
o 1
I
n
.
.
.

.
n
2

I
I
I
)
.
.
.

.
1
.

I
:

:
3
.
.
.

b
.

.
1

v

.
2

.
3
.
A

J
.
3
.

1
3
.
.
.
.
.
.

£

(
1
.
.
.
.

1
-
4
“
4
1
.

t
4
.
-

4.

“
»

 

p
i
l
b
i
z
v
n
u
i

2
5
2
1
.
.
.
.
.
.

§
.
i
a
r
.
Q
.

1
.
3
.
»
)
.
.
.

.
1
.

.
.
s
o
!
)

I
.

i
s

 
 

 
.
I
.
i
.

.
1
3
.
.
.

{
a
t

.
5
.
i
2
.
.
.

.
5
.
.
.

 

b
e
e
.

L
E
.
“

3
5
.
1
.
4
9

3

a
n
d
”
.

fi
t

 
.
.
E

.
.

.
J

‘
t

1
"

a
m
.

:
.

i
.
.
.

z
.

3
.
.

.
.

.
.
,
.
m
w
¢
,
.
.
$
.
.
.
.
.
h
a
s
“
.

.
.
5
.

:
4
0
.
.
.
»

u

.
3
4
.
.
.
.

.
..

fl
1

.
o
‘

s

z
:
1
1
.
.
.

.
i
f
}
.

1
.
.
.
!

.
9

..

.

..
..
v.
..
..
:.
..

.

l
3

«
.
4
:
h
z
n
f

5
3
2
(
3
)
}
:
 

.



 

, UDHHnl

l-n-«esas Michigan State

2035” Universnty
 

This is to certify that the

dissertation entitled

Child Welfare and Domestic Abuse: The Intersection of Safety

and Accountability

presented by

Susan Penny Johnson

has been accepted towards fulfillment

of the requirements for the

PhD. degree in Family and Child Ecology
 
 

JamQJ/LVM
Major Professor’s Signature

16/ dizM? 2005»

Date

MSU is an Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Institution

 

 

 



PLACE IN RETURN Box to remove this checkout from your record.

TO AVOID FINES return on or before date due.

MAY BE RECALLED with earlier due date if requested.

 

DATE DUE DATE DUE DATE DUE

 

HCW 0 :5 20m

 

115510

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

     
2/05 p:/ClRC/DateDue.indd-p.1

 



CHILD WELFARE AND DOMESTIC ABUSE:

THE INTERSECTION OF SAFETY AND ACCOUNTABILITY

By

Susan Penny Johnson

A DISSERTATION

Submitted to

Michigan State University

in partial fulfillment ofthe requirements

for the degree of

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY

Department of Family and Child Ecology

2006



For

have uninte

based on pa

mdanger Lh.

Can escape

0"61' their ct

Successful ir

53mins are

Should be re:

I0 afi‘CCI [he ]

 



ABSTRACT

CHILD WELFARE AND DOMESTIC ABUSE:

THE INTERSECTION OF SAFETY AND ACCOUNTABILITY

By

Susan Penny Johnson

For victims of domestic abuse who are also mothers, social system interaction can

have unintended and counter-productive consequences. Antiquated policies and practices

based on patriarchal norms may hold her hostage within the relationship and further

endanger those involved. According to the literature, society assumes that victims: 1.)

Can escape ifthey choose, 2.) Are attracted to dangerous men, 3.) Choose their batterer

over their children, 4.) Do not choose to protect or love their children, 5.) Are not

successful in protecting their children, 6.) Are better off ifthey leave the relationship, 7.)

Systems are resources are readily available to assist victims in leaving, and 8.) Children

should be removed from their mothers in these cases. These assumptions are presumed

to affect the policies and practices ofthe Child Protection Services as well as other

systems with which survivors of abuse come into contact.

The overall purpose ofthe study was to explore the meaning domestic abuse

survivors assigned to their interaction with societal and other systems. The study also

examined environments in which those interactions occurred, the consequences ofthose

interactions; what was helpful and not helpful to survivors, and how those factors shaped

their decisions. The research questions were: 1.) How does the intersection ofvictim
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safety goals and perpetrator accountability expectations influence the consequences for

women subject to domestic violence?, and 2.) How do ecosystem factors in the

environments ofwomen subject to such violence affect the outcomes for those women?

Limited documentation oftheir lived experience exists within the literature.

Ten black and ten white women were interviewed in-depth, using the fiameworks

ofPhenomenology, Neo-feminism and Human Ecology. Women in the study

experienced a wide range ofabuse, as did their children. In this study, although some

participants received the help they needed, most did not. Systems as a whole denied,

ignored, or minimized the abuse, failed to protect the victims, