIES 

Ironically, victims in shelters used the justice system less often than 
those in other projects. An analysis of client service requests 
revealed that victims eschewed a combined shelter /legal services 
strategy, while counsel~ng/shelter was the most common strategy. 
Certainly these findings are mediated in part by the availability c'.f 
services, but also by such factors as project ideology, service design, 
and linkages with alternate systems. Indeed, in examining project 
services, we found two natural clUsters: victim-focused (nonlegaI) 
interventions and assailant-focused (legal) interventions. 

Few clients overall sought legal interventions. Although police were 
called in the majority of cases, these were usually justice system­
based projects. Police usually offered advice and assistance (such as 
transportation) but rarely made arrests or issued citations. It was 
disturbingly common for officers to take no action or informa'. 
actions. A similar pattern prevailed with respect to complaint filing 
and prosecution: few victims pursued such remedies, and those who 
did were typically clients of justice system projects~ espeCially those 
with special prosecutors. The importance of the availability of a 
special pr.osecutor to use oif criminal remedies is readily apparent in 
this finding. 

Despite the prevalence of physical violence and serious injury, few 
victims sought medical care. Equally important is the relati vely 
small )ercentage of referrals from hospitals or doctors. Earlier eval­
uation reports described the difficulties in establishing linkages with 
hospitals. EVen though most projects attempted to accomplish the 
federally mandated goals of "improving the transmission of evidence 
from medical agencies," they were generally ineffective in estab­
lishing viable referral linkages with hospitals or private physicians. 
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5 Impacts On Victims 

& Families 

The last quarter cent:.Jrv and, in oarticular, the past decade have '.Vi"&:­

nessed a ~urge in our kn'owledge ~nd unders1:anding of spousal ajuse in 
,'\:nerica. Research on dornes1:ic homicides (e.g., ',I,'olfgang, 1958), 
victimization surveys (e.g., Shulman, t 979), national incidence studies 
(e.g., Straus et 301., 1980), and evaluation studies (e.g., Bard and :ackcr, 
1971) nave generated a vast body of literature on the prevalence, 
severity, antecedents, and social contexts of violence within the 
family. These efforts to better understand the phenomenon have. as 
Lovin'g has pointed out, t':,een accof1}panied by intense debate over 
what ."ethods shouid be used to redl..~e these problems ll (1980: p. 29). 
Still L t issue are the proper intervention roies of public and private 
agencies as well as the most effective types of interventions. 

The Family Violence Program provided an ideal opportunity to inform 
this debate. The array of project service designs and institutional 
auspices encompassed by the program made it possible to test the 
effectiveness of a number of intervention roles and strategies in 
reducing and halting spousal violence. 

Effectiveness, in the present chapter, will be assessed in terms of 
impacts on victims and their families. Such impacts encompass three 
sets of outcomes: 

• subsequent incidents of abuse and related calls to police, 
• Changes in victim life style, and 
• shifts in family configuration. 

Our analyses examine overall project impacts, the relationships 
between the sets of outcomes, and the relationships between each 
outcome domain and the client background variables discussed in the 

" 
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previous chapter. Finally, we analyze the 1m pacts of fourteen types 
of project services on the three outcome domains, controUlng for 
previous violence in the relationship. 

Umitations of the Analyses 

The follow-up interview sample (N=270) included victims from five 
projects selected systematically but not in a purely random fashion. 
Variation in project institutional and socio-poll tical contexts and 
service designs were included in sampling, but not introduced as 
controls in the analysis. In addition, interviews were conducted in 
two waves; therefore, some measures are only available for the 
second round of interviews. 

Although the data are rich in an area where there is scant knowledge, 
several caveats are in order: 

• these are victim reports; 

• project clients do not necessarily represerft: the population of 
domestic violence victims, and 

• those who could be reached and consented to an interview do 
not necessarily represent the population of project clients. 

Beyond these basic limitations, our analyses of the linkages between 
services received and outcomes must also be viewed wi th some caution. 
First, it should be noted that clients may not, by and large, have had 
choices in service access; instead, they may have received services 
on an as-available, rather than an as-'indicated, basis. :\ second 
reasor for caution is that some services appear to have had Ii ttle 
effect in deterring subsequent violence while, at the same time, 
perhaps, assisting project clients in making alterations in their llie 
situations that may lead to cessation oi abuse and violence in the 
long run. Finally, our service analyses are in large part limi ted to 
simple tabular displays where most serious prior injury is introduced 
as a control variable. This simple view does not accurately reflect 
the complex and dynamic reality of multiple outcomes for each family 
and a lengthy developmental process that builds toward a cessation of 
violence. 

Review of Services Received 

The following analyses examined the effects of 14 services provided 
by the family violence projects. The distribution of these services as 
received by our sample are shown in table 5-1. Service frequencies 
ra,nge'd from 5.9 percent for di version to 77 percent for individual 
counseling (victims or families) .. Other frequently received services 

. include information and referral (74.096), and legal advocacy (67.4%). 
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Infrequently received services included mediation (6.396) and children's 
services (21.1 %). Group counseling, in contrast to individual counseling, 
was not common (27.4% of victims). Nearly all victims who received 
criminal legal representation (31.1 %) a ttempt.ed pr~secution (27.4 %}. 
(Again, see Appendix B for a more thorough discusslOn of each service.) 

Table 5-1 

Services Received by Post-Project Interviewees 

Legal Advocacy (Civil and Criminal) 182 
Civil Legal Representation 156 
Criminal Legal Representation 84 
Diversion 16 
Shelter 105 
Children's Services 57 
Information and Referral 200 
Nonlegal Advocacy 125 
Crisis Intervention--Hotline 56 
Crisis Intervention--In Person 64 
Mediation 17 
Individual Counseling 208 
Group Counseling 74-
Prosecution Attempted 74 

The Outcomes 

(67.4%) 
(58.996 ) 
(31.1%) 
( 5.9%) 
(38.896) 
(21.1%) 
(74.0%) 
(46.3%) 
(20.7%) 
(23.7% ) 
( 6.396) 
(77 .0%) 
(27.4%) 
(27.4%) 

We examined three domains of outcome variables consistent with the 
national goals of the Family Violence Program: 

• life circumstances and actions; 
• post-project abuse and violence, and 
• living situation/family configuration. 
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LIFE CIRCUMSTANCES 

"Life circumstances" encompassed several dimensions of spousal 
abuse victims' quality of Ufe, including their socioeconomic status, 
relationships, interpersonal skills, and physical and emotional well­
being. For each life circumstance or area, victims indicated whether 
their status had worsened, remained the same, or improved ei ther 
"somewhat" or "a lot" since involvement in the family violence project. 
(For analytic purposes, the improvement categories were collapsed.) 
Table 5-2 shows the effects of project interventions on 14 life 
circumstances. 

Table 5-2 

Impacts on Life Circumstances 

~o Change Worse Better 

ObtaIn Job 219 (81%) 2 ( 1 %) 49 (18%) 
Change Job 231 (36%) 4- ( 2%) 35 (13%), 
Obtain Vocational Training 244 (90%) 26 (10%) 
Return to School 231 (86%) 5 ( 2%) 34 (13%) 
Relationship with Partner 75 (28%) 12 ( 4%) 183 (68%) 
Relationship with Children 144 (53%) 16 ( 6%) 110 (41 %) 
Relationship with Friends 120 (44%) 23 ( 9%) 127 (!t7%) 
Handling Disputes 39 (33%) 9 ( 3%) 172 (64%) 
Drug Use 246 (91 %) 2 ( 1%) 22 ( 8%) 
Alcohol Use 211 (7896) 8 ( 3%) 51 (1996) 
Financial Situation 126 (47%) 55 (20%) 89 (33%) 
Physical Health 110 (41 %) 26 (10%) 134- (!t906) 
Mental Health 55 (20%) 20 ( 70(,) 195 (72%) 
Changed Residence 178 (66%) 2 ( 1%) 90 (33%) 

The results indicate that the family violence projects directly or 
indirectly (through direct servicescor referrals) impacted positively 
on a wide range of clients· life circumstances. Although many clients 
reported that several aspects of their lives remained unchanged, 
those changes that did occur were most often in a positive direction. 
The highest improvement rates (41-72%) were reported for aspects of 
life related to health and to family, social and interpersonal relations, 
including ability to handle disputes. 

There were six life circumstances in which most victims (78-91 %) 
reported no change. These areas related to work and education and 
alcohol and drug use. 

5 - 4 
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Victims' financial situation was the only life area that worsened 
noticeably, although more women reported improvement than deteri­
oration (33% vs. 20%). Recognizing that some victims might avoid 
possible- financial hardship by not reporting domestic violence, the 
projects forged linkages with social service agencies, especiaUy 
public assistance, and attempted to develop job opportuni ties. 

We next sought to determine if there were naturally occurring groups 
or trends of changes in the lives of former project clients. A factor 
analysis yielded two distinct dimensions. (See table 5.3.) The first is 
strongly associated with better mental and physical health (loadings = 
.65 and .54 respectively), better ability to handle disputes (loading = 
.57), improved relations with friends (loading = .54), and reduced 
alcohol abuse (loading = .53). By contrast, the second factor is the 
far less common outcomes associated with work and education: voca­
tional training (loading = .74), returning to school (loading = .61), 
obtaining a job (loading = .59), and changing jobs (loading = .50). Thus, 
while the first factor suggests improvements along attitudinal and 
"behavioral" dimensions, the second factor relates to more concrete 
or social structural aspects of life. That these factors appear as 
"separate" types of changes may result from either client background 
characteristics and/or different types of service interventions. 

It is interesting to note that change in residence is almost equally 
associated with both factors (loadings of .37 and .30 respectively). It 
should be recalled, however, that in many instances, the alleged 
assailant was not cohabiting with the client at the time of the instant 
incident or was no longer cohabiting at the time of the follow-up 
interview. hence, a change in residence is not a necessary condition 
for termination of the relationship. 

The above two factors, while orthogonal, appear to be distinguished 
by degree of difficulty. This notion finds support in the percentages 
associated with each outcome (combining the job/school/training 
cluster into a single composite): 

• improved mental health 
• improved al;>ility to handle disputes 
• improved physical health 
• improved relations with friends 
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72% 
64% 
49% 
47% 

Table 5,,,03 

Factor Loadings for Life Circumstance Changes 

Variable 

Obtain Job 
Change Job 
Obtain Vocational Training 
Return to Schoo 1 
Relationship with Partner 
Relationship with Children 
Relationship with Friends 
Handling Disputes 
Drug Usage 
Alcohol Use 
Financial Situation 
Physical Health 
Mental Health 
Change Residence 

EIGENVALUE 
Percent of Variance 

• vocational/job/school 
• change in residence 
~ improvement in alcohol use 

I 

.07 

.10 

.09 

.01 

.44 

.49 

.54 

.57 

.45 

.53 

.33 

.54 

.65 

.37 

3.00 
20.0 

Factor 
II 

.59 

.50 

.74-

.61 

.01 

.05 

.16 

.11 

.21 

.13 

.22 

.30 

.29 

.30 

1.59 
10.6 

33% 
33% 
19% 

Ho\vever, a Guttman scalogram analysis of these variables yielded a 
coefficient of reproducibility of only .79 (appreciably below the 
conventionally imposed level of 0.9). Thus, there is no continuum 
along w.hich changes in life circumstances tend to occur. Rather, 
t~ey are somewhat autonomous, which is not surprising given the 
d1sparate nature of these life domains. 

POS1'-PROJEC1' ABUSE AND VIOLENCE 

,e.... primary impact goal of the Family Violence Program was to reduce 
repeat serious assaults and intrafamily homicides. Direct and indirect 
pro ject services were designed to encourage public agencies to support 
vict~ms in the pursuit of criminal and civil legal sanctions against 
assallants as deterrents to subsequent domestic violence. 
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Within this "escalation ladder," any level of abuse also inclGded all 
abuse types falllng above it. Thus, those cases where there was 
harassment of children, for example, also included harassment, threats, 
and violence against the client as well as property destruction. (The 
coefficient of reprodu!:ibility of this pattern is .. 94, where .90 is the 
conventionally imposed minimum value.) 

The data suggest that there may be two "co~sec:ut~ve" ladders-~one 
involving attacks on the client and the next mvolvln& abuse agamst 
children. Assailants who were violent toward the chlldren were 
apparently qualitatively "more violent" than those violent only toward 
the spouse. 

LIVING SITUA nON 

As a measure of the imoact of domestic violence interventions on 
families, we examined the cohabitational patterns of project clients 
before and after project contact. As table 5-5 shows, ~ore t~an 
three out of five (62%) were living separately from theIr assaIlants 
following project intervention. Of these, 22 percent were having no 
contact with the assailant. 

Table 5-5 

Post-Project Relationshi!?with Assailant 

Living Together 
Living Separately/Some Contact 
Living Separately/No Contact 
Living Separately/Contact Unknown 

TOTAL 

103 (38%) 
93 (34%) 
58 (22%) 

..1.2. (06%) 

270 

Comparing pre- and post-project Hving si tuations, .. ve found that 
twice as many victims had been !lving with the aSSailaJlt at the time 
of the instant incident (77%) as were at the time of reinterview (33%). 
(See table 5-6.) More than thr~e out .of five (61 %) pre-project 
cohabitants were living apart at reinterview. Of those who had been 

.. living apart prior to project contact, more than one.,.third (34%) were 
··llvingi\together at reinterview. The relatio~r:~hips shown in table 5:-6 
are not significant; that 1s, the)iving arrarigemer:ts at the two POll1d:s 
in time are independent ofieach other. 
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However, these results do not necessarily indicate that victims were 
not likely to stop living with the assailant as a result of project inter­
wention. In fac;t, from these data we might define four groups and 
analytically examine service impacts on victims' living situations: 

• Stay Together: 30% 
• Dissolve Cohabitation: 47% 
• Stay Apart: 1596 
• Begin (or renew) Cohabitation: 8% 

TallIe 5-6 

Living Situation Before and After Project Intervention 

PRE-PROJECT INTER VENTIO,'l 

Living Living 
. Together Apart 

Living 82 (39.2%) 21 (3~.4%) 103 (38.1 %) POST- Together 
PROJECT Living (60.8%) (65.6%) (61.9%) [NTER VENTION Apart 127 40 167 

209 (77.4%) 61 (22.6%) 

x2 = .46, P = ns 

RELATIONSHIPS AMONG OUTCOMES 

Finally, to address some significant policy issues regarding the types 
of family and social-structural changes required to successfully inter­
vene in spousal violence, we analyzed the relationships among the 
foregoing case outcomes. Specifically, we sought to d~termine which 
life circumstance charlges were associated with avoiding pust-project 
abuse and violence. 

A stepwise mu1tl"ple regression analysis of the life circumstance vari­
ables (see tabb 3-D was conducted with post-project violence as the 
criterion variable, The results were ambiguous and not statistically 
significant (R2 = .15,F14 255 = 0.30). Thus, no discernable pattern 

. emerges with respect to ~iolence and the victims' life circumstances. 

Cf 



r 
h 

r.i.jt !; 
r 
l:; 

, 

t~ 
4 

( 

This finding is not without importance, for it suggests that violence 
occurs in a context that cuts across socioeconomic, psychological, 
and "social relations" areas and that the cessation of violence is not a 
function of victim functioning in those areas. Victim "treatment," 
then, may not b~ essential to the cessation of violence. In effect, we 
do not find support for the "medical model" of domestic violence 
intervention, which hypothesizes that a victim can be "treated" to 
cease abuse. 

The Effects of Case Characteristics 

While it is reasonable to posit that background variables mediate 
clients' responses to service interventions, a precise analysis of such 
mediating effects would require a study sample considerably larger 
than ours. Therefore, we undertook several analyses to determine 
the relationship of case characteristics to case outcome, independent 
of service intervention. The results of these analyses reveal those 
case characteristics that appear to contribute to case outcomes as 
well as identify control variables for subsequent analyses of service 
impacts. 

LIFE OUTCOMES 

A canonical correlation* analysis was undertaken on the two sets of 
variables: 

• victim background--e.g., relationship and abuse history, children 
involvement, and victim demographics (see chapter 4); and 

• outcome--life circumstances, post-project incidents, and family 
configuration. 

*A canonical correlation forms a linear composite for each of two 
sets of variables such-that the correlation between the two r,;omposites 
is maximized. While multiple roots (solutions) are available, the , .. 
present analysis is restricted to the first pair of canonical variates or 
composites. For discussions of canonical correlation analyses, see 
Hotelling, 1935, and Stewart and Love, 1968 • 
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As s~own in table 5-7, the var iab les from the background set that 
predAct to the outcome composite include age, race, educational 
attail.nment, length of abuse in the relationship, calls to police due to 
preVIOUS ~omestic violence, children witnessing violence, and frequency 
and (seventy of past injury due to domestic violence. To summarize 
this Icanonical variable, more positive outcomes are a matter of less 
violence involved in the relationship accordina to various criteria. In 
,additio.n, age and two important sodal-struct~r'al variables (race and 
educa:tIon) also are associated with positive outcomes. 

Table 5-7 

Canonical Composites for Victim Background/Outcome Relationships 

Background Variates 

Victim Age 
Victim Race 
Victim Education 
Victim Employment 
Presence of Children 
Miscarriage During Pregnancy 
Frequency of Abuse 

r 

-.23 
.31 
.22 

~ .14 
-.06 
-.002 
-.06 
-.30 

Outcome Variables 

Obtained Job 
Changed Job 
Vocational Training 
A ttending School 

r 

.40 
- .11 
- .16 
-.21 

• L 9 
• 19 
.26 

-.53 Length of Abuse 
) Prior Calls to Police -.29 

Impro·ved Relationship with Assailant 
Improved Relationship with Children 
Improved Relationship with Friends 
Improved Ability to Handle Disputes 
Reduced Drug Us~ .38 

- .17 ; Prior Separations from DV 
Frequency of Injury 
Most Serious Prior Injury 
Children Witness to Violence 

----------.'-

- .14 Reduced Alcohol Use 
-.34 Improved Financial Status 
-.28 Improved Physical Heal th 

Improvep Mental Health 
Changed. Residence 

.25 

rc = .81, R2c = .65, P .001 

-.06 
-.23 

.33 

.51 

The rc = .81 of this canonical correlation indicates that two-thirds of the variance of 
each composit.e is predicted from th~ variance in the opposite composite. The highest zero­
order co:rel~tlon scores ~or each vanable are those that predict the variables with the highest 
correlatIons m the Op~osite set. In other words, the highest loadings in each set are the 
most commonly occurmg background/outcome pairs. 

( ') 

The variables ~ost h~ghly associated with the outcome composite 
mclud7 ch:ange in r~sldence, not improving in ha.ndling disputes, and 
not being mvolved m a post-project incident. Somewhat weaker 
association~ are foun~ for obtaining a job and reduced drug use. 
Clea~lY, t~ls can be vIewed as a "success" composite. It also appears 
pl~uslbly hnked to the background composite in that those project 
chents who had reported little in the way of past abuse were those 
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most likely to take swift, decisi ve action by moving out. Instead of 
"learning tb handle disputes," they simply removed themselves from 
the violent situation. It is also of interest to''note the positi ve associ­
ation between the outcome composite and obtaining a job~ which 
supports the new independent Ii ving situation. .. 

The policy and intervention i.mplications of the above findings are 
profound. To the extent that women can be recruitedtnto a project 
before a long-term pattern of violence becomes established, success­
ful outcomes (specifically, avoiding involvem~nt in a subsequent 
incident) may be maximized. While this suggests the need for outreach 
and education, the effects of personality and social class variables 
must also be taken into consideration. Finally, the negati ve associa­
tion of facility in handling disputes with posi tive outcomes suggests 
that victims may not be particularly well-served by counseling 
strategies that focus exclusively on development of victim skills in 
responding to spousal assaults. 

POST-PROJECT ABUSE 

Victim Characteristics 

A regression analysis revealed that post-project violence is more 
highly associated wi th si tuational variables and that victim character­
istics are relatively unimportant. As table 5-8 shows, the most ;Jower­
ful predictors are prior separations due to abuse 1 length of abuse, 
prior calls to police, and frequency of injury. Interestingly 1 victim 
characteristics such as age, race, and education * are not predictive 
of post- project incidents. The client's history of childhood victim­
ization, abuse during pregnancy, and length of cohabi tation are 
weakly associated. 

*The effects of education were so trivial that thev were excluded 
from the equation and, thus, do not appear on table 5-3, 
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Table 5-8 

Post-Project Violence as a Function of 
Victim Background and Situational Variables 

Number of Separations Due to Violence 
Length of Abuse 
Client Abused as Child 
Number Prior Calls to Police 
Miscarriage from Abuse 
Victim Employment Status 
How often Injured 
Presence of Children 
Relationship of Victim to Assailant 
Abuse During Pregnancy 
Victim's Age 
Most Serious Prior Injury 
Violence Between Victim's Parents 
Children Witness to Violence 
How Often Abused 
Victim's Race 
Length of Cohabill tation 

R2 = .32, P .01 

r 

.37 

.29 

.18 

.26 

.06 

.05 

.23 

.08 
-.005 

.18 

.05 

.15 
,.08 
• 14 
.03 

-.08 
. 18 

B 

.32 

.18 

.24 

.23 
-.20 

. 11 

.07 
-.06 
-.08 

.14 

.11 

.10 
-.05 
-.06 

.03 
-.04-

.03 

Consistent with the results of the previous canonical correlation 
(table 5-7), these findings suggest the nature of the "hardest" cases in 
post-project violence. Again, those cases with the longest and most 
severe (as defined by injury) abuse histories are more llkely to 
evidence post-project violence. We might further conClude that 
these are also the most difficult cases in which to intervene. 

We also conducted a canon~cal correlai:\ion of t!le same background 
variables to predict subsequent levels of post-project abuse 1 for which 
four dummy variables were defined: 

• no post-project incident; 
• harassment or threats of violence; 
• push/slap/scratch; and 
• punch/kick/choke or more violent acts. 

Yielding no significant canonical variates, this analysis showed that 
there is no particular relationship between background factors and 
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level of post-project abuse (the highest r c = .50, R 2 = .25, P = ns). 
However, the highest zero-order correlations with the set of violence 
variables were with situational factors. These results suggest, again, 
that victim characteristics do not predict post-project violence and 
that the most violent relationships are those most likely to suffer 
post-project violence. 

Assailant Characteristics 

As a final analysis of the effects of background factors on post­
project abuse, we turned to assailant characteristics. These factors, 
as revealed in chapter four, were strongly predictive of the "hardest" 
cases, as measured by an index including the severi ty of abuse and 
injury as well as several other dimensions of violence. In particular, 
the assailant's childhood exposure to violence--either as victim or 
witness--was most closely associated with severity of violence. 
Therefore, to illustrate the role of both assailant characteristics and, 
by association, pre-project violence in predicting post-project abuse, 
we examined the relationship of the partner's abuse his tory (as a 
child) and post-project abuse. 

The results in table 5-9 show that the assailant's childhood abuse 
history is, indeed, strongly associated with post-project abuse. 1£ the 
assailant was not abused as a chlld, the client is slightly less likely to 
be revictimized, indicating a certain responsiveness to service inter­
ventions. On the other hand, if the partner was abused as a child, the 
client is more than twice as likely to be revictimized. Again, the . 
more difficult cases appear to be more resistant to the range of 
service interventions. These findings suggest that wher'e injuries are 
most severe, the history of abuse is the longest, and the assailant also 
has a history of victimization, the strongest service interventions are 
prescribed. 
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Table 5-9 

Post-Project Abuse as a Function of 
Assailant Abused as Child 

Assailant Abused as Child 

No Yes 

No 89 (52%) 31 (31%) 120 
Post-Project 

Abuse Yes 81 (4-8%) 69 (69%) 150 

170 (63%) 100 (37°~) 270 

x2 = 10.78, P .001 

LIVING SITU A nON 

Finally, to discover whether case characteristics affected clients' 
post-project Ii ving situations, we conducted a regression analysis 
focusing on two groups--those who changed their liying arrangements 
and those who stayed together. Although the resul ts (shown in table 
5-10) were not significant, they suggest that older victims in longer 
relationships tended to stay together. There were no salient predictors 
among such si tuational variables as violence history and prior help­
seeking. Thus, we can assume that the decision to remain together 
was dictated in large part by temporal factors, including both age and 
attributes of the relationship that may emerge in the maturation of a 
longer relationship. 

These results neither confirm nor disprove various theories (see, for 
example, Gelles, 1976; Pagelow, 1981) on why abused wives stay or 
leave. Neither background variables nor severity of violence in the 
relationship are salient predictors of decisions regarding cohabitational 
status. 
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Table 5-10 

Living Arrangement as a Function of 
Victim Background and Situational Variables 

Length of Cohabitation 
Parental Violence 
Relationship with Assailant 
Employment Status 
Most Serious Prior Injury 
Prior Separations Due to Violence 
Children Witness to Violence 
Education 
Race 
Age 
Abuse during Pregnancy 
Frequency of Injury 
Abused as Child 
Miscarriage due to Abuse 

R2 = .28, FU5, 67) = 0.37, P = ns . 

The Effects of Services 

r 

.19 

.08 
-.09 
-.07 
-.05 

.07 
-.05 
-.07 
-.09 

• 14 
.• 15 
-.0'1 

!02 
.03 

B 

.17 

.08 
-.09 
-.06 
-.06 
-.06 
-.05 
-.05 
'-.03 

.05 

.03 
-.04 

.02 

.02 

In its simplest form, evaluation research entails .the app~ications of 
social science methods to social problems. In thiS paradigm, the 
principles of social experimentation can be applie? to deter~ine the 
effects of interventions (social programs) to amel!orate social problems 
and, thereby, to inform social policy and p:o.gram desig~. Numerous . 
practical ethical methodological, and poll tical constraints usually 
prohibit ~ definitive (i.e., rigorous) assessment. of the.eff~pts of social [C

r
' , 

programs. Moreover, social problems (and their solutlOn.s;.'are often 
complex, ideologically defined, and generally not receptlve to the 
types of empirical designs and methods that ·evaluators are encouraged 
to apply. 

( 

( ) 

Analyses of the service impacts of the Family Violence Program 
provided a unique opportunity to explore the effectiveness of alterna­
tive methods to impact on wife beating. Such assessment focuses 
attention on the assumptions underlying social policy program design. 
Despite its methodological limitations, the following analyses suggest 
hypotheses and poliCies for more rigorous experimentation and future 
approaches to domestic violence intervention. 

The ongoing debate concerning the most appropriate problem defi­
nition and effective solutions resulted in a national program comp­
rising several types of interventions often used in varying combi­
nations Within projects and by clients. The desired client and project 
outcomes were subject to similar variation. Therefore, our analyses 
use several cross-sectional methods to assess the effects of services 
both individually and in combination. 

As in previous analyses in this chapter, we will examine service 
effects on post-prbject abuse, life circumstances, and family con figur­
ation. At appropriate times, we introduce pre-project violence as a 
control variable, because of its strong predictive power in the earlier 
analyses of background variables and outcomes. The variable selected 
for this purpose was most serious prior injury, which we dichotomized 
into !llow" (bruises or none) and "high" (lacerations or worse) seve.ri ty. 

SERVICES AND POST-PROJECT INCIDENTS 

Overview 

Two regression analyses provided a rough overview of service impacts 
on post-project abuse and violence. 

Service associations with post-project abuse of the victim (table 5-
11) were weak, but showed some interesting trends. In terms of 
correlation coefficients (the relationship of each service to the 
outcome variable), the three services most highly associated with 
post-project abuse are children's services, shelter, and counseling. 
The services showing a negal1ve relationship with post-project abuse 
are criminal legal services and information and referral. That is, the 
absence of post-project abuse app~ars to be mildly associated wi th 
these services. 
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Table 5-11 

Service Impacts on Post-Project Abuse of Victim 

Service 

Children's Services 
Criminal Legal Services 
Crisis Intervention 
Information and Referrals 
Counseling 
Nonlegal Advocacy 
Shelter 

R2 = .07, P = ns 

r. 
.17 

- .10 
.07 

-.05 
.12 
.006 
.13 

B 

.17 
- .12 

.10 
-.08 

.08 
-.06 

.05 

A similar pattern emerged with respect to service. in:pa~t.s on post-. 
project violence. Although a relatively small and tnSlgn1f~cant ~ortion 
of the variance is explained, shelter services and .childr.en s servlces 
were again most closely associated with post-proJe::t vIolence,. both 
individually (simple correlations) and in the corr~posl te (regresslon 
coefficients). Criminal legal services were agam the stro~gest 
negative indicators. Other services appear to have no notIceable 
relationship to post-project violence. 

These analyses suggest that shelter clients, as :vell as thos.e who 
received children's services, may have been a httle more hk~ly t~ 
experience post- project abuse and violence. At the same !l.me, It 
appears that criminal legal services were m?st c1osel,y assocIated 
with the absence of post-project abuse or vlolence. .v\oreover, the 
results are the same regardless of whether we broadly 

Table 5-12 

Service Impacts on Post-Project Violence 

Service 

Children's Services 
Criminal Legal Services. 
Shelter 
Counseling 
Crisis Intervention 
Nonlegal Advocacy 
Informa tion and Referral 

R2 = .08, P = ns 

5 - 18 

r 

.19 
- .14 

.17 

.01 

.05 

.04 
-.04 

B 

.18 
-.14 

.12 
-.05 
-.04 

. 03 
-.06 
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define the criterion variable as abuse (incluciing verbal abuse) or limit 
it to incidents of physical violence. 

Earlier analyses revealed that the level of pre-project violence was 
greatest in shelter cases, suggesting that the apparent association 
between shelter and post-project domestic violence may be a function 
of the severity and difficulty of these cases rather than any attribute 
of shelter services. Therefore, analyses of service impacts on post­
project violence must control for pre-project violence, using pre-project 
severity of injury as the control variable. 

Two series of elaborated analyses were conducted to determine whether 
services impacts on post-project violence are "explained" further by 
the severity of the violence in the case. We used partial correlations 
(which do not assess interactive effects among control and impact 
variables) and contingency analyses (which do examine such effects). * 

The partial correlations yielded no-appreciable differences in compar­
able coefficients from the preceding regressiof! analyses (i.e., between 
the zero-order uncontrolled coefficients and the partial, controlled, 
coefficients). In other words, the effeGts of services on outcomes are 
similar for victims experiencing different levels of pre-project 
violence. Readers are again cautioned that the above findings, descrip­
tive of the overall service composi te, do not measure the effects of 
individual services or their interactions with prior violence. These 
are described in the following sections. 

Counseling 

Abusea Among those who had suffered lesser injuries in the past, 50 
percent of those receiving counseling services were reabused and 35 
percent of those.not receiving counseling services were subsequently 
abused. Of those victims who had suffered more serious injuries in 
the past, 61 percent of those who received .counseling services were 
subjected to post-project abuse, compared to 56 percent who did not 
receive counseling services. These results, summarized in table 5-13, 
are not significant for either the two- or three-way relationships. 

*Partial correlations permit the'analyst to view the predictor vari­
ables as a set, whereas contingencies require an examination of each 
predictor variable separately. Partial correlations partition the 
variance in a data set to measure the portion of the variance explained 
by the control, or predictor, variables • 
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Table 5-13 

Counseling Services and Post-Project Abuse 

Prior Injury 
Low High 

No Abuse Abuse No Abuse Abuse 

No 13 (65%) 7 (35%) 14 (44%) 13 (56%) 
Counseling 

Yes 1t4 (50%) 1t4 (50%) 1t8 (34%) 76 (61 %) 

x2 = 1.lt7, P = ns x2 -=.27,p=ns 

x2 = 1.80, P -= ns 

Violence. These trends reverse in post-project violence. There is a 
positive trend found among those with less severe prior injuries for 
receipt of counseling services and post-project violence. However, 
there is no effect for those with more severe prior injuries. Again, 
however, the results are not statistically significant. 

Shelter 

Abuse. A slightly higher likelihood of post-project abuse, for victims 
with both more and less severe prior injuries is found among those 
who had received shelter services. (See table .5-14.) Again, these 
differences are not statistically significant, indicating that they could 
have occurred by sampling variability alone. 

. , 

Table 5-14 

Shelter Services and Post-Project Abuse 

Prior Injury 
Low High 

No Abuse Abuse No Abuse Abuse 
~ . 

40 (55%) 33 (45%) ItO (lt4%) 51 (56%) 
Shelter 

Yes 17 (lt4%) 23 (56%) 22 (34%) 4-3 (66%) 

x2 -= 1.6, p = ns x2 -= 1.6, p = ns 

x2 ';~4.2, P = ns 

---~--------------------------------------------------------.~. -------------
5 - 20 

Ir 

" i 

I 
f 

~ 

( ') 

( \ 
) 

(') 
~, 

"'< ,-,. "'" 

Violence. 'The same relationship also obtains with respect to post­
project violence, i.e., post-project violence was more likely exper­
ienced by shelter clients than by nonshelter clients. As has been 
noted earlier, use of shelter services appears to be close to the end of 
an escalating series of responses. It should be cautioned here, however, 
that the trends found are is no doubt quite complex (and probably 
Interactive) insofar as it holds for both levels of severity of prior 
abuse and is not statistically significant. 

Informa tion and Referral Services 

Information and referral services are not related to either post­
project abuse or v"iolence in anything approaching significance (overall 
x2 ::; .29 and Lit respectively) or a systematic manner. This is not 
sUrprising, since such services are nGt necessarily focused directly on 

... the reduction of abuse and violence but on meeting client's service 
. needs. 

Advocacy (Nonlegal) Services 

Project referrals and accompaniment to obtain social service, medical, 
mental health, housing, and other client service needs had mixed and 
weak associations with post-project incidents. 

Abuse. For less severe cases, there was no difference in the occurance 
of post-project abuse among those r~ceiving or not receiving non!egal 
advocacy services •. For high- risk ca~ies, however, there was a mild 
(but statistically insignificant) relationship between post-project 
abuse qnd receipt of nonlegal advocacy services. (See table 5-15.) 
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Table 5-15 

Nonlegal Advocacy an(]' Post-Project Abuse 

Prior Injury 
Low 

No Abuse Abuse 

High 

No Abuse Abuse 

Nonlegal No 

Advocacv Yes 

22 (46%) 26 (54%) 

16 (47%) 18 (53%) 

x2 =.Ol,p=ns 

29 (37%) 49 (63%) 

33 (42%) 45 (58%) 

x2 = .43, P = ns 

x2 = 2.3, P = ns 

Violence. The trends fQr abuse only are reversed in the case of post­
project violence: both ldW- and high-risk cases evidence a sligh~ 
negative relationship between receipt of nonlegal advocacy serVIces 
and .subsequent violence. Again, readers are cautioned that-the 
associations are weak, statistically insignificant (X2 = .71), and most 
llkely due to sampling variability alone. 

Crisis Intervention 

Abuse. Crisis intervention evidences no association with post-projeCt 
abuse. Over half of both low- and b:gh-risk cases experienced subse­
quent abuse, regardless of whether they received these services. 

Violence. Crisis intervention appears to be related to lower rates of 
post-project violence for low-risk clients; but for high- risk clients, 
the differences are negligible. These trends, shown in table 5-16, are 
not statistically' significant at conventionally accepted levels. 

Childr~\~ Services 
\', 
\\ 

ror those p'~6JeG:t clients with less severe prior injuries, post-project 
abuse and violenc~ exhibited a slight association with receipt of 
children's services. Fot" more seriously injured clients, children's 
services show no interaction with post-project abuse and a marginal 
relationship with post-project violence. It shoul<;f be noted that 

-children's services are almost totally restricted to shelter clients. 
These data, shown in tables 5-17 and 5-18, are not statistically 
significant at conventional levels. 
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Table 5-16 

Crisis Interventj~n and Post-Project Abuse 

Prior Injury 
Low High 

No Abuse Abuse No Abuse Abuse " 

No 18 (46%) 21 (54%) 27 (47%) 31 (53%) 

Yes S (62%) 5 (38%) 20 (51 %) 19 (49%) 

x2 = .92, P = ns x 2 = .21, P = ns 

x2 = 4.80, P = ns 

Table 5-17 

Children's Services and Post-Project Abuse 

Prior Injury 
Low High 

No Abuse Abuse No Abuse Abuse 

No 24 (49%) 25 (51 %) 35 (39%) 54 (61 %) 

Yes 6 (33%) 12 (67%) 12 (33%) 24 (6796) 

x2 = 1.3, P = ns x2 = .39, P = ns 

- 2 1-4 x = .1 ,p = ns 
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Table 5-18 

Children's Services and Post-Project Violence 

Prior Injury 
Low High 

No VioLence VioLence No Violence Violence 

Children's 
Services 

No 

Yes 

Macrolegai Services * 

. 
14 (54%) L2 (46%) 25 (48%) 27 (52%) 

5 (3696) 9 (64%) 8 (36%) 14 (64%) 

x2 = 1.25, P :;: ns x2 = .86, P = ns 

x2 = 2.43, P = ns 

Abuse. For those victims with less severe prior injuries, receipt of 
any legal service was related to a slightly lower rate of post-project 
abuse. This trend, however, approaches but does not reach statistical 
significance. For higher-risk clients, macrolegal interventions 
evidence a statistically significant relationship with post-project 
abuse. (Here, the trend is significant at the .06 level.) The overall 
chi square (12.2) is significant, indicating that the effects of legal 
interventions were different for victims with different prior injury 
levels. 

----.'~~ 

----~---

*For purposes of data analysis, we used three conceptions of leg5il 
intervention. First, we examined the effects of any legal intervention-­
including both civil and criminal legal services--which we termed 
"macrolegal" interventions. Then we examined separately the effects 
of criminal legal services and civil legal services. 
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Table 5-19 

Macrolegal Interventions and Post-Project Abuse 

Prior Injury 
Low High 

No Abuse Abuse No Abuse Abuse 

No 25 (4496) 32 (56%) 27 (50%) 27 (50%) 

Yes 32 (57%) 24 (43%) 35 (3496) 67 (66%) 

x2 = 2.01, P = .16 x2 = 3.63, P = .06 

x2 = 12.2, P = .007 

Violence. The pattern with respect to post-project violence is quite 
different, however. There was a marked decrease in post-project 
violence among clients receiving any legal services. As table 5-20 
shows, nearly three in five clients who had received n.o legal services 
experienced some post-project violence. By contrast l• among those 
who had received such services, less than half of the high-risk cases 
and only two in five of the low-risk suffered new violence. The overall 
x2 = 15.1 is significant, indicating that, although both groups benefit, 
low-risk clients may, in fact, benefit more from macrolegal interven­
tions. 

Table 5-20 

Macrolegal Interventions and Post-Project Violence 

Prior Injurv 
Low High 

:-.Jo Violence Violence No Violence Yiolence 

No 9 (39%) 14 (61%) 7 (35%) 13 (65%) 
Macrolegal 
Interven tions Yes 17 (59%) 12 (4-1%) 40 (52%) 37 (48%) 

x2 = 1.95, P = ns x2 = 1.83, P = ns 

x2 = 15.1, P = .002 
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Civil Legal Services 

General Services. The same pattern of post-project abuse as reported 
for macrolegal services obtains, though in attenuated fashion, for 
clients receiving civil legal services. These services are associated 
with lower likelihood of post-project abuse of clients with more severe 
injury histories. The results, however, are not statistically 
significant. The same trend obtains with respect to post-project 
violence, but also is not statistically significant. 

Restraining Orders. Obtaining a civil restraining order, either before 
project contact or as a consequence of project intervention, appears 
to have had a slightly positive effect in reducing post-project abuse 
and violence. As shown in tables 5-21 and 5-22, restraining orders 
are associa.ted with moderate reductions in rates of post-project 
incidents for low-injury cases but evidence no association in 
high-injury cases. In neither table are the results statistically 
significant. 

Criminal Legal Services"*" 

Important impacts on both abuse and violence were associated with 
criminal legal services. 

Abuse. Those low-risk clients who had received such services were 
less Ukely to experience post-project abuse than those who had not. 
Among high-risk clients, receiving criminal legal services yields a 
similar but less pronounced difference. For the latter group, the 
incidence of post-project abuse increases regardless of whether 
services wen~ received. ~oreover, those subjected to more serious 
prior abuse were more often reCipients of criminal legal services, 
indicating a strong responsiveness on the part of providers of criminal 
remedies. 

"*" Reports regarding the receipt of criminal legal services were 
obtained only during the second wave of interviews. Hence, table 
distributions reflect the second panel (N=171) rather than the total 
follow-up population (N=270). 

5 - 26 

( ,) 
" 

Restraining 
Order 

Restraining 
Order 

Table 5-21 

Restraining Orders and Post-Project Abuse 

No 

Yes 

Prior Injury 
Low 

No Abuse Abuse 

43 (tJ.6%) 50 (5496) 

24 (56%) 19 (44%) 

High 

No Abuse Abuse 

25 (35%) 47 (65%) 

15 (33%) 31 (66%) 

x2 = 1.08, df ::: 1, p = ns x2 ~ .06, df = I, p = ns 

x2 = 2.59, df = 3, p = ns 

Table 5-22 

Restraining Orders and Post",Project Violence 

Prior Injury 
Low High 

No Violence Violence No Violence Violence 

No 49 (70%) 21 (30%) 38 (76%) 12 (24%) 

Yes 22 (80%) 6 (20%) 17 (74%) 6 (26%) 

x 2 = .74, df = 1, p = ns x2 = .04, df = 1, P = ns 

x2 = .93, df = 3, p = ns 

Vio~ence. The relationship between criminal legal services and post­
pr?Ject .vi~lence ~s even more striking. As table 5-24 shows, the high­
l~Jury VictIms enjoyed greater percentage reductions in post-project 
Violence and differed significantly from the low-injury group. 
rv~oreover7 the reduction for hIgh-risk clients Is itself significantly 
dIfferent. This is the only service where Intervention appears more 
efficacious for higher-risk victims. 
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Table 5-23 

Criminal Legal Services and Post-Project Abuse 

Prior In jury 
Low HIgh 

No Abuse Abuse . No Abuse Abuse 

No Il~ (3496) 27 (66%) 14 (2396) 46 (7796) 
Criminal Legal 

·Services Yes 6 (54%) 5 (4696) 14- (38%) 23 (62%) 

x:2 = 1.56, P = ns x2 = 2.37, P = ns 

x2 = 8.21, P = .04 

Table 5-24 

Criminal Legal Services and Post-Project Violence 

Prior In jury 
Low High 

No Violence Violence No Violence Violence 

No 19 (46%) 22 (51.;.%) 23 (38%) 37 (62%) 
Criminal Legal 
Services Yes 7 (64%) 4 (36%) 24 (65%) 13 (35%) 

x2 = 1.0, P = ns x2 = 6.47, P = .01 

x2 = 12.2, P = .007 

Summary 

Table 5-25 summarizes the percentage differences in the likelihood 
of post-project abuse and violence of the low- and high-injury groups 
according to whether they did or did not receive each service. (A 
positive index indicates that more clients receiving the service were 
not revictimized, whereas a negative score indicates that more clients 
were revictimized.) Only three services are consistent across the 
four columns of this display: shelter (-), children's services (-), and 
criminal legal services (+). 

" 
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Table 5-25 

Summary of Service Impacts on Post-Project Incidents 

Abuse Violence. 

Prior Iniury 

Low High Low High 

Counseling -15 - 5 +12 + I 
Shelter -11 -10 -12 -12 
Information and Referral + 5 + 1 0 + 3 
Advocacy + 1 + 5 - 1+ - 5 
Crisis Intervention - 2 0 +16 + 4 
Children's Services -16 - 8 -18 -12 
~acrolegal Services +13 -16 +20 +17* 
Cl vii Legal Services + 7 - 9 + 3 + 6 
Restraining Orders +10 - 1 +10 - 2 
Criminal Legal Services +20 +15 +13 +27* 

*Indicates significant difference. 

Shelter and Criminal Legal 

Glven the results in table 5-25, we undertook a final series of analyses 
of revictimization conjoining shelter services with crimina1legal 
services. * (Although severity of prior mjury has been used to this 
point as a control variable, the sample size and distribution character­
istics here preclude the introduction of a fourth variable in these 
contingency analyses.) 

Sleiter and Criminal Legal Services. This combination of services is 
especially important: criminal legal services appear, at first glance, 
to have been most strongly associated with fewer post-project incidents 
of abuse or violence. Shei ter, while perhaps evidencing the weakest 
relationship with these outcomes, was, at the same time, sought by 
and used in the most difficult and complex cases (see chapters 3 and 4). 

*The'small number of clIents who received both criminal1egal 
services and shelter (17) or·children's services (15) suggests that these 
conjunctions are highly confounded wi th specific projects and=-"-."" 
constraIns quantitative analysis. Since each project represents an 
idiosvncratic environment, the case studies in volume 2 should be 
used to complement these analyses. 
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Their joint effects are shown in tables 5-26 and 5-27. In terms of 
post-project abuse, the use of criminal legal services did not affect 
the experiences of shelter clients. In terms of post-project violence, 
however, the introduction of Criminal legal services appears related 
to reduced revictimization of shelter clients. Moreover, those women 
receiving shelter services alone suffered the highest incidence (62%) 
of further violence. (Note that criminal legal services alone produces 
the lowest rates on both measures of post-project incidents, although 
these results were not statistically significant.) 

Thus (des pi te the methodological concerns of causal attribution), it 
appears safe to say that: 

• victims with more severe problems appear-as .shelter clients; and 

• victims in shelters who receive criminal legal services appear 
safer than those who do not. 

Table 5-.26 

Slelter and Criminal Legal Services: Post-Ftoja..--t Abuse 

", Shetter Services -
No Yes 

9:.~!J.2lnal Legal 
" No Yes No Yes 

No 23 (35%) 17 (470;;6) 14 (26%) 5 (2990) 59 (35%) 

Yes 42 (65%) 19 (53%) 39 (74%) 12 (71%) 112 (65(%) 

65 (65%) 36 (35%) 53 (7696) 17 (24-%) 

x2 = 1.36, P = ns x2 = .06, P = ns 

x2 = 4.33, df = 3, P .23 

Unfortunately, few shelter clients (24%) pursued criminal interven­
tions. Chapter 6 (Impacts on the JUstice System) and the case studies 
in volume 2 suggest various reasons for this phenomenon, including a 
shelter intervention philosophy that does not encourage criminal 
remedies (see also Ferraro, i 981), lack of victim faith in the justi':e 
system, the cycle of Violence (Walker, 1978), and poor system 
responses to victims. Our present analysis suggests that programs 
shOUld overcome these impediments. Sy integrating into their service 
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design the delivery of or support for (legal advocacy) crimir:a.l ,le~al , 
interventions, shelters can enhance the protection from revlctlmlzatlon 
that they offer their highly at-risk clients. 

.Table 5-27 

Shelter and Criminal Legal Services: Post-Project Violence 

Shelter Services 

No Yes 

Criminal Legal 

No Yes ~o Yes 

No 35 (5496) 24 (67%) 20 (38%) 9 (53%) 88 (51 %) 

Yes 30 (46%) 12 (33%) 33 (62%) 8 (47%) 83 (49%) 

65 (65%) 36 (35%) 53 (76%) 17- (24%) 

x2 = 1.57, P = .21 ;<2 = 1.23, P = .27 

x2 = 7.5, df = 3, P .06 

LIFE CIRCUMSTANCES 

Overview 

'\ canonical correlation* yielded an overview of the impacts of services 
~n victims' life circumstance outcomes (ranging from "no change" to 
"changed a lot"). As shown in table 5-23, the life ol/!tcomes most 

. ~ 
\, 

*Recall that, in this analysis rnode, both outcomes and ser,vices 
variables are treated as composite sets, with the factor loadIngs . 
indicating the most likely pairings of outcomes a~ross ~ets. That ~s, 
each loading describes the association of one vanable in the set with 
aU the variables in the other composi teo . 

Note that in this analysis we used "ma~rolega~" servl~es to repr,e.> 
sent both civil and criminal services. ThlS wa~ cone .t~ increa~e the 
available data for that variable domain, thereoy aVOiding S~Urtous 
statistical results due to small N's, missing data, and sampling error. 
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closely associated with the composite ser-vice variaqle are change in 
residence (loading = .46) and improved relations with children (loading 
= .36). Improved financial and vocational aspects of life also appear 
to be associated with services. The service variables most closely 
associated with the life outconie composite are shelter (loading = .50) 
and crisis intervention (loading = .57). It appears, then, that change 

. in residence, obtaining a. job, improved economic status, and improved 
relations with children may be the outcomes most closely associated 
with the most difficult cases, i.e., those that received shelter services. 

Table 5-28 

Canonical Correlation of Life Circumstances with Service Interventions 

Life Circumstances 

Obtaining Job 
Changing Job 

Canonical 
Coefficient Service Interventions 

Canonical 
Coefficient 

Obtaining Vocational Training 
Returning to School 
Relationship with Partner 
Relationship with Children 
Relationship with Friends 
Handling Disputes 

.22 

.07 

.15 
- .19 

.07 

.36 

.10 

.06 

.05 

.08 

.26 
'.13 

~acrolegal Services 
Informa tion and Referral 
0lonlegal Advocacy 
Shelter 
Crisis Intervention 
Counseling 

-.03 
.08 
.32 
.50 
.57 

- .11 

Drug Usage 
Alcohol Use 
Financial Situation 
Physical Health 
Mental Health 
Obtained Counseling 
Changed Residence 

-.06 
.19 
.4-6 

r~,{:; ., .56, rc2c = .32, p less than .001 

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

To determine whether thJ~ effects of services on life outcomes were, 
in fact, different accordfng to the severity (i.e., prior injury) of the 
case, we conducted a series of partial correlations'*' relating services 
to Ufe outcomes, controlling for background violence. Table 5-29 

*It should be emphas~zed that partial correlations, which do not 
capture interactive effects, do not provide as strong a control as does 
partitioning of the data. 
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displays those zero-order correlations that achieved a minimum value 
of .25. Juxtaposed with the comparable partial correlation, these 
controlled findings show no appreciable differences, thus indicating 
that prior violence does not predict different service impacts on life 
si tua tion outcomes. 

Table 5-29 

Service Interventions and Life Outcomes, 
Controiling for Prior Violence--Selected Pairs 

Correlation 
(Not Controlled) 

.36 

.29 

.29 

.29 

.25 

.27 

Outcome/Service 

Relationships with Children/ 
Children's Services 

Relationships with Children/Hotline 
Relationships with Children/ 
Crisis Intervention 

Relationships with Friends/ 
Crisis Intervention 

Financial Status/Shelter Services 
Physical Heal th/ Cr isis In terven tion 

Individual Service Effects 

Correlation 
(Controlled) 

.36 

.29 

.29 

.30 

.26 

.27 

To determine service effects for e~ch life outcome described earlier, 
a series of multiple regression analys.es were undertaken. Overall, 
the equations we~'2 significant in 9 of the l4 outcomes examined. 
(See table 5-30.) The data are inform.'3.tive in several respects: 

• Services were well associated with obtaining a job but not '-'lith 
changing jobs, job training participation, or educational re-entry. 

• Services were associated with improved relationships with 
children and friends bu t not with the assailant. 

• Alcohol usage decreased, but drug usage did not (al though drug 
use was not a major problem for program clients). 

• Crisis intervention had the consistently highest correlation 
coefficients with the overall life outcome set. 

• Diversion services hc;d the most consistently negative (though 
not statistically significant) correlations with life changes. 

• Counseling had the consistently weakest coefficients of all the 
services. 

A brief review of the significant associations of services wi tb indi­
vidual outcomes follows. 
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SERVICE 
INTERVENTION 

Macrolegal 
Services 

Information 
and Referral 

Nonlegal 
AdvQcacy 

Diversion 
Shelter 
Crisis 
Intervention 

COllnse ling 
Children's 
Service~; 

Civil Legal 
Services 

Crilnina,l 
Legal 5ervices 

R 
R2 
F 
P 

. 

'.-

;.~ 

-, 
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Table 5-30 

Service Interventions and Impacts on Life Outcomes 

Obtaining 
A Job 

r B 

. 10 -. 10 

.07 -.06 

.20 .13 

.03 .05 

.22 .19 

. 14 .06 

.10 .05 

-.05 - .16 

.18 .23 
~ 

=31f 
. II 

2.36 
.025 

.-

;::-~= 

!:' 

c/ 

Changing 
Jobs 

r B 

.07 -.03 

-.07 -.06 
.07 .. 01 

.19 . 17 

.Og .09 

-.Og - . II 

. l2 . 15 

-.07 -.08 
.27 
.07 

1.59 
ns 

C' 

c; 

~\., 

Vocational ------
Training 

r B 

.07 -.02 

. 14 .09 
,~ 

d4 .02 
-.06 -.03 

.26 .21 

.07 -.01 

.13 .06 

.10 .04 

.29 

.08 
1.83 

ns 
() 

C 

0 

LIFE CHANGE 

Return to 
School 

r B 

-. (7 -.05 

.01 .05 

.05 . 12 

.06 .05 

.01 .01 

-.07 -.09 
.05 -.02 

.Olf .05 

-".18 -.19 

.25 

.06 
1.16 

ns 

RelationshiQ Relationship Relationship 
with Partner with Children with Friends --.,--

r B r B r B 

.10 .07 • 15 . 16 

- . 11 - .17 .03 -. 11 .08 - .11 

-.03 -.02 . 17 .03 .16 .07 
-.01 -.03 .01 -.01 -. 17 -.16 
-.01 -.02 .13 -.07 .03 -.08 

.15 .19 .35 .1,0 -.39 .40 

.03 .05 .07 -.06 

-.02 -.02 .4'1 .49 -.02 .01 

-.002 .03 . 12 -.Q3 • 12 -.04 

.10 .08 .002 - .12 .004 - .12 
.2'1 .59 .45 
.06 .35 .20 

1.13 8.51 4.49 
ns .01 .01 

0 
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SERVICE 
INTERVENTION 

Macrolegnl 
Services' 

In forma tion 
and Referral 

Nonlegal 
Advocticy 

Diversion 
Shel ter 
Crisis 
In terven tion 

Counseling 
Children's 
Services 

Civil Legal 
Services 

Criminal 
Leg<ll Services 

R 
R2 
F 
P 

Handling 
Dis(!lJtes 

r B 

.06 -. 17 

.001 -.10 

.10 .07 
-.000 .009 

.05 .q~ 
(. 

.26 • 2;~ 
-.006 -.03 

- .12 -.16 

.07 · 17. 

. I I • 17 

• 311 
\ 

. II 
2.07 
-.05 

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

Tahle 5-30, Cont. 

Service Interventions and Impacts on Life Outcomes 

On~g Alcohol 
Usage Usage 

r B r B 

.02 . 16 .16 -.05 

.09 .03 .06 -.06 

.08 .05 .08 - .03 
-.06 -.03 -.08 -.06 

.Olf .02 

.21 .21 .13 .33 
-.06 -. ttl 

.02 .06 -.01 -.03 

-.03 -.23 • IIf . Il' 

-.01 -.08 • 14 .12 

.27 .37 

.07 • I.lf 

1. 26 3~26 
nS .01 

LIFE CHANGE 

Financial 
Situation 

r B 

. 12 · 11 

.20 · 10 

. 18 .07 
-.16 - .10 

.28 .27 

.25 · 17 
- .05 -.20 

.07 .03 

.09 -. J 5 

.l12 
• [8 

. ).88 
.01 

Physical 
Health ---
r B 

· 16 .13 

· 15 -.02 

.26 .21 

.009 -.09 

.29 .22 

.09 .03 

· 10 -.08 

· 12 .Ol, 

.37 
• IIf 

3.18 
.01 

-----------------

Mental 
Health 

r B 

.10 .10 

• 1& .07 
.01, .05 
.03 -.08 

.33 .31 

. 10 .04 

.Olf .05 

.07 -.06 

.03 -.05 

.36 
.. 13 

2.67 
.01 

Changed 
Residence 

r .B 

.02 -.15 

. 19 .12 

. 17 .04 
-. II -.05 ;'\ 

.26 .25' 

.27 .21 

. 003 -.12 . 

.02 -.03 

.05 .05 

-.01 .06 

.39 

. 15 
2.87 

.01 
---- -'" - ' ...... - ;' ..... -_.- - - -..:;~ •. --.- ............. - --- - .-. ............ ~ - .~~.-- ... --- ~- ,.. - -- -- _.- - - .... -_ .... - - -.- - ... -- -,-- ___ I _ ..... _. _____ ~ __________ • _________ _ 

o 

~) 

I 
t 
U 
n 
~ 



( 

( 

C.-

// 
I; 

;1 

\i 
~)j 

Obtaining a Job. This life impact was closel\~tassociated with 
nonlegal advocacy, shelter, and ci vil legal services. These services 
also are most closely associated with other major life changes, 
including changing residence and ending the relationship wi th the 
batterer. 

Relationship with Children. Not surprisingly, cnildren's services are 
closely associated with this life impact, but surprisingly, crisis inter­
vention is as well. The negative loadings of criminal legal services. 
and information and referral underscore the complexity of ther,elation­
ships among these services, as observed earller. 

Relationships with Friends. Crisis intervention is the only strong 
contributor to relations with friends. Again, criminal legal services 
has a complex effect: its correl<3tion wi th the life outcome is 
marginal, but it has a negative explanatory effect. Information and 
referral appear similarly. Tnese regression coefficients suggest that 
criminal legal services and information and referral are associated 
with children's services, but not with the life outcome. We have 
previously noted the complexity of -:he criminallega1/chlldren's 
services pairing. 

Handling Disputes. Again, crisis intervention is the explanatory vari­
able wi th the strongest J.ssociation and contribution. Both macrolegal 
services and information and referral are correlat\;;d with crh1is inter­
yention, suggesting that the relationships (interactions) amoflg these 
services are complex. Indeed, it is not surprising, given the analyses 
in chapter 4 of victim strategies, to observe a confounding of infor­
mation and referral with crisis intervention. 

Alcohol Usage. Once more, the associations with crisis intervention 
and information and referral are observed. 

Financial Status. Shelter, information and referral, and crisis inter­
vention all predict improved financial status, while civil legal services 
appear to be a negative contributor. Apparently clients in shelters 
were more successfully referred tc other services (e.g., welfJ.re 
assi.stance, housing) that supported a new financial independence. By 
contrast, civlllegal services--often involving divorce actions--may 
have drained clients' financial resources for attorney fees wi thout 
providing adequate referrals to sources of support for independent 
living following divorce. 
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Physical and Mental Health. The findings for these two life outcomes 
are closely related: nonlegal advocacy and crisis intervention are the 
strongest predictors of improved mental and physical health. These 
services often lead to obtaining needed health care or other services 
(e.g., welfare, jobs, or housing) that reduce many of the potential 
stressors associJ.ted wi th help-s~eking. 

Changed Residence. Shelter and crisis intervention and, to a lesser' 
degree, nonlegal advocacy and information and referral predict change 
in residence. These regression findings (table 5-30) were borne out 
in a series of contingency analyses showing highly signi ficant associa­
tions between this outcome and those four services, particularly 
shelter .. -\s noted earlier, shelter clients present the most violent and 
complex problems, often necessitating the dissolution of a relationship 
to prevent further abuse. These data describe that process. Informa­
tion and referral and advocacy services, commonly associated with 
shelter, help clients to secure employment, housing, and other services 
necessary to begin independent 11 'ling. 

Interactive Service Effects 

A final set of life impact analyses attempted to capture the inter­
active effects of the two most powerful and pollcy-relevant service 
predictors--shelter and criminal legal services. (The large number of 
service couplets precluded an elaborated analysis of the interacti ve 
effects o.f all services.) 

These analyses/showed that the conjoining of criminal legal services 
and shelter appears to have strengthened their individual effects on 
several life outcomes. These findings were most dramatic for improve­
ments in relationships with friends (p = .007), handling of disput~s 
(p = .037), alcohol use (p = .006), mental health (where 1 aO% of clients 
receiving both services reported improvement), and changed residence 
(p = .07). Similar, though not statistically significant, interactive 
effects were found for improved physical health. (In the area of 
mental health, shelter alone also had significant impact.) In only one 
life outcome area--obtaining a job--did an indi vidual service (shelter> 
have greater impact than the two conjoined, but this Ending was not 
significant. 

The small sample size (clients receiving both services numbered only 
17) limi ts the generalizabili ty of these findings. Nevertheless, they 
suggest, on(~e again, that victims of domestic violence may be best 
served by programs that incorporate both shelter and criminal legal 
services. 
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LIVING ARRANGEMENT 

Our final measure of service effects focused on living arrangements. 
The only predictor associated with victims staying with their assail­
ants is diversion services. However, a very small number of assailants 
participated in diversion. Among the predictors of moving out, civil 
legal services and obtaining restraining orders show the highest 
correlation and regression coefficients. Other weak contributors 
include macrolegal services, shelter, and nonlegal advocacy. The 
findings are significant (p = .01). 

Table 5-31 

Moving Out as a Function of Service Interventions 

Services r B 

Restraining Order (post,pro ject) .22 .20 
Diversion - .16 - .14 
Information and Referral • 14 .09 
Civil Legal Services -.06 -.29 
Macroiegal . 07 .14 
Shelter .14 .12 
Nonlegal Advocacy .15 .10 
Children's Services .01 -.07 
Criminal Legal Services .12 .07 
Counseling .12 -.02 

R2 = .38, F(l0,16l) = 2.72, p = .01 

The findings suggest that, while no particular service is closely related 
to moving out, those victims who do move out often use civil legal 
services to obtain restraining orders for protection during the process. 
Shelter and nonlegal advocacy services provide support for the move, 
consistent with earlier findings on changed residence. 
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Conclusions 

LIFE CIRCUMST ANCE.S 

The family violence projects directly or indirectly (e.g., through 
referrals to direct services) positively effected a wide range of 
victims' life circumstances. Most frequently reported life improve­
ments involved physical and mental health and family, social and 
interpersonal relations. A Guttman scalogram analysis of life 
circumstance changes found that these changes did not occur along a 
continuum; rather, they appear somewhat autonomous, 'vhich is not 
suprising given the dispari te nature of these life domains • 

A canonical correlation was undertaken in order to understand the 
influence of background characteristics on life outcomes. We found 
that more positive outcomes are a matter of less violence in the 
relationship according to various indicators. In addition, age 
(younger), race (caucasian), and education (higher) aLso are associated 
with positive outcomes. Exploration of the impacts of client services 
on these life circumstances suggests that such life changes may be 
most closely associated with the most difficult cases, i.e., those that 
received shelter services. ' 

POST-PROJECT ABUSE AND VIOLENCE 

Overall, 56 percent of the former client,S interviewed reported exper­
iencing post-project abuse and 28 percent reponed suffering physical 
violence after project intervention. A Guttman scalogram analysis of 
the types of post-project abuse identified an increasingly complex 
and violent pattern wherein assailants who were violent toward 
children were apparently qualitatively 11 more violent" than those 
violent only toward their spouse. 
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Among victim background and situational variables, the most 
powerful predictors of post-project violence include prior separations 
due to abuse, length of abuse, prior calls to police, and frequency of 
injury. In terms of assailant characteristics, the assailant's childhood 
abuse history is strongly associated with post-project abuse. . 

The only client service evidencing a clear relationship with decreased 
rates of post-project abuse and violence is criminal services. The 
deterrence effect of criminal legal intervention holds irrespective of 
the severity of prior violence in the relationship (i.e., positive 
impacts are found when 'controlling for severity of prior injury). 
Moreover, the conjoined influence of criminal legal services appears 
to reduce slightly the revictimization rates of shelter clients, who 
represent the most difficult cases in terms of severity and longev i ty 
of abuse histories. 
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61mpacts On 
The Justice System 

One of t;,e major presupposnions of the Family Violence ?:-ogram 
directive was that improved ju.stice system response to GO'nestie 
vlOlence would reduce repeat incident? and lessen victim ir.jury. The 
LE .. \,A goals thus called br broad system impact and, concom! tantly, 
for immediate documentabie improvements for viCtIms. \\ore·:)ver, 
an examinat!on of the program directive reveals two crucial assump­
tions that operated as LmpEcit program goals: 

• a successful initiative against dor-Iy~st~c violence couid only je 
achieved by a co~prehensive program of coor"dination 'ooth 
within the justice system and between the justice system and 
service agencies; and 

• criminal justice system responsiveness was to be achieved 
through the recognition of domes·tic vloience as c1 serious 
criminal matter. 

The grantee projects fo0mulcJ.ted instru~ental objectives to meet t:1e 
explici t system-impact goals, but their design made it virtually 
impossible to ca.rry out the implicit ~oals. 

None of the projects (with the possible exception of Sama Barbara) 
was staffed or structured to undertake concerted efions in !Joth the 
criminal jus·tice and sodal service systems. ConcentratIng on imple­
menting specifically mandated services, the projects f.Qcused inter­
agency coordination in areas critical to their operations. Other 
coordination efforts fell by the wayside or were attempted sporad­
ically in response to LEA A program officer prodding. 

6 - 1 



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

r-'~' 

( 

( 

Within the justice system alone, efforts were~ by and large. piece 
meal. The envisioned interagency coordination wou!p have required 
that all agencies grant the project considerable authority and' power. 
Most projects lacked the structural position to even attempt such 
coordination. In those that did attempt it, bitter power struggles 
erupted. (See, for example, the 1vllami-DIP case study.) 

The implicit goal of criminalizing domestic violence was undercut by 
the types of projects funded 1 most of which provi~ed ~ocial servi,ces 
to victims or offenders. 1l)~ Westchester Domestic Violence Unit 
was the only project with a elear view of domestic violence as a 
criminal matter. Other projects conceptualized domestic violence in 
a variety of ways, including feminist. social-psychological, family 
systems, culture of violence, etc. While most project staff did beJ.ieve 
that domestic violenCe was a criminal offense, the criminal aspect 
was not a central focus. For examDle, shelter staff emphasized 
creating opportunities for the victi'm to extricate herself from the 
violent situation; deterrence or punishment for the offender was a 
secondary concern. ~v'ore significantly, the diversion/treatment 
proje<;ts called for in the LEAA goals undermined to a certain ~xtent 
the criminalization goal: diverting barterers into treatment relnforces 
justtce system atti.udes that such cases do not "re~Uy belong" in the 
courts. 

Mindful of. these limiting circumstances, this chapter assesses the 
effects that ten projects had on the justice system. Impacts in each 
of the svstem's areas--law enforcement, criminal courts, and civil 
courts-:a.re considered by the type of project and the strategy 
employed. Each ,sec.ion examines the background issues as revealed 
through the literature and project evaluation data; details implemen­
tation efforts--both strategies and constraints--and discusses impacts 
on the area. The chapter concludes with a summary of major findings 
in each area of the justice system. 

The Police 

BACKG ROUND ISSUES 

To understand the impact of the projects on la\v enforcement~ it is 
instructive to review research on police response to family violence, 
criticisms leveled by victim advocates, and this evaluation's findings 
from intervievf,s with police. 
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A recent review of the literature on police handling of domestic 
violence .revealed: 

a confusing patchwork of unproved assertions and incomplete 
accounts of how police handle spousal violence calls and why 
they handle them the way they do. Nearly everyone has a theory, 
but few have systematically gathered reliable data. •• The 
predominant belief continues to be that police have responded 
to these calls with a policy of minimum intervention and 
avoidance of arrest. Police officials generally agree with this 
assessment ...• (Loving, '1980) 

Victim advocates have criticized the police for their! 

• attitude that domestic violence is not a crime; 

• attempts to mediate or resolve conflicts when arrests were 
warranted; 

• failure to inform victims of rights and options; 

• taking the side of the assailant and blaming the victim; 

• slowness or lack of response to calls for domestic violence (i.e." 
call screening that gives such calls low priority); and 

• failure to document domestic violence. (Fleming, 1979) 

These criticisms find support in the resul ts of two class-action sui ts 
brought against the police departments in New York City and Oakland, 
California, by battered wives charging that they had been denied 
adequate police protection against abusive husbands (Bruno y, Codd~ 
1978; Scott v. Hart, 1979). The settlements in both cases, resulted in 
very explicit changes in police procedures for domestic violence 
incidents. 

"The criminal justice and advocates literature report a number of 
reasons why police have historically "under-responded" to domestic 
violence. These reasons were echoed by police in interviews conduc-:ed 
during the national evaluation: 

• Definition of "crime"--bounded by rules of evidence~ statute, 
procedure, belief; 

• Self-defined roles--as authority figures enforCing the law, not 
as social workers helping families;" 

*Given this role definition, and domestic violence is not defined 
as a crime, police resent being called and see their intervention as 
inappropriate. The results of this ideology are vividly evident in the 
total absence of domestic violence from Rubinstein's classic ethno-

<, graphy (1973) of the Philadelphia police. In over three years of 
observing the department, Rubinstein undoubtedly wi tnessed domes1:ic 
violence incidents. He reports none, however, mirroring the view 
that the problem lies outside the sphere of appropriate police concerns. 
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• Personal attitudes about 
male/female roles, i.e., viewing husbands as within their 
rights when physically "punishing" their wives, and 
the family a,s sacrosanct, and not to be interf~red with by 
government agencies (Bannon, 1975): 

• Personal concerns about 
-- law suits if they overstep their legal authority* and 
-- their own safety:** and 

• Frustration and futility because 
victims do not follow through with prosecution if the 
ba tterer is arrested, 
the court system (judges and prosecutors) do not take 
domestic violence cases seriously and follow through on 
police actions; and . 
in any event, domestic assaults will continue. 

The lack of pollce response to domestic violence thus emerges as an 
interaction between personal sexist attitudes, lack of incentives and 
direction from the ju'stice system, and an underlying awareness of 
dangers. These factors have been given varying weights depending on 
t:le analyst's perspective. Feminist advocates, for example, tend to 
ci te police sexism (~viartin, 1973; Fleming, 1979), whereas criminal 
justice researchers usually focus on organizational factors (e.g., 
police procedures, prosecutor priorities) (Loving, 1980). 

The range of project experiences in working with police and the 
results of their various strategies suggest that one cannot make 
sweeping generalizations about or create a model of "the" police 
response to family violence. Rather, it is necessary to examin~ law 
enforcement through various factors, including the internal ideology 
of a particular department, attitude variation by organizational level, 
and the changing role of the pollce. 

A police departlT,'ent's view o~ itself and its relationship to the commu­
nity will dictate its response to dornestic violence. Departments can 
be characterized as operating predominantly in one of these "styles" 
(Wilson, 1968): 

• Legalistic--emphasizing strict adherence to the letter of the 
law; 

*Brattleboro and ~iami police repeatedly expressed fears of 
suits for false arres.1: if they arrested a batterer who violated a protec-
tive order. " 

**Cases where the victim and/or abuse!;' turns on and attaCKS 
officers are familiar to all police. FBI statistics show that one out of 
five police killed in the line of duty was trying to break up a domestic 
fight (U.S. Comm. on Civil Rights, 1973). 
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Watchman--seeking to maintain community standards and public 
order as opposed to enforcing laws per se; or ' • 

• Service --frequently using informal ~1anctions to intervene (found 
mainly in homogenous middle-class communities). 

Of the police departments in the project communities, those that 
were legalistic in, style had a dual reaction: domestic violence 
became reclassified either as a "real" crime, requiring enforcement, 
or as a special Issue not criminalized and dealt with through medi­
ation. * The watchman style departments were generally loathe to 
arrest, desired to avoid involvement in the dispute itself, used tradi­
tional techniques such as walking the man around the block, but 
coopel'ated in transporting women to shelters. Service style depart­
ments were likely to cooperate with a project's social service approach 
;and to avoid arrest whenever possible. 

Differl~nt levels of the poli~~e hierarchy frequently reflect different 
attitudes. The attitude of th~ chief is important for setting the tone 
in the department, but "filter down" time is needed for a new direc­
tion to be incorporated by on-line officers. Special units within 
departments can develop their own world view that conflicts with 
prevailing departmental opinion. (See, for example, the ~iami case 
study discussions of the Safestreets uni t.) Finally, individual officers 
differ by social characteristics such as ethnic and socioeconomic 
backgrounds as well as life experiences, which shape attitudes about 
the officer1s role and domestic violence. 

Regardless of the peculiari~ies of local environments, the role of the 
police Is generally under question in our society. Pollce everywhere 
are corlcerned with clarifying and reasserting their function in society 
and the parameters within which they operate. Domestic violence as 
an issue touches~on a number of sensi tive issues for the police: 

• Are the police authority figures, or are they mediators/ 
regulators? 

• What is the role of jail as a deterrent for crime? 

• What is the role of diversion/counseling programs as opposed to 
prosecution and jailing? 

The problem of r9le definition affects all ranks of the police as ~hey 
deal and work in conjunction with other government and private 
agencies. 

*The Oakland Police Department offers a good example of the 
latter reaction. In the ear:ly 1970s, this legalistic department started 
a domestic crisis intervention unit on its own initiative, largely unaided 
by federal funds. Specifically mediation/non-arrest oriented, the 
unit made referrals to social service agencies. (Liebman and Schwartz, 
1973) 6 - 5 . 
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IMPLEMENT A TION 

The family violence projects conducted their dealings with law enforce­
ment, especially training efforts, in 'accordance with their respective 
analyses of why police did Poot take instances of family violence 
seriously. Some projects focused on changing the attitudes of indi­
vidual officers, on the assumption tha.t if they "understood" the plight 
of the battered woman, they would be more apt to help her.pther 
projects worked on police procedures: if they had clear-cut arrest 
and enforcement.rules, police would deal with victims more tairiy. 
Others concentrated on police as referral sources: law enforcement 
was not the appropriate agency to deal wi th domestic violence, but 
police could inform victims about other sources of help. The projects 
developed their respective ideologies about what police thought of 
battered women and, hence, could realistically be expected to do. 
Some projects felt police attitudes were amenable to change~ others 
did not. 

Project impacts on police varied by project type. Shelters created 
one sort of relationship with police, while special prose,:utors and 
diversion projects each experienced a different response . .'\s elabo­
rated below and in the case studies, such factors as what the projects 
asked of police, what they offered the police in return, and ideo­
logical i'ssues all entered into the equation. These factors were~ in 
turn, mediate·'S:; by tht: style of the police department as discussed 
above. 

Shelters 

Referral and Transportation. Police performed an integral function 
ih the process by which women in dangerous si tuaticns contacted and 
reached shelters. The police either transported victims directly or 
arranged a pick-up site with shelter stc;ff. The most vital tie the 
shelters needed with the police was that of direct referral and trans­
portation of victims. 

Police often made the first judGment of the victim's si tuation: Is the 
victim likely to be in continued, acute danger once the police leave? 
Does the victim have other housing possibili ties with relatives or 
friends? Once the police decided the victim needed shelter, they 
would tell her about the project and help her make contact. This 
basic referral model between police and shelters was reidlly established 
by all projects. Even when pollce were dubious about the feminist 
orientation of a shelter, they nonetheless referre? victims to it. 

j \ 
~i " ,/ 

Y1ajor changes in police atti tudes and procedures were needed less by 
projects whose primary service was offering shelter to domestic 
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violence victims than by those dealing wi th other aspects of the 
criminal justice system. For example, a police officer could r~;fer 
women to shelter without altering such attitudes as conceiving of 
domestic violence as noncriminal. believing the woman to be at fault 
for provoking the attack, and/or thinking that the criminal justice 
system shOUld not intervene in family matters. All that, was required 
was that the officer perceive the situation to be dangerous and know 
that there was a place for a woman to go while tempers cooled .. <\ 
study conducted in the project areas found that 79 percent of the 
police questioned considered removal of the woman to a shelter to be 
an effective alternative to arrest (Loving, 1980). 

The extent to which police actually transported victims to a shelter 
varied by site. Some of the factors affecting transport were: 

• police jurisdiction pollcy when a shelter served an area wit!l a 
number of police departments: 

• an individual officer's rapport with shelter staff: 

• distance and availability of other forms of transportation: and 

• police assessment I)f the danger in a gi ven si tuation. 

Other Types of Police Assistance. In three of the four case studv 
shelter s1 tes, pollce provision of "stand -by ass;istance" :Jecame a~ 
accepted practice. In this very simple yet estential service. the 
police officer accompanied the woman to her residence and "stood 
byll while she gathered belongings and legal documents for herself and 
her children. The presence of the ofiicer minimized the chances for 
a new out-break of violence or reta1iation~ ill which event he could 
protect the woman. rn a variation of this procedure, \-iiami sneiter 
staff went to the woman's home accompanied by the officer. 

It is interesting to note that stand-by assistance is not discussed in 
the literature on police and domestic violence. The recent PERF 
report (Loving, 1980) :I1akes no mention of it. The fact that the 
procedure was initiated in such diverse sites as Salem. PhiladeJDhia. 
Fay~ttevil1e and ~llami suggests that it is a fairly widespread informal 
police practice. . . 

In two small cities, Fayetteville and Salem, an officer from the police 
communIty relations unit be~ame unofficially attached to the shelter 
project. In both cases "Officer Friendly" (so dubbed by an evaluation 
staffer) served on the project advisory board, provided stand-by assist­
ance, and acted as liaison between the project and pollce. The role 
was mutually beneficial. The officers were upwardly mobile in their 
departments, and the domestic violence specialization and record of 
working with an experimental project enhanced their careers. 
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The development of the "Officer Friendly" phenomenon is most likely 
related to the size of the cities involved. Both were large enough to 
have had some specialization in their police forces, yet too big for 
the small-town situation (e.g., in Brattleboro) where all officers 
rapidly became acquainted with the shelter. The long-term impact 
of having a "forward thinking" and upwardly mobile officer who is an 
advocate for she!~er services and generally knowledgeable about 
domestic violence 'Nil! probably prove quite positive. 

Training. With the exception of Miami, all the shelter project.s kept 
police training to a fairly informal procedure: staff spoke to police 
about domestic violence at roll calls. * Initially, most of the shelters 
had viewed it as necessary to educate police about battering. Fayette­
ville, for example, had planned an elaborate police training curric­
ulum., Project staff quickly realized, however, that extensive and 
formal training was not necessary for coordination with police. 

, , 

As in all the projects, training content varied by shel ter, ranging 
from legal issues to social/psychological analysis of battering. Some 
presentations included a bit of both. The legal presentations covered 
arrest procedures and criteria, new or amended legislation, enforce- , 
ment of protective orders, documentation of domestic violence cases, 
etc. The sodal/psychological presentations examined the psychology 
of the victim and batterer and analyzed the social causes of battering. 
These latter presentations varied from a feminist perspective to a 
victimology or culture of violence approach. 

Two shelters cannily adopted the strategy of presenting themselves 
as having something to offer the police: instead of requesting police 
assistance, they presented their shelters as a resource for the police 
to use. Of all the shelter projects, Brattleboro focused most heavily 
on changing police attitudes thrQugh training. However, prior to the 
training, staff had "proved" themselves to the police by their dedi­
cation and willingness to be available to "rescue" women at all hours. 
~10reover, the training was not tied to new procedures. (Because 
pollce in Vermont could not legally arres~ for violation of civil orders 
and the area had a recalcitrant prosecutor who refused to prosecu te 
for domestic violence, the shelter did not press for changes in the 
police mode of operations.) 

It is diffi\'::~lt to assess the results of the training. ~lost police were 
referring victims to the shelters prior to training. During evaluation 
interviews, officers did seem to recall the common-sense appeal 

*Miami's development of more formal police training is attribu­
table to the project director's position' in the legal community in her 
other position with Victims Advocates and her recognized expertise 
in the area. (See the Safespace case study). 
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notions discussed in training. For example, the idea that family 
violence is learned behavior that is passed on to successive gener­
ations made an impression on the police. Walker's "cycle of violence" 
theory (l979) proved useful in explaining to officers why victir<l" 
would not carry through with prosecution. These perspectives on 
domestic violence validated officers' widely held assumptions about 
the causes of domestic violence and appealed to, rather than, 
chailenged, their sense of expertise. 

Prosecution Projects 

Unlike shelter projects, where the police response was fairly uniform 
across sites, the special prosecutor uni ts experienced a range of reac­
tions. It is important to note that the uni ts themselves were not 
strictly comparable. The special prosecutors held very different 
structural positions in' district attorney offices and wi thin their 
projects. The division of functions between pollce and prosecutors 
also varied across sites. Finally, the Salem unit was in operation for 
the project's first year only. These factors had decided effects on 
dealings wi-;;h the police. In the context of these differences. the 
following sections examine a range of implementation effort's: 

• 
$ 

• • • 

documentation of domestic violence incidents and/or reporting 
to the project; 
referral of victims to the project: 
provision of stand-by assistance. 
changes in charging procedures; and 
training. 

Documentation/Reporting Changes. Both the Santa Barbara and 
Westchester projects spent a great deal of effort to induce police to 
document inCidents of domestic violence and inform the project about 
them. Westchester initially tried to institute a post-card referral 
system. Both projects came to rely on copies of police reports 
forwarded to the project. In Santa Barbara, this effort resulted in a 
statistically significant rise in th~ number of domestic violence cases 
reported by police--from eight to nearly 23 per week on the averaae 
(Berk et al., 1979). Initially, these reports were used to identifv 0 

complainants and to ini tiate the prosecution process. As the p~ojects 
evolved, <:lients came directly to the offices, and it was no longer 
necessary to have police reports for recruitment purposes. But the 
reports were still valuable for informing the prosecutor's decision on 
whether to file charges in each case. 

In contrast, the P~iladelphia project began with a police referral 
system already in place. Non-arre~t misdemeanor prosecutions were 
initiated by complainants through filing private criminal complaints. 
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It was standard procedure for pollce officers to refer victims to the 
unit of the district attornev's office that processed such complaints, 
which averaged over 130 p~r month. In an attempt to comply with 
LEAA goals, the project did make several unsuccessful attempts to 
change pollce documentation procedures to record domestic violence 
cases separately. Fortunately, the issue did not affect the project's 
ability to prosecute cases. 

Victim Referral. In contrast to the other prosecutorial projects, the 
Salem special prosecutor did not attempt to set up a direct police 
referral svstem. She received her referrals through the district 
attorney's office and one of the local victim/witness programs. 

Police in all other sites readily referred victims to the projects. In 
Philadelphia, despite minimal linkage with law enforcement! officers 
agreed to hand out project referral cards. In other si tes, vlctims 
were told to go to special district attorney units. It should be noted 
that police often gave incorrect information on what the projects 
could do for victims. (For examole, Philadelphia victims were often 
told to get a warrant or a peace 'bond! neither of which was 8.v:ailable.) 

Stand-By Assistance. In contrast to the shelter experience, only one 
prosecutorial project arranged stand-by procedures \vi;;:a the pollce. 
In Philadelphia, largely due to the social service orientation of the 
project's feminist subcontractors, pollce were asked for stand-by 
assistance in the name of the district attorney's office. The service 
was never formalized, and project staff were always quick to redl.l<;:e 
their requests when rumors of police displeasure reached them. 

Charging Procedures Changes. The only project to direct police to 
change charging procedures was Philadelphia. For the duration of the 
special prosecutor's"tenure, police were instructed to change the way 
they charged violators of restraining orders. According to the 
Pennsylvania legislation, violation of a protective order '.vas 
chargeable as indirect criminal contempt. for which the violator was 
to be brought back .before the (civil) judge who had issued the order. 
Because this process requires the victim to recontact her attorney 
and file for a violation hearing, the special prosecutor instructed 
police to charge the violator with a substantive charge (e.g., assault, 
trespassing) as well so that she could try the case in criminal court. 
Although police were inconsistent in arresting for order violations, 
they generally complied with the change when they did make arrests. 

Training. Two of the four special prosecutor units made police 
training a major priority. In Westchester, the project direc:or 
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personally conducted training with over 40 police departments on the 
legal aspects of domestic violence and the information that police 
we~e legally required t~ give to v.ictims. As a result of the training, 
poLce began to ~efer cllents and Implemented a reporting procedure 
~h7reby the project received information on all domestic violence 
InCIdents. 

Sa~ta Bar.bara conducted similar training but wi th a feminist cast, to 
WhICh. poilce reacted negati vely. One officer reporting on the reaction 
to ~ VIdeotape produced by the project said that police had wanted. 
vanously to "punch out" or "shoot" the narrator. 

Santa Barbara. coupled its training efforts with an on-going feedback 
process on pol7ce response to incidents. Because the project included 
she.lter oper~tI0ns, It had immediate access to victims' stories about 
police handling. In the case of positive actions, the project wrote 
letters of commendation to police supervisors. Complaints were 
han?led more subtly: officers were spoken to individually by a 
project staff member. This approach had mixed results. Project 
s~af~ reported that police appeared to become more helpful to the 
VICtlms~ but they ',),:ere still loath to arrest. The project's end was 
~arked ~y th7 death of a victim whose husband had gone unarrested 
In a preVIOUS Incident. 

Th: ~hiladelphia .project ?id not ~onduct direct training with line 
off~c:-rs. (One or the proJect's SUDContractors held a separate police 
traIntng grant b~t was never able to gain access to the department.) 
Instead, .th~ project concentrated on effeCting procedural changes 
t~rough tndirect means. They helped to issue a revised police direc­
tl.ve ,for enforcement of restraining orders. with minimal effect. The 
specIal.pro~ecutor developed a manual of new guidellnes for handling 
domestIC VI~!ence cases to be used in police recruit training. However, 
by t~e close of the grant, the chief had not yet approved the final 
verSion of the manual. 

T.le Salem prosecutor did train police during h~r¥~ar with the project, 
but any effects were not apparent. .'. 

Di version Programs 

~e Clevel~nd project ang/M[!mi' DIP differed in design, organi~~,' 
tIona1 auspIce, and iP~ervention approach. But both failed in their\, 
attem~ts to wor~ in ,conjunction with the police to intervene pre- '\ 
arrest tn don:es~lc VIolence. The, hi,storie: of these projects are ;\ 
remarkably, sImilar. Both ~ad a ?Ifficult tlme starting, up. Their \" 
~taffs had llt~le contact WIth chents for months and became demoral- \\ 
lzed. ~uch tIme was wasted in training staff for functions that were ' 
nev~r Implen;e,nted. ~eit~er project implemented· its pre-arrest 
serVlce as ongInally conceived. 
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The experiences of Cleveland and DIP reveal certain inherent barriers 
to conjoint approaches: 

• Police role definition, which excludes "civilians" from areas 
defined as police "turf"; 

• Changes in police administration and policy; 

• Lac~ ~f p~lic~ aid in service i~plementation, despite prior 
partIcIpatIon in program plannmg; and . 

• Lack of referrals. 

Po~ce Role Definition. In Miami, counselors from DIP's pre-arrest 
umt were to accompany police on domestic disturbance calls to provide 
on-the-scene crisis counseling. The officers with whom they were to 
work were a specially trained unit called Safestreets which handled . ". 
~ll domest~c ~alls and represented a subcurrent of social regulatory 
id~~lo?y withm. a legalistic police department. In resisting DIP's 
CriSIS interventIon approach after start-up, Safestret:ts officers 
questioned the expertise of DIP counselors, debated the division of 
responsibility at the scene of the incident, and objected to the added 
burden of civilians present in dangerous situations. These reactions 
may have stemmed in pan from fears of role usurpation by t!ie DIP 
counselors and of erosion of the unit's somewhat tenuous leaitimacv 
within the department. 0 • 

In a similar fashion, Cleveland police decided that project counselors 
were not qualified to work with dispatchers in the radio room to do 
crisis cou~seling f~r incoming domestic violence calls. After a study 
of t~e radIO room .nad documented the overwhelming need for this 
~ervlce (400 calls in one week during the summed, the project entered 
l~tO months. of negotiations and actual training of counselors as 
dIspatchers. When the plan was finally rejected, the reason aiven was 
tha.t cal~s to the police should not be answered by civilians. ~~\ost 
pohc~ d~spat~hers. at the time were civilians. Although the content 
of ~h~s. situatl~n differed from Miami's, the structure of the rejection 
of a Jomt serVice approach was much the same. The area of expertise-­
the "turf"--was defined as belonging to the police, and non-police 
were excluded from it. 

Po~ce Administration Changes. The two-year period of the Cleveland 
proJect's oper~tions witnessed three changes in police chiefs. As a 
result, ~he project had to repeatedly recommence negotiations at the 
very' pomt when an agreement was about to be finalized. The adminis­
tratIve changes and the accompanying frustration felt by project 
staff probably preve~ted the project from seriously examining the 
premIses of the serVIces they were trying t.o implement. . 
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In Miami, a number of changes in key police personnel in the Safe­
streets unit impeded initial attempts to create procedures for the 
DIP counselors and unit officers to work together. In addition, the 
outbreak of severe racial tensions and riots in response to alleged 
police actions made the entire department reevaluate its priorities. 
Domestic violence training and programs were relegated to a low 
priority while the police department attempted to deal with its 
community relations problems. 

Lack of Implementation Assistance. In both sites, police officials had 
served on the interagency task forces that planned the family violence 
projects and wrote the grant proposals. Project staff thus anticipated 
a greater degree of c90peration around imolementation issues' than 
was forthcoming. Largely for the reasons 'described above, the police 
proved to be a stumbling block rather than the partners envisioned 
during the planning phase. In neither case did the police officials who 
had helped to write the grants foresee the reluctance that the officers 
in the streets would exhibit. 

Lack of Referrals. In Cleveland, where the police were the primary 
source of referrals, the number of clients who reached the project 
were so low as to cause LEAA officials to order a restruci:uring of 
the project. According to a survey conducted by the project, police 
were loath to issue the specially designed quasi-legal summons to 
disputants. They also were skeptical of the project's mediation 
services. Gradually, pollce referrals did increase. Toward the end of 
the grant period, the project initiated a more successful link with the 
police. The police prosecutor accepted the project's pre-trial 
counseling diversion service as an attractive alternative to prose­
cuting domestic violence offenses. 

DIP, after abandoning the crisis intervention strategy, looked to 
pollce for referrals for their counseling service. They were slow in 
coming. Once police began to distribute a brochure describing the 
project, client numbers did increase. 

These experiences suggest that police may not be an appropriate 
referral source for a counseling service. Even if police conscien­
tiously made referrals, it is questionable whether people would view 
s0cial service as within the expertise of law enforcement and act on 
the referrals. Further support for this hypothesis is found in the 
Philadelphia project, which arranged for the police to distribute 
referral cards to victims at the scene of domestic disturbances. 
Although the cards contained information on a number of service 
programs, the project's legal services received a great number of 
clients from this referral mechanism while the counseling service 
received very few. 
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In a survey of police attitudes conducted by the Cleveland project 
(1979), 41 percent of the officers recommended that someone other 
than the police should contact violent families. They also were skep­
tical that a quasi-legal summons would draw clients to the project. 

IMPACTS 

The official goals for the family violence projects' impacts on police 
called for: 

• interagency coordination, 
• reduction of repeat calls for police assistance, and 
• increased rep,orting and documentation of intrafamily violence. 

To summarize the degree of attainment of these goals is a difficult 
enterprise and glosses over the very real differences in design and 
context among the projects. Again, an assessment by project service 
focus yields the most accurate picture. 

Interagency Coordination 

• Shelters--successful in \treating strong referral procedures with 
the police, who readily used them as a resource. 

• Prosecutorial projects--largely successful with referral links; 
lesser degree of success \yith changes in arrest p,atterns and 
other procedural matters. 

• Diversion/counseling projects--weak referral links, having 
experienced considerable difficulty in estab llshing legitimacy / 
expertise with police. 

Increased Reporting and Documentation 

None of the projects changed the manner in which police collected 
statistics. Two prosecutorial projects were able to create reporting 
systems whereby police sent copies of incident reports to them. No 

_ other project created such a link. 

Reduction of Repeat Calls 

Fifty-seven victims In the national evaluation follow-up study reported 
that they had called police for domestic violence prior to their contact 

(i 
If 
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with the project. Of these victims, 42 percent (24-) reported that 
they had not called the police after contact with the project. 

" 

This reduction in repeat calls to police may be attributable to one or 
more of several causes. Victir.'ls may have not called police again 
because (1) the abuse had stopped, or (2) they were frustrated with 
attempts to invoke law enforcement, or (3) they used other self-help 
techniques learned from the projects rather than call the police. The 
data support all of these possibili ties. Of the 24 victims, approxi­
mately half had been abused post-project (13), and the rest (11) 
reported no abuse. 

Criminal Remedies 

SPECIAL PROSECUTORS 

Background Issues 

Paralleling police reticence to intervene in domestic violence, prose­
cutors also have exhibited a reluctance to pursue domestic violence 
cases. The literature on prosecutorial actions in domestic violence 
cases, though sparse, reveals a higher charging and conviction rate 
for stranger assaults than for domestics (Forst et al., 1977; Vera 
Institute, 1977). The literature and evidence from the family violence 
projects, especiaUy those having no forma! affiliation with a district 
attorney's office, point to several reasons for the lack of prosecution 
of domestic violence· cases: 

• witness refusal to cooperate and dropping of charges; 
• prosecutors' view that domestic violence is not a 'i'real" crime: 
• evidentiary problems; and 
• lower conviction rates. 

Witness Refusal to Cooperate. Prosecutors stereotype domestic 
violence complainants as unpredictable witnesses who cha.nge their 
minds and drop charges to reconcile with their partners (Lerman, 
1981). Anticipating witness noncooperation, prosecutors are thus 
loath to pUJ'sue such cases (Cannavale, 1976). Data from the Phila­
delphia and~{estchester projects and from the Battered Women's 
project of the Seattle City Attorney's Office (Lerman, 1981) show 
that, indeed, in 21-25 percent of cases filed, victims drop the charges. 

6 - i5 



(

,,,.-;;>0./ 
,-

'"-»' 

(' 

------- -----------~------

The literature on battering offers social and psychological insights 
into why domestic violence victims would fail to cooperate. Among 
these are Walker's theory (1979) of the battering cycle, in which a 
"loving respite ll phase follows an abuse incident. Walker also describes 
a "learned helplessness" that undermines the victim's ability to follow 
through on a criminal justice action. Underscoring this helplessness 
is the fact that many victims and their children are economically 
dependent on the batterer (Martin, 1976). 

Evidence from ~he family violence projects suggests several additional 
reasons why victims fail to cooperate with prosecutors. An important 
factor appears to be fear of retaliation. Widespread in nonstranger 
assault cases, such fear is likely to be heightened in spouse abuse 
(Cannavale, 1976). Nancy M. Sieh, the Santa Barbara District 
Attorney's Office, wrote that "as a beginning prosecutor, I had a 
personal policy of meeting with each victim privately to discuss ... a 
droping of charges request. Almost half the women immediately 
confessed that they did not really wish to drop charges at all but the 
~)ffender was outside waiting and had threatened her into making the 
request for dismissal ll (1979, p. 2). 

A case from the Philadelphia project dramatically illustrates the 
vaHdity of such fears. A victim failed to keep her court date, because 
she' was beaten unconscious by the abuser to prevent her from testifying. 
A t the hospital where she was taken, a staff member knew of the 
proJlect, listened to the woman's insistence that she had to go to court, 
and contacted the project~ Ultimately, the abuser was convicted of 
tamplering with a witness as well as the assault charge. Threats to 
victims are not usually, however, made before witnesses or so linked 
to the judicial process as to permit tampering charges. 

Multiple court appearances also discourage victims from continuing 
prosecution. Victims have difficulty arranging for child care or 
release time from jobs. Project staff in Philadelphia found them­
selves caHing employers to explain tha.t the women were, indeed, 
making ne\c~ssary court appearances. A paralegal with that project 
felt that multiple court appearances was a principal reason for women 
discontinuing prosecution (Lerman, 1981). 

Domestic Vholence as Not a nRe~tl .. Crime. Some prosecutqrs see 
domestic vio~ence as different from other assaults. There are a 
number of pe\~spectives from which this classification ensues: 

• Most domestic assaults are not serious in nature, a view rein­
forced b): victi~ behavior in withdrawing charges. 

• The husband has a right to "discipline II his wife when provoked 
by her behc;iVior. 
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• The integrity of the family must be protected, and prosecution 
is disruptive. * 

Whatever the perspective, the prosecutorial attitude that domestic 
violence is not ~.r:2al crime has consequences for the victim as well 
as for projects attempting to increase prosecution. In Brattleboro, 
for example, the prosecutor's office set prosecution priorities for 
particul~,;; iypes of crimes. Domestic violence was not one of those 
priorities. Try as it might, the project could not get the prosecutor 
to change. At the same time, the Brattleboro pro$ecutor classified 
rape as a "real" crime and cooperated with the rape crisis staff 
employed by the same group sponsoring the project. 

Evidentiary Problems. In many domestic violence cases, evidence is 
difficult to obtain. The assault is usually not witnessed, except 
perhaps by the couple's children. Hospital records may not be avail­
able or may not indicate the real cause of the injury (Flitcraft and 
Stark, 1978). ** One study found that prosecutors reject 4-3 percent of 
cases involving famUy members, as compared with 17 percent of 
stranger cases, on thE;> basis of evidentiary problems (Forst et at., 
1977). 

Lower Conviction Rates. Stranger assault cases have a higher con­
vic'don rate than do domestic violence cases--in one study, nearly 
twice as large (Forst et al., 1977). Since prosecutors' reputations and 
potential for advancement are linked to successful prosecution records, 
the lower conviction rate for domestic cases operates as yet another 
disincentive to pursuing such cases. 

Imp!ementa tion 

Project Characteristics. In response to its goal of "increasing prose­
cutions of repeat violence," the LEAA program funded four projects 
with special prost~cutors for domestic violence. The sites operated by 

*This view is well expressed by a farmer prosecutor, Frank :VHller, 
who wrote, IIIf prosecution were to be commencd in every case in 
which a drunken husband struck his wife, ... the charging decision 
would place an additional strain on an inevitably continuing relation­
ship" (Lerman, 1981, p. 2). 

**Victims often lie about the causes of their injuries, and hospital 
staff rarely ask or probe for causes. ~oreover, as reported by 
hospital staff interviewed during the national evaluation, the batterer 
often accompanies the victim to the emergency room and stays with 
her while she responds to questions. 
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different models and the special prosecutors enjoyed differing degrees 
of power, autonomy, and support. Tne start up and continuation of 
special prosecutor services also varied across projects. 

• The Westchester special prosecutor was the project director, 
held senior status in the District Attorney's Office, and had broad 
community contacts. The district attorney, active in victim/ 
witness issues, and was very supportive of the project. The 
special prosecutor had paralegal, secretarial, and investigative 
stafi and took on a second assistant district attorney in year 
two. 

• The Santa Barbara special prosecutor was located in the prose­
cutorial unit subcontracted by a mUlti-component project, which 
wC.s sponsored by a countywide commission. The Distdct Attorney 
had authority over the unit's personnel, which, in addition to the 
special prosecutor, included a criminal investigator and a secretary/ 
administrative assistant. In the project's second year: the special 
prosecutor was replaced by twO advocates, and the prosecutorial 
function returned to a general role in the District Attorney's Office. 

• The Philadelphia special prosecutor was funded as part of the 
District :\ttorney's match for the grant and formed one unit of a 
mUlti-component project administered by the District .. l.ttorney's 
Office. No funds were allocated for support staff, but it was 
assumed that a criminal paralegal hired by one of the subcon­
tractors would work in conjunction with the special prosecutor. 
In the first year, the special prosecutor handled a regular case­
load as well as domestic cases and was not integrated into the 
project. In the second year, a beginning assistant district 
attorney took on an exclusively domestic violence caseload. 

• The Salem special prosecutor was part of a private nonprofi t 
project but worked out of the District Attorney's Office (and also 
maintained office space at the project's shelted. She was a 
newly hired assistant district attorney in a system in the process 
of switching from police prosecutors to aSGsistant district attorneys. 
She had no support staff and worked in an area with five district 
court jurisdictions. The special prosecutor was eliminated in 
year two of the grant. 

The structural differences in the units are Ul'ustrated in tables 6-1 to 
6-3. 

Table 6-1 

Special Prosecutor Implementation and Continuation 

First Year Second Year 
Full;t Im21emented Continued 

Westchester Yes Yes 

Santa Barbara Yes :-.10 

Philadelphia :-.10 Yes 

Salem Yes No 

.--
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Table 6-2 

Special Prosecutor Organizational Structure 

Westchester 

Santa Barbara 

Philadelphia 

Salem 

Westchester 

Santa Barbara 

Philadelphia 

Salem 

Project 
Director 

In Distinct 
Unit With 

Support Staff 

X 

X 
(year 1 only) 

Table 6-3 

Institutional Auspice of the Project 

District 
Attorney's Private 

Office Nonorofit 

X 

X 

X 

In District 
Attorney's 

Office with 
No Separate 

Support Staff 

X 

X 

Community 
Commission 

X 

It is apparent from the discussion and charts that the Westchester 
special prosecutor enjoyed a structurally far more powerful position 
than any of the others. It was, in fact, the only prosecution unii: to 
survive into the second year and ultimately succeeded in leveraging 
funds to continue beyond the LEAA grant. 

Contextual Features. An obvious factor affecting implementation of 
special domestic violence prosecution services is the ability to consol­
idate cases. Westchester and Philadelphia had minimal problems with 
case consoliaation, although their methods were quite different. 
Westchester had to create a system whereby the county's police~ 
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departments and out-stationed assistant district attorneys sent victims 
and arrest reports to the unit. Philadelphia simply had to induce the 
trial commissioner, police headquarters, and precincts to list cases 
into a single courtroom. In both instances, the special prosecutors 
had the authority to effect these changes. Indeed, in Westchester, the 
District Attorney personally faciIi tated case consolidation. 

Santa Barbara and Salem faced more difficult situations for consoli­
dating cases. The physical area covered by the Santa Barbara project 
(over an hour's drive from one end 01 the county to the other) and 
relative independent operations of out-stationed assistant district 
attorneys impeded the creation of a centralized prosecution unit. The 
Salem special prosecutor experienced problems exercising her author­
ity over the multiple police departments in her area and failed to 
garner a case load sufficient to devote full time to domestic violence. 

Filing and judicial procedures also favored special prosecution efforts 
in Philadelphia. The complaining witness herself filed a private 
criminal complaint; she then proceeded through a trial commissioner 
hearing and, finally, to the Municipal Court, where the assistant 
district attorney recei ved her case. * Between the time she signed 
the complaint to her ,\tunicipal Court appearance, over cwo months 
had elapsed, during which time she had undergone at best brusque 
treatment from PCC staff and a pretrial hearing with a trial commis­
sioner outspokenly critical of battered women. While project staff 
had advocated for many of these victims, they nonetheless had been 
subjected to a long and somewhat arduous process. There was thus a 
de facto very strenuous screening process that produced determined 
witnesses. In addition, the long wait between the battering incident 
and the actual trial may have played fortuitously into the dynamics 
of the battering relatiom,'hip (se~ ':V~alker, 1979), allowing the dispu­
tants to complete the "lovl11C; respi.~!;" phase and enter into a new 
tension-bUilding period. 

In Philadelphia, 37 percent of the convictions were guilty verdicts in 
which the victim testified against the abuser. The Santa Barbara and 
Westchester projects reported to rely more heavily on plea bargaining. 

Strategies. While all the special pros~cutors worked to criminalize 
domestic violence and create a more attenti ve judicial response, they 
.did so from different ideological perspectives. The Santa Barbara 
and Salem prosecutors were outspokenly feminist. The PhiladelphiCj. 
and Westchester prosecutors, who did not have a feminist orientation, 

*This is true for the majority of cases, which were nonarrest mis­
demeanor assaults. Arrest cases were listed directly into i'v1unicipal 
Court. 
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saw their role as one of increasing prosecution of a heretofore 
neglected crime. The feminist prosecutors readily embraced the 
notion of forced prosecution; neither of the other prosecutors used it. 
Ideological differences seemed unrelated to other strategies, includ­
ing warning letters, summons letters, and pre-trial diversion. 

The Santa Barbara and Westchester projects both used warning letters, 
but with different approaches. In Santa Barbara, as part of a year 
one experiment, the project arranged for the pollce to relay reports 
of domestic violence incidents. Staff then mailed one of two letters 
to the home of disputants: a "hard" letter, sent in more serious cases, 
informed the abuser that domestic violence was a crime and described 
the legal sanctions agains it; a "soft" letter explained projected 
services. 

In Westchester, warning letters were instituted as a result of 
complainants withdrawing criminal charges. Altering its prosecution 
approach within a few months of start-up, the project offered reluc­
tant victims the option of a warning letter to tqe abuser. The letter, 
written on district attorney letterhead, informed the batterer that 
the victim had reDorted his actions to the district attorney. It stated 

. that the victim wished to be left alone and that if he complied, no 
further action would result. 

The warning letters met with differing responses in the two sites. 
The Santa Barbara campaign was discontinued because the letters 
evoked llttle response from either batterer or victim. In Westchester, 
the letters were judged a success on the basis of reports from social 
service agency personnel that their clients had been satisfied with 
the letter. The \Vestchester project sent 207 warning letters in year 
one and 240 in year two. 

'The Westche'ster project also used a letter to summon the alleged 
abuser to an appointment at the project's office when the 
police report indicated a severe battering. After reading him the 
:viiranda warnings, project staff discussed the incident with the 
abuser. In some cases 1 this discussion coincided with the filing of 
charges. Use of the summons letter increased dramatically over the 
two years of the project--from 125 to 298. 

All of the prosecutorial units used the different forms of pre-trial 
diversion. Salem and Santa Barbara both succeeded in implementing 
their plans to divert batterers to project-run counseling services. 
(See the Diver~ion Project discussion under this section for further 
details.) Santa Barbara initially had problems with mandated counsel­
ing diversion, because the judges were imposing such light sentences 
for a guilty plea that defense attorneys advised their clients to plead 
guilty. 
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Deferred prosecution options in Philadelphia (ARD) and New York 
(ACD) allowed the prosecutors to place defendants on "good behavior" 
release for a specified period of time. Used in cases where the 
defendant had no prior criminal record, prosecution was held in 
abeyance as long as he refrained from further abuse; otherwise, the 
case was reopened. Treatment--either counseling or drug and alcohol 
programs--could also be stipulated. The Philadelphia project 
attempted to use this procedure for abuse counseling but never imple­
mented its counseling component. In its later stages, Westchester 
worked out a substance abuse counseling service with a local program. 

The Philadelphia Accelerated Rehabilitative Disposition (.t\RD) was 
particularly useful when the complaining witness wished to drop the 
charges. Urging victims not to withdraw, the special prosecutor 
explained that ARD would serve the victim's purposes: it would give 
her something to "hold over the abuser"; at the same time, if the 
abuser obeyed the conditions, he would not have a criminal record at 
the end. The ARD was used in 23 percent of Philadelphia case'S, more 
than twice as often as Westchester used the Adj9urnment in Contem­
plation of Dismissal (ACDs), which averaged 11 percent over two 
years. 

Santa Barbara was the only project to attempt a policy of obllaing 
• • 0 

VIctIms to prosecute by subpoenaing them as witnesses. The rationale 
behind this strategy was that the victim would then be able to place 
the responsibility for her testimony on the district attorney's office, 
thus mitigating any gull t and/or reticence about testifying against 
her pattner and providing her defense against his anger. Unfortu­
nately, the strategy proved to be flawed in practice. For example, as 
described by the special prosecutor, two victims brought to trial 
denied that the defendants had struck them. In one case, the prose­
cution impeached the victim with her prior statement to the police, 
and the jury found her to be such a liar on the stand that they were 
unwilling to believe her prior statement. 

The special prosecutor in Salem had a similar experience in the one 
case that she attempted to oblige the victim to testify. The woman 
had been so severely battered that the special prosecutor decided to 
prosecute even after the woman began to refuse to cooperate. Once 
on the stand, the victim's denials of abuse were impeached with testi­
mony from police, photographs, and hospi tal records. Nevertheless, 
the victim adamantly asserted that she had provoked the abuse and 
did not want the defendant punished. The judge, according to the 
special prosecutor, was "furious" that she had forced the woman to 
testify, and the jury acquitted the defendant. 
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Impacts 

Prosecution OUtcomes. Tables 6-4 and 6-5 display the outcomes of 
prosecution from Philadelphia and Westchester, while table 6-6 
com pares the s1 tes. * The outcomes are strikingly similar and also 
virtually replicate those of a non- LEAA special prosecution unit of 
the Seatti~ district attorney's office. (See Lerman, 1981! for Seattle 
figures.) 

Approximately half of all cases resulted in conviction: 43 percent in 
Philadelphia, 50 percent In Westchester. Although both prosecutors 
made use of the deferred prosecution option, the Philadelphia prose­
cutor's emphasis on this approach was reflected in her higher percent­
age (23% vs. 10%) of ARDs. Totalling both conviction and ARD/ ACD 
figues produces a 60 percent rate for Westchester and 66 percent for 
Philadelphia. 

Table 6-4 

Philadelphia Cases Prnsecuted, 1/25/80 - 12/80 

Case Outcome Number Frequency ----
Conviction Al4 43% 

ARD 93 23% 

Acquittal 6 1% 

Prosecution Withdrawal 89 22% 

Discharged 41 10% 

Other 1 2 .5% 

TOTAL ·406 

1. Includes a deferred adjudication and a psychiatric commitment. 

*Santa Barbara data are not included in this discussion, be-;:ause 
they were not compiled in the same manner. No figures wer~"avail­
able from the Salem special prosecutor. 
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Table 6-5' 

Westchester Cases Prosecuted 

1979 1980 
Case Outcome Number Freg. Number-

Conviction 152 44% 183 

ACD 41 12% 37 

Acquittal 6 2% 4 

Prosecution Withdrawal 99 2996 90 

Dismissed 30 9% 28 
~/ 

Other l 16 5% 23 

TOTALS 344 2652 

fu.9... 
50% 

10% 

1% 

25% 

S% 

6% 

1. Includes those found incompetent to stand trial and those trans­
ferred to Familv Court. (New York State has a 72-hour period in 
which the comp"lainant can transfer charges from criminal to family 
court or vice versa.) 

2. 162 cases were pending at the close of 1980. 

Table 6-6 

A Co"mparison of Cases Prosecuted in 
Westchester and Philadelphia, 1980 

Case Outcome PhiladelQhia Westchester 

Conviction 43% (174) 50% (133) 

ARD/ACD 23% ( 93) 10% ( 37) 

Acquittal i% ( 6) 1% ( 4) 

Prosecution Withdrawn 22% ( 89) 25% ( 90) 

Dismissed/Discharged 10% (41) 8% ( 28) 

Other 0.5% (, 2) -- 6% ( 23) 

TOTALS (406) (365) 

Both sites had an extremely low rate of acquittal--l percent. 
Clearly, if the prosecutor obtains the cooperation of the complaining 
witness and screens cases properly, domestic violence cases are 
winnable. 
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) In approximately one-fourth of the cases, the prosecution withdrew 
the case. Most of this attrition can be attributed to the complaining 
witness deciding not to. go on with the case--in all probability, a 
product of the dynamics of abusive relationships. Since these resul ts 
are echoed in the Seattle project, it appears realistic for prosecutors 
to expect such a drop-out rate. 

The LEAA Goals. Assessing achievement of the specific LEAA 
mandate to "increase prosecutions of repeated violence" was severely 
constrained, most particularly by the absence of baseline data. None 
of the sites had statistics on domestic violence prosecution prior to 
project start-up, and it proved virtually impossible to retrieve such 
data from the high numbers of misdemeanor cases in urban sites. 

For the Santa Barbara site, a local evaluation team estimated previous 
year data and concluded that there had, indeed, been an increase in 
prosecution (Berk et al., 1979). Examining cases over the first seven 
months of the project, evaluators found that "the establishment of 
the special prosecution unit added another two incidents per week 
to the number processed by th.e District A ttorney's office. In the 
absence of these interventions, the number of incidents processed is 
typically less than one per week. Consequently, the intervention 
increases are clearly non-trivial" (p. 4). 

Other indirect evidence on the special prosecution uni ts' success in 
increasing prosecutions emerges from comparisons of their results to 
data collected over the same time period by the Cleveland project. 
The Cleveland court had a comparable jurisdiction to those of West­
chester and Philadelphia, but the project there undertook no special 
prosecution effort. The Cleveland study found that 70 percent* of 
domestic violence cases in which at least one court appearance was 
made were dropped. By contrast, the combination of withdrawn and 
discharged cases for Philadelphia and Westchester was 33 percent. 
The difference is most striking viewed from another perspecive: when 
there was a special prosecutor, two-thirds of cases were successfully 
prosecuted; in the absence of a special prosecutor, over two-thirds 
were dropped. 

Summary. The special prosecution units had the following effects: 

• ImQroved case handling. In domestic violence cases coming 
before the criminal courts, victims were provided with adequate 
information about the prosecution option and possible outcome. 
Victims who wished to prosecute were aided with preparation 
and court accompaniment or supportive services. Victims who 
did not wish to prosecute were referred to other sources of 
assistance. " 

*This figure is a composite of dismissals at the request of the 
prosecution and/or the complaining witness. 
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• Very low acguittal rate. The 1-2 percent acquittal rate for 
cases tried refutes the stereotype that domestic violence cases 
are not winnable. 

• Increased awareness. The units brought domestic violence 
cases to the attention of judicial system personnel as a matter 
worthy of special handling and serious attention. 

• Institutionalization of services. The special prosecution unit in 
Westchester and advocacy services in Santa Barbara and Phila­
delphia were continued following the cessation of LEAA 
funding. 

AD VOCACY AND VICTIM/WITNESS SERVICES 

As discussed in chapters one and three, the Family Violence Program 
found its origins in LEAA's earlier Victim/Witness Program. Victims 
of spousal assault had come to victim/witness projects, where staff 
,became aware of their multiple service needs. Created partly in 
response to this awareness, the more specifically focused Family 
Violence Program recognized the continuing need for victim/witness 
service~ for ~omestic violence victims. Five of the ten projects. 
under dIscuSSIOn provided various combinations of these services in 
the criminal courts. (See table 6-7.) 

TABLE 6-7 

Types of advor..acy by Site 

Information Court 
Explanation & Referral Advocacv Accom paniment , 

Santa Barbara X X X X 
Philadelphia X X X X 
Westchester X X 
Cleveland X X X 
Fayetteville X X X 

, Implementation 

Und~r the rubric of adv~cacy and victim/wi tness' work, the projects 
provIded ,a range of serVIces: explanation of the court process, 
mformatIOn and referral, advocacy, and court accompaniment. 
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Explaining the Court Process. Project advocacy staff described to 
victims in simple language what the court proceedings would entail 
and what results they could expect. In most cases, these staff were 
based at the project·;: office. The Philadelphia paralegal advocate 
was stationed in the pre-trial hearing courtroom. 

Information and Referral. Staff referred victims to appropriate social 
service providers, arranged for shelter, discussed civil options, and 
provided other related information. This service often took on a 
crisis intervention aspect: victims came to projects in a disoriented 
state, and giving them information entailed a structuring process 
wherein they were helped to make decisions. 

Advocating. In some projects, advocates assumed an active role on 
behalf of the victim to urge reluctant courtroom personnel, assistant 
district attorneys, trial commissioners, etc., to acquiesce to a client's 
wishes. In Fayetteville, for example, the paralegal advocate examined 
cases rejected by the district attorney in which the client wished to 
prosecute. Where appropriate, she urged the assistant district 
attorney to reconsider. The Philadelphia criminal paralegal also 
advocated for victims during the pre-trial hearing. 

Court Accompaniqlent. In Philadelphia, Santa Barbara and Cleveland, 
project personnel accompanied clients to court to provide emotional 
support during the trial. Cleveland's court accompaniment began in 
year two, as did Philadelphia's service for felony cases. * 

In Santa Barbara, the advocate reviewed police field reports and 
contacted victims to discuss prosecution and,ofier court accompan­
iment. If the victim cooperated with prosecution, the advocate 
accompanied her to all court appearances. 

In addition to court accompaniment, counseling was available through 
the projects. Victims were contacted subsequent to final court 
appearances to determine if they needed further assistance or wished 
to take advantage of counseling. 

Impacts 

Quantitative impacts on the court system from advocacy work (e.g., 
increased victim cooperation leading to increased prosecution) were 
impossible to document due to the absence of baseline data and the 
national evaluation's focus on cross-site data. Differences in court 

*We are differentiating between having a project staff member 
based in the courtroom (as with the Philadelphia paralegal) and the 
role of individual accompaniment, where an advocate contacted a 
victim and went with her to the court appearance. 
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structure and judicial processing precluded the construction of a 
uniform test. 

• J .. 

Philadelphia did collect data on felony abuse for two years, the first 
year without advocacy and the second with advocacy. The results 
were inconclusive. The second year figures showed slight increases in 
conviction rates and reductions in withdrawals, but the ,differences 
were not statistically significant. 

Field staff reports and interviews with justice system personnel docu­
mented qualitative changes in awareness and attitudes. Sensitization 
of officials to the problem of domestic violence and the special needs 
and behavior of abuse victims came about slowly and to varying degrees. 
Often, the legitimacy of the victim was established through the 
advocate's credibility and professional expertise. Advocacy efforts 
also brought abuse cases into relief as meriting special attention and 
"marked" them as serious in a system that had formerly denied such 
cases any real status. 

Finally, advocacy and/or victim support services were institutionalized 
in Santa Barbara. Philadelphia, Westchester, and Cleveland. Thus, 
changed attitudes will probablY become entrenched further in these 
sites. 

DIVERSION AND PROBATION WITH MANDATED COUNSELING 

Background Issues 

-To combat repeat incidents of domestic violence, many of the projects 
planned to create diversion or probation counseling programs for 
batterers. In three of the projects (Salem, Santa Barbara and Phila­
delphia), diversion counseling was to be linked with a special prose­
cutor. Many of these programs began very slowly or failed to start; 
others experienced considerable difficulty controlling offenders who 
did not attend counseling or continued to abuse th.e victim. In most 
cases, it proved easier to continue an established diversion/probation 
program than to create the initial linkages in a system not familiar 
with the approach. 

A special issue with these effort!) was that diversftin casts domestic 
violence in a different light thah does a prosecutorial approach. Part 
of LEANs emphasis on special prosecutors was to criminalize domestic 
violence, i.e., to have it recognized as a "real" crime of equal stature 
to comparable assaults between strangers. A diversion to treatment 
approach operates on a medical model, which views the abuser as 
"sick" and in need of special psychological help (see Balch, 1975). 
Implementing diversion and prosecutorial approaches simultaneously, 
and often in the same project, communicated contradictory messages 
that clearly played a part in the siart-up difficulties that many 
counseling programs experienced. 
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Tables 6-8 and 6-9 depict the types of diversion that the projects 
attempted and their success or failure. 

The counseling programs to which batterers were di verted ~aried i~ 
format. Some projects concentrated on one-to-one counselm.g, whlle 
others experimented with a group format. Nearly all the projects 

Miami--DIP 

Philadelphia 

Salem 

Fayetteville 

Santa Barbara 

Cleve.land 2 

TABLE 6-& 

Pre-Trial Diversion 1 

Year One 
Attempted Achieved 

X 

X 

x 

X 

X 

Year Two 
Attempted Achieved 

X 

X 

X 

X 

x 
x 

1. The Westchester special prosecutor arranged for abusers who 
received a deferred sentence under ACD to be referred, when appro­
priate, to the local LEAA-funded drug and alcohol counseling'program 
(TASC). . 

2. Not a part of formal project goals, Cleveland's diversion co~n­
seling service was initiated in year two in response to an LEAA dlrec­
tive to focus on the criminal courts. 

Table 6-9 

Counseling as Probation Condition 

Philadelphia 

Fayetteville 

Salem 

Santa Barbara 

Cleveland 1 

Year One 
Attempted Achieved 

X 

x 
x 

1. See note 2, table 6-8. 
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found thr<~.t,,:flouple counseling created fairly volatile situations. Each 
project's a:i5user counseling services are summarized below. 

• Miami-DIP--short-term c.ounseling for individual abusers, 
couples, and families; refe'rrals out for longer term counseling. 

• Cleveland--individual counseling for batterers (following failure 
to implement mediation approach for victims and batterers). 

• Fayetteville--individual sess~.ons at intake and exit; group 
counseling focusing on anger management and sex role changes; 
counseling for victims on request. Probationers reported" monthly to 
the project for a year following completion of counseling. 

• Salem--group format with optional individual and couple coun­
seling. 

• Santa Barbara--individual counseling and anger management 
classes. * 

Pre-Trial Diversion. Of the five projects attempting to start pre­
trial diversion programs in their first year, two were successful. Late 
in its second year, Salem set up the mechanisms to divert offenders 
and received only five referrals. Among the recurrent themes that 
conditioned successful diversion efforts were the presence of other 
diversion progrems, shared ideologies about diversion and the counsel­
ing approach, and project credibill ty /legi timacy. 

• Presence of other diversion programs. In both sites wher~ pre-
trial diversion was readily established, there were pre-exlstina 

diversion systems. In \t1iami, the director of the existing prog~am 
supervised DIP diversion staff. The presence of other diversion 
programs permitted the project to concentrate on convincing judges 
an.~ ~rosecutors that the content of the counseling approach was 
legItImate. Absent an existing program, projects had to negotiate 
the usually complicated referral and screening procedures as well as 
convince the court of the value of the counseling. 

• Shared ideology about di version. Because di version programs 
require a coordinated effort between judges, prosecutors, and COUrt 
personnel, the system must share a wide commitment to diversion 
treat~~nt. In Miami, a greatly overcrowded Court system and general 
skeptIcIsm of the value of jail sentences in preventing or reducing 
v~olen~ behavior of any sort led all actors to cooperate with DIP's 
dIverSIon efforts. In Philadelphia, the District Attorney held that 
harsh jail sentences serve as a deterrent and had placed very Ii ttle 
emphasis on developing an overall diversion approach. Operating 
under the auspices of the District Attorney's Office, the project thus 
found itself presenting a new llne of thought when it sought to divert 
violent offenders. The Fayetteville project failed to enlist the 

* Anger management was incorporated into the adult education 
curricUlum in the Santa Barbara school system and was offered to 
convicts, who, though not jailed for abuse, admitted to violent 
relationships. 
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support of the prosecutors and was unable to implement counseling 
services. 

• ?hflred ideology about the counseling approach. Court personnel 
have to believe that the project's approach to counseling is logical. 
The Philadelphia project was unable to convince the trial commis­
sioner to use its group therapy for abusive men: she felt that women 
provoke men and therefore require counseling as well. 

• Project legitimacy/credibility. Criminal justice system actors 
were influenced by a project's institutional auspice and the staff's 
previous background. DIP enjoyed ties with the prosecutor's 
office and existing diversion program, and staff had worked in the 
court system. The Santa Barbara project drew on its links with the 
district attorney's office and established referral mechanisms. By 
contrast, Salem and Philadelphia had common problems of lack of 
perceived legitimacy. Salem diversion efforts suffered from associ­
ation with the shelter, whose staff assumed an advocacy/adversarial 
position toward the justice system. The Philadelphia diversion 
component was headed by a radical feminist who had never counseled 
violent men and, in fact, was going to hire'a consultant to do the 
work. 

Probation with Mandated Counseling. Implementing probation with 
mandated counseling experienced problems similar to diversion efforts. 
Only Fayetteville and Santa Barbara succeeded in fully implementing 
post-conviction counseling programs. Cleveland arranged to have 
some convicted batterers sent to the program. 

The probation mandate falls heavily on judges, who determine the 
sentence and terms of probation. The Fayetteville project was 
fortunate to find a sympathetic judge who felt ~hat families should be 
Kept together and decided to make use of the counseling program to 
help change the man's behavior so as to induce the woman to stay. 

Even wht:n coordination with judges is achieved, the probation office 
can present other obstacles. Philadelphia and Salem failed to 
establish referral mechanisms with probation. Santa Barbara was 
able to create a good referral system, but probation did not 
adequately follow up on cases. As a result probation-mandated 
batterers abandoned counseling with Ii ttle risk, especially in 
comparison with pre-trial diver'tees. In a 20-month period, 11 out of 
102 pre-trial clients violated program requirements, compared to 23 
out of 75 probationers. Several factors account for this difference. 
Pre-trial divertees do .10t have a criminal record and, afraid of 
acquiring one, are more apt to comply with requirements. Proba­
tioners often have criminal records and may be sophisticated enough 
to know that the system rarely incarcerates a person for failing to 
attend a counseling program. 
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Impacts 

Those projects that succeeded in establishing the requisite referral 
links were able to routinely cClunsel batterers. However, the efficacy 
of such counseling has not been documented. The local evaluation of 
the first year of the Santa Barbara project noted that many of the 
batterers "stonewalled" their way through the therapy sessions (Berk 
et al., 1979). The year two change to a behavior modification approach 
may have overcome this problem. However, it was not possible to 
trace the victims of counseled ba tterers to determine whether 
battering had ceased. 

The Santa Barbara, Miami-DIP, Salem, and Fayetteville projects all continued 
their services following the cessation of LEAA funding. 

Civil Remedies 

BACKGROUND ISSUES 

Although victims of domestic violence use civil courts for divorce, 
separation, child custody and similar action, 't~e family violence 
projects' primary service in the civil system was to assist victims in 
obtaining restraining or protective orders. Use of such orders--a 
fairly recent phenomenon in the area of domestic relations--was 
initially connected with divorce or dissolution actions. New York's 
1962 legislation was the first to create a special court process, but 
with access limited to married persons. The next major change took 
place in the District of Columbia, which e!?tablished a process for 
handling domestic violence regardless of marital status. In 1976, 
Pennsylvania passed what is considered to be the model for domestic 
violence legislation--the Protection from Abuse Act (PAA). The 
PAA offered a comprehensive definition of family violence, opened 
access to all family members, provided for a restraining order, and 
listed specific penalties for violation. The act includes provisions for 
temporary custody and support, ex parte orders, and eviction of the 
abuser from the household. (See Appendix C for a detailed review o.f 
state legislation.) 

"The very recent passage'of the legislation lends further significance 
!,Ito an analysis of what took place in the family violence projects. The 
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range of problems and issues in implementing such legislation are 
mirrored in the project histories, particularly in the cas£! of New 
York City, which was designed with the family court as its sole 
concern. Many major legislative changes took place during the course 
of the national program. Thus, most of the projects found themselves 
in the position of a newly established agency trying to work with 
newly enacted legislation. 

IMPLEMEN1'A nON 

Type of Service 

Table 6-10 illustrates the extent of project involvement in the civil 
court. Table 6-11 displays the type of assistance provided by each 
project. Those projects that did intervene in the protective order 
process with ancillary, attempted, or major s'ervices are reviewed 
below. 

Table 6-10 

Project Emphasis on the Civil Court Process 

Little or No 
Involvement 

Santa Barbara X 

Cleveland 

New York City 

Westchester 

Miami-DIP 

X 

Miami-Safespace: X 

Fayetteville 

Brattleboro 

Philadelphia 

Salem 

Ancillary 
Service 

x 
X 

x 

Attempted 
Service 

X 

X 

. \1ajor 
Service 

x 

X 

-------------------------------~.~~ .. --------------------------
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Ancillary Service!. The Fayetteville, Salem, and Brattleboro projects 
all incorporated some assistance with th~ civil ~ourt process as an 
ancillary component of their overall serVice design. 

• Favetteville. Following the passage of the domestic violence 
legislation in 1979, the project's paraleg~l.created a referral 
system to private attorneys who were wlll1ng to take abuse 
cases for reduced fees. The attorneys became frustrated when 
women decided to drop tlie civil action, and the paralegal subse­
quently instituted a more careful screening tedmique and relied 
more on informal settlements between clients. In its second 
F£~ar, the project retained <l!1 attorney who represented women 
for protective orders on a limited basis. 

• Salem. Staff assisted women in filing temporary restraining 
orders and accompanied them to the hearings for final orders. 
In addition to court advocacy, staff attempted to induce police 
to enforce orders as required by Massachusetts law. 

Table 6-11 

Type of Assistance in Obtaining Protective Orders 

Court 
Information Accompaniment/ Legal 
and Referral Advocacy Assistance 

Santa Barbara 

Cleveland X (attempted) 

New York City X X 

Westchester X 

Miami-DIP X X 

Miami-Safespace X 

Fayetteville X 

Bra ttleboro X X 

Philadelphia 
,'.I 

-, X 
\. " 

Salem X X 

• Brattleboro. The project assisted clients in completing protect­
ive order,r;;;titions, which up until the last year were available 
only in divorce actions. A .law student initially acted as a para­
legal and later trained other project staff in petition prepar­
ation. Legal Aid attorneys came to Brattleboro on a weekly 
basis to handle the court process on behalf of the project's clients. 
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Attempted Service. The Cleveland and Miami-DIP projects both 
made concerted efforts to implement domestic violence legislation 
passed in their states in 1979. Both attempts were largely thwarted. 

liI Cleveland. In response to the new legislation, the project hired 
an attorney to assist clients in obtaining protecti ve orders 
through the ci vi! court. The attorney was never able to establish 

_ a procedure whereby he could represent clients, because the 
Domestic Relations Court opted to follow its established custom 
of referring clients to private attorneys. The attorney resigned, 
and the project limited its subsequent involvement to providing 
information and referral to clients. 

• Miami-DIP. DIP attempted to work with both judges and police 
officers in establishing case handling procedures and enforce­
ment standards to make Florida'S new civil protection remedy 
readily available to victims. The project also sought to directly 
a:ssist victims in preparing and filing the necessary papers. At 
the close of the grant, it was still difficult for a victim to 
obtain a protective order, and police resistance made enforce­
ment doubtful. 

Major Service. Civil court intervention was a primary service focus 
of the projects located in New York City and Philadelphia. 

• New York City. The project was designed to offer a number of 
direct services to clients of the Manhattan Family Court and to 
improve that court's response to domestic abuse cases. Services 
were to include needs assessment, explanation of civil and 
criminal court options, and, as requested, legal assistance and 
court accompaniment for the civil remedy. Never implemented 
as planned, the service was eventually scaled down to infor­
mation, referr~l, and court accompaniment for the civil 
procedure. . 

• Philadelphia. The project's Legal Clinic component assisted 
victims through the civil court protective order system. Para­
legals and student staff conducted client interviews and prepared 
petitions for those found eligible. Clients not found eligible for 
the civil remedies were referred to social service agencies and 
were advised about the criminal court recourse. Student staff 
were also stationed at police headquarters on weekends to assist 
with the paperwork for emergency protective orders. By the 
end of the first year, project attorney began to represent clients 
in court--a service that grew with the addi tion of attorney~ in 
the second year. 
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Table 6-13 Interventions in the civil court process were constrained by a number 
of conditions, including features of the new legislation, local proce­
dural conventions, the timing of legislation, and project character­
istics. 

Domestic Violence Legislation: Provisions 

Legislative Features. The state laws governing protection of family 
members from abuse differed greatly. The major parameters of 
eligibility, filing procedures, provision.s, and violations are displayed 
in tables 6-12 through 6-15. According to these parameters, the 
states can be roughly characterized as having strong, explicit protec­
tive legislation (Pennsylvania! Masachusetts, North Carolina, Ohio) to 
weak (Vermont prior to 1979) or ambiguous (Florida). 

The ambiguity al'ld eligibility stipulations of Florida's legislation proved 
destructive for Miami-DIP. In addition to limiting access to spouses and 
stipulating a prior complaint filed with the police, the act did not 
specify filing procedures or violation penalties. ,Orders are at the 
court's discretion, without any guidelines; the duration of the order is 
unclear; and there are no enforcement provisions. DIP spent over a 
year working wi th the court and police, at the end of which, proced­
ures had been only partially implemented and orders were averaging 
only five or six a month. 

Table 6-12 

Domestic Violence Legislation: Elig:hility Stipulations 

Married Persons Other 
Only 5tipuia tions 

Santa Barbara 

Cleveland 

New York X 

Miami X X 

Fayetteville 

Brattleboro X* 
Philade 1 phia 

Salem 

*Includes formerly married persons; prior to 1980, divorce proceed­
ings had to be concommitant. 
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Sa~ta Barbara 

Cleveland 

New York 

Miami 

Fayetteville 

" , ' 
Brattleboro 

Philadelphia 

Salem 

) , 
\i 
-', 

Santa Barbara 

Cleveland 

New York 

Miami 

F ayettev ille 

Brattleboro 

Philadelphia 

Salem 

) 
J 

Ex Parte Stop Custody/ 
Orders Violence Eviction Visitation 

X X X X 

X X X X 

X X X 

X 

X X X X 

X X X X 

X X X X 

X X X X 

Table 6-14 

Domestic Violence Legislation: 
Protective Order Filing Procedures 

WHO FILES 
Victim's 

Victim Attorney Undefined 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
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Cleveland 
New York 
Miami 
Fayetteville 
Salem 
Brattleboro 
Philadelphia 
Santa Barbara 
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Table 6-15 

Domestic Violation Legisiatfon: Order Violations 

CLASSIFICA TION 

Misde- Not 
ContemQt meanor SQecified 

X 
X 
X 

Civil 
X 

X 
Criminal 

X 

Fine 

X 

X 

X 
X 

PENALTY 

Impris­
onment 

X 
X 

X 

x 
X 

None or Not 
Defined 

X 
X 

X 

Procedural stipulations strongly affected the ultimate accessibility of 
legal remedies and proved a determinant of the projects' strategies 
for using the legislation. The inserting act for the :vlassachusetts 
legislation, for example, states that the chief justices of the superior, 

'probate, and IIdistrict courts shall jointly promulgate a form of 
'" petition ... which shall be simQle and permit a Qerson to file a 

Qetition himself" (ALM GL c209A section 6, emphasis added). In 
response to this provision, the Salem project created advocacy services 
using staff with no formal legal training to accompany women to 
court and assist them in filling o.ut the form. By contrast, in states 
that required representation by an attorney, projects were obliged to 
retain attorneys or establish a referral system to private or legal 
services attorneys. The Salem project thus differed considerably 
from that in Philadelphia, which in the absence of a legislative 
mandate and established local court procedures, had to create 'a 
sophisticated component tantamount to a civil law office. 

Although the power to charge violators of court orders with contempt 
is an inherent power of all courts, the legislative intent that violation 
of protective orders be a punishable offense had important ramifi-

. cations for what police would (or could) do when they arrived on the 
scene of a domestic altercation in which the victim had a protective 
order. For those states that classify violations (e.g., criminal 
contempt, misdemeanor), there was little ambiguity. When a state 
merely terms the violation "contempt" or leaves it unspecified, 
however, the offense is left in the rather murky legal domaine of 
contempt. 

One important distinction is that of civil cont~>mpt versus c;riminal 
contempt. Civil contempt is distinguished as flot an 1I0 ffense against 
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the dignity of the court, but against the party in whose behalf the 
mandate of the court was issued"; hence, the remedy of the court is 
to impose a fine or jail sentence to oblige the party to obey the 
mandate of the court (Black, 1968, p. 390). Criminal contempt, on 
the other hand, is construed as 1I0 ffenses or injuries offered to the 
court, and a fine or imprisonment is imposed upon the contemnor for 
th~ QurQose of Qunishment" (Black, 1968, p. 390; emphasis added). 

In states such as Vermont and Florida, which lack legislative direc­
tives, common law principles and state case law determine the type 
of contempt imposed for a violation of a protective order. Ohio state 
law defines punishment for contempt (Revised Code section 2705.5) 
as a fine of up to $500 or imprisonment for not more than ten days. 
Thus, although the Ohio domestic violence legislation is quite compre­
hensive, it has relatively trivial penaities attached to it. 

The Pennsyl~ania legislation is one of the mo.st explicit: it defines 
violation of a protective order as indirect criminal contempt and 
specifies penalties of up to six months in jail and a fine of up to 
$1,000. The Philadelphia project was able to draw on the explicit 
nature of this law to exhort the police department to seriously 
enforce protective orders. New York is notable in that it does not 
classify the violation but does delineate a punishment. 

In North Carolin'a, where there has been a long legal history of 
ambiguity around contempt proceedings, the Fayetteville project 
decided not to place much emphasis on protective orders. 

Local Procedural Conventions. A project's ability to help victims 
obtain protective orders and to have violations punished also was 
affected by local conditions. In many sites, court conventions and 
procedures were resistant to pr0ject legal interventions or the new 
legislation itself. In Cleveland, for example, Domestic Relations 
Court judges refused to allow the project attorney to represent 
clients and insisted they use private or legal aid attorneys. The Dade 
County court resisted the new legislation based on the vagueness of 
the act, its fglilure to spedfy jurisdiction, and other shortcomings. 

In Fayetteville, a combination of local procedures and circumstances 
made it virtually impossible to implement domestic violence legis­
lation. The local legal services could not represent clients in domestic 
matters. Police were reluctant to inform victims of civil remedies 
and, project staff felt, would also be lax about enforcing orders. On 
the other hand, there was a criminal judge who was willing to 
cooperate with the.diversion program. Thus, it proved simpler to 
concentrate on prosecution/diversion for severe cases and to effect 
informal agreements between partners In cases where the victim was 
uncertain about pursuing legal remedies. 
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Timing of the Legislation. Domestic violence l~gislati.on was ~assed 
or substantially amended during the course of flve proJects. Smce 
many of the changes were unforseeable, many of the projects' services 
were inconsistent with the new leaislation. In Cleveland, for example, 

o h . 
'c">t~~c,project sought to implement a quasi-Iega~ su~mon7 mec amsm . 

tnr."ough the police despLte the passage of legislatl~n Wlt~ st~ong pollce 
action mandates. Several projects (e.g., Fayetteville, tvhaml-~IP" 
Cleveland) altered or added services to work with the new legIslatIOn. 
The Vermont project focused much of its attention to bringing about 
change in domestic violence legislation, but by the time the changes 
were enacted, the project was in its final year. 

Santa Barbara 

Cleveland 

New York 

Miami 

Fayetteville 

Brattleboro 

Philadelphia 

Salem 

Table &16 

When Domestic Violence Legislation Was 
Enacted or Substantially Amended 

Pre-Project. 

x 

x 

,,"--1 

Concurr~,dt 
With Statt-UQ 

x 

x 
x 
X 

Project Character~stics. Among the project-related factors, tha: 
operated as constraints to civil court impacts was the organIzatiOnal 
auspice of the project. This was particularly evident in New York 
City, where the project was sponsored by the Henry St. Settlement 
House and was regarded by family court personnel as yet Gtnother 
social service agency with no particular prerogativ~s in the court 
system. From this weak institutional base, the project could not 
deliver its services effectively. The Miami-DIP and Philadelphia 
projects, both housed in district attorneys offices, encounte:e~ some 
resistance to the involvement of a project sponsored by a cnmmal 
justice agency working on a civil matter. The administrative judge of 
the Philadelphia family court refused the project's request that one 
judge be allocated for abuse cases to consoridate the caseload and 
faciE tate representation. 
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The Cleveland and Miami-Safespace projects, both sponsored by victim/ 
witness programs, had stronger ties to the criminal than the civil 
courts. The independent shelter programs (Salem and Brattleboro) 
found that their lack of formal ties to the court system gave them 
latitude: Salem developed a strong adv9tjacy approach, and Brattle­
boro provided paralegal assistance and piayed a strong role in effecting 
legislative changes. 

Philosophies of appropriate interventions in domestic violence also 
affected the emphasis that the projects placed on the civil courts and 
use of protective orders. 11ie various approaches can be characterized 
as: 

e deterrence through criminal justice sanctions 
• psychological change for the woman 
• psychological change for the abuser 
• justice system protection for the victim 

In reality, each project embraced a version of one or more of these 
approaches. The Westchester project was most dearly deterrence 
oriented and its use of protective order options far clients attached 
only with the filing of a formal complaint. Cleveland and Fayetteville, 
which focused on psychological change for both men and women, 
made an attempt to use the protective legislation but were easily 
frustrated by resistance. The Philadelphia project, at least in its 
feminist subcontractor components, \Vas adamant about the obligation 
of the justice system to protect women and saw the protective order 
procedure as a means of forCing the issue. Over time, however, the 
project became increasingly skeptical of the efficacy of the protective 
orders. 

The Case of Philadelphia 

With the exception of Massachusetts, no state legislatively provided 
specific procedures for a victi·'1 of abuse to petition t9r a protective 
order herself. In the absence of such a mandate, procequres were 
created at the discretion of the local courts. In Philadelphia, for 
example, court procedures strongly discouraged pro ~ represel)tation, 
virtually requiring that the petition for a protective order be 
completed and filed by an attorney and that both plaintiff and 
defendant be represented by attorneys at the court hearing. Given 
that the Pennsylvania iegislation (Protection from Abuse Act) has 
been used as the model domestic violence legislation, the Philadelphia 
case provides an important study of the complexity of implementation. 

Filing a Petition for a Protective Order. The protective order process 
in Philadelphia--from inception to enforcement--involved a coordinated 
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effort between courts, attorneys, and police. As the project evolved, 
it became clear that much of this coordination was very difficult to 
achieve. Listed below are the steps of the petition- filing and 
hearing process. 

1. The project legal clinic files a petition with a Family Court 
judge, who issues a temporary (~earte) order. 

2. The defendant is served (by the county sheriff or writ server) 
with the temporary order, which lists a hearing date within ten 
days from the date of issuance of the order. 

3. The plaintiff (in the interim) has received her copy of the 
temporary order from the legal clinic and has been advised on 
counsel by a legal clinic, community legal services, or private 
attorney. 

4. A hearing is held before a Family Court judge, where both 
defendant and plaintiff must appear with respecti ve counsel. 

5. If the petition is granted, a copy is sent for inclusion on the 
police computer. 

The Legal Clinic was designed to handle only step I and to refer clients 
either to legal aid or a private attorney. It soon became apparent, 
however, that this plan would not work. Many of the battered women 
came to the clinic disoriented from their experiences and were unable 
to follow through with a set of instructions that directed them to yet 
another agency and then to the courts. The movement from agency 
to agency also seemed to augment the reluctance battered women 
exhibit to take steps against the abuser. With no one to follow through 
on whether clients contacted an attorney, many of them failed to 
make their court appearances. The clinic's credibility suffered as 
judges noted its name on the petition and faulted the clinic for failing 
to withdraw the case. 

Coordination with writ servers also proved problematic. Sheriffs 
often failed to notify the Legal Clinic that they had been unable to 
serve orders. Even when the defendant was served, it was often so 
late in the lO-day period between the issuance of the order and the 
court hearing date that the defendant had difficulty retaining an 
attorney. Delays in serving the defendant and in his obtaining counsel 
led to postponements of hearings. 

As a result of these problems, the Legal Clinic began to represent 
clients for whom they had filed petitions. Additional support staff, a: 
second full-time attorney, and certified law students (who were able 
to represent clients in court) were added in the project's second year •. 
Eventually, Philadelphia's legal services for battered women became 
concentrated fn the family violence project, and the local legal aid 
offices virtually stopped filing petitions and representing these 
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victims. Dat~ on ,fili~gs of protective order petitions illustrate this 
outcome: durmg Its fIrst month of operations, the Legal Clinic filed 
~5 percent of the county's abuse petitions; 14 months later that 
figure was 81 percent. ' 

The Court ,H~aring. The extent to which victims gain protection 
fr,0m. the CivIl Court system depends in large degree on the judges 
wlthm that ,system, an? the premises that they Use in interpreting the 
la,w: .InterViews With Judges from the Philadelphia Family Court 
DiVislOn of the Court of Common Pleas * revealed that, while many 
~upported the Pl\A and were sympathetic toward victims several 
Judges: ' 

• 
• 
• 
• 

questioned the validity of the new legislation; 

were skeptical that any serious intrafamily violence occurs; 

impose~ qualifications on the amount/kind of abuse necessarv 
for the issuance of a protective order; . 

had serious q~al~,s about issuing an eviction with a protective 
order (many llmitmg such provisions to cases involving violence 
on the level of felonious assault); 

• questioned plaintiff motivation in seeking protective orders 
(~ome suspe.cting that women were trying to build grounds for a 
divorce settlement or to cover their own misdOings); and 

• ~ad qu~l~s about affecting the balance of power in marriages 
(I.e., gIvmg the wo~an th: "un~air advantage" of being able to 
t~reaten the man WIth a Violation charge if he failed to comply 
With her demands). . 

Thi~ va~iation in ~tti,tu~es toward domestic violence and the protecti ve 
leglsiation made I t dlf~lCU~t to advise clients. The project was obliged 
to a~opt the,co,urt's Criteria for severity and usually did not try to 
obtam an eVictIon unless a felony level assault had occurred. 
At~e~pts to ,change judicial attitudes met with little success: one 
trammg seSSion was h~ld but was poorly nttended. As the judges did 
not hold regUlar meetmgs, there was no on-going forum in which to 
work. I 

Staffing shortages (both in project attorneys and judges) and Court 
procedu,res ,further limited victim access to the new protection. 
DomestiC Violence cases were listed before 12 judges in separate 

. *Mid:vay through the Philadelphia project, seven judges were inter­
v,lewed m an open-ended format about their evaluation of the Protec­
tl~n ,trom Abuse Act, ideas of causation of family violence and 
OpiniOn of the project. t 
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locations, which made it difficult for project staff (initially only one 
attorney) to keep all court appearances and led to cancellations. The 
project and Community Legal Services tried repeatedly to have these 
cases consolidated before one judge and listed on certain days of the 
week. Their attempts were thwarted by judges' attitudes, a shortage 
of judges, and concommittant case overload throughout the court. 
Domestic violence cases, coming as they were on such short (lO-day) 
notice, were listed among judges' regular caseloads and treated as 
extra ad hoc matters so as to enable the court to ke0pa!:>reast of its 
remaining caseload. 

Given these attitudinal, procedural, and staffing constraints, the 
Legal Clinic could not ensure easy access to a protective order. 
Although the legislation was intended to provide a mechanism t~at 
would both protect victims and prevent further abuse, in practice 
protective orders were filed only for those who had experienced 
severe, repeat violence. The final year's figures from the project are 
illustrative~: the clinic filed petitions for less than one-fourth of its 
clients; 43 percent of the final orders issued contained eviction 
clauses (Indicating the level of violence had been quite severe). The 
criminal courts remained far more accessible to victims of domestic 
abuse. 

Enforcement of Orders. A major factor in the efficacy of restraining 
orders, enforcement can take the form of an immediate police 
response and arrest of the batterer or can entail filing of contempt 
charges by the victim, thus commencing a court hearing. Pennsyl­
vania's was the only legislation to specifically provide for the arrest 
of the violator on probable cause even when the violation is not wit­
nessed by the police. 

Once a final protective order was issued, the police had to be 
informed of its existence. Entering the order in the police computer 
proved routine, but there were delays in giving the police instructions 
about arrest and charging procedures. It took six months to issue a 
revised police directive detailing the Protection from Abuse Act. 
The directive prov,ed too cursory), and the project prepared an elab­
orate procedures manual. By the close of the project, the manual had 
still not been implemented. The result was that, despite the legIs­
lative mandate, police in Philadelphia were sporadic in their enforae­
ment of protective orders, as revealed in informal reports from clinic 
clients. 

---- ----- -----~----
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Impacts 

There are three perspectives from which project intervention in the 
dvi! ('o,'rt<;!,.pc;t"~ining order process must be examined: 

• ~'.it'?::-! r:-::p=.t:t--implementation of new or changed discretion­
ary practices in case handling; 

• Legislative impact--the creation of new or alterations in exist­
ing legislation as a result of project efforts; and 

• Impact on the criminal justice svstem--the effect of civil 
remedies on the criminal courts. 

System Impact. Two of the programs. Philadelphia and :"'Uami-DIP, 
had concrete and probably tasting effects on the civil court system. 

Philadelphia: 

• Emergency protective orders--As a result of the project's 
lobbying efforts, the presiding judge of the Court of Common 
Pleas issued an administrative order effectively altering the 
Protection from Abuse Act to enable lower court (Municipal 
Court) judges to serve as Common Pleas judges for the purpose 
of issuing emergency protective orders on weekday nights. 
Prior to the new ruling, emergency orders were only available 
on weekends, and a victim beaten on a week night was obliged 
to wait for a week to ten days before receiving a protective 
order. . 

• Centralized representation and legal counseling-- The project's 
Legal Clinic provided a cemral location to which all victims of 
domestic violence could be referred for advice, filing of papers, 
and legal representation. 

Miami-DIP: 

• Drafting new procedures-- The project formulated and coordin­
ated procedures for the courts and police to use for restraining 
orders. 

• Restraining order service--The project screened victims 
wishing to obtain restraining orders and helped them through 
the court process. 

While these procedures and services were at best a qualified success, 
they constituted the beginnings of legislative implementation .. 

Legislative Impact. In two states, VermonT, and Florida, project staff 
and board members were active in egecting legislative changes that 
were enacted -during the demonstration program. The Vermont legis-
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lative changes, significantly more powerful and broader than previous 
provisions~ eliminated the requirement of concurrent divorce action 
and made ex parte orders available. The changes in the Miami legis­
lation were far less comprehensive. 

Impacts on the Criminal Justice System. Implementing civil 
protective legislation held the potential for two primary impacts on 
the criminal process: (1) it could deflect victims from prosecuting 
batterers, and (2) violators of protective orders could enter the 
criminal courts. 

• Decreased Criminal Prosecution of Batterers-The only project to 
have a concerted effort for civil relief and prosecution was Phila­
delphia. Comparison of two years of data show that there was a 
non-trivial decline in the percentage of spousal private criminal 
complaints during the year in which the project civil legal component 
became operational. This change can be attributed in part to 
screening practices by which virtually all married victims were 
referreci to the legal clinic. However, any victim who was dissatis­
fied with the civil remedy was told about the criminal process and 
helped to file a criminal complaint. In practice, very few victims 
exercised this option. This evidence points to a possible longer 
range effect of civil measures recently enacted throughout the 
country. 

• Prosecuting Violatio~s of Orders--In those states with protective 
legislation that specifies that the violation of .I?o protecti ve order is 
a misdemeanor (see table 6-15), the case is et.fectively removed 
from the civil to the criminal system for prqjsecution. Even where 
the violation is not a misdemeanor, contem pt proceedings could 
result in criminal court involvement. In practice, prosecuting for 
violations of protective orders was problematic across sites .. 

In California, for example, willful and knowing violation of orders 
under the Domestic Violence Prevention Act and the Family Law 
Act (dissolution of marriage, separation and annulment proceedings) 
is a misdemeanor punishable by six months imprisonment or a 
maximum fine of $500 or both. Despite this available sanction, the 
Santa Barbara district attorney was initially unwilling to prosecute 
violators 9f restraining orders. He later reversed his stance, but 
there is n6 record of the number of such prosecutions. 

(/ 

In Pennsylvania, the PAA specified that violations be tried in family 
court as indirect criminal contempt. Due to a lack of attorneys to 
represent women, the Philadelphia special prosecutor circumvented 
this mandate by instructing police to charge violators with substan­
tive acts, thus enabling her to initiate criminal proceedings. 

6 - 46 

1 
! 
t 

1 
It 
tJ 

II 
.f:.,.y" 

n 

[I 
~ 
! J ) 
j 
1 
! 

! 

I 

·1 ) '\. ~ 

1 :(' 

I 

\ (t ) \~ 

I 

U 

Conclusions 

LAW ErlFORCEM ENT 

The experiences of these ten family violence projects illustrate how 
difficult it Is to get police to criminalize domestic violence, i.e., to 
treat it in the same manner as non familial assaults. Similarly, police 
documentation practices are im pervious to change in the absence of 
legislative or comparable mandate. Procedural changes, however, 
are easier and potentially less volatile to effect than attitudinal 
changes. Shelter projects were able to establish cooperativerelatiuns 
with police with relative ease since, if for no other reason, they 
offered police a viable and concrete victim option. Finally, a decrease 
in repeat calls to police is evidenced when victims are assisted by 
special domestic violence services. . 

CRIMINAL COURTS 

Special prosecutors are most effective if they are in a special unit 
with support staff. Contrary to common myths about the impossibility 
of prosecuting these cases, special domestic violence prosecutors can 
reduce attrition and acquittal rates in spousal abuse cases. \10reover, 
advocacy and victim/witness services "mark" domestic violence cases 
as serious and improve case handling. Diversion programs are 
critically influenced by their institutional auspice and credibiiity 
among system agents. Absent prior diversion system and/or staff 
experience ·with such programs y diversion projects are extremely 
difficult to implement. 

CIVIL COURTS 

Implementation of civil domestic violence legislation is very difficult 
due, in large part, to the multiplicity of justice system linkages 
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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. 

(J 
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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 encOl.l!nter~g 
during the in~)tial 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 variaJ)\~es affecting the develop­
ment and institutionalization of ~he family violence projects. The 
section begins with a discussion of the organizational models of the 
projects and reviews changes in the models over th~ 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 

7 - 10 

If 

~ «\ 

~ ',) 

l 

) 

) 
? 

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 

7 - 18 

{ ) 

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. 
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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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+ 

x 

x 
\:.) 

x 

x 

+ 

+ 

+ 

x 

1.\ - I, 

~1) :' \1 •... + 
1'-

Santa Barbara x 

.. = 
= 

x = 
-+ = 

II 
\1 

major (posi ti ve e ((ect \,,1
1 major 'r{egative effect \ 

negligible or no effect l\ 
mixed positive and neg\l\ive effect 

\ 

\ 
I! ;1 
\\ 
J 

x x x x x + 

x x x 

+ x -I- x x + 

x x x x + x + 

x x x x + x + 

x x + + + + (I 
;.1 

+ + -/- I- x x + 

x x x x x x + 

x x x + x 

+ ". x + + 

(, 

""'''''--r-. --...,...----

,. -

, \ 



("" 
... c " 

€f
~ .. 

. ' 
< 

~-t~ ~~ 

---------- _. 

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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~.-" , . understanding that prosecution was not a viable option for victims 

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 
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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. 
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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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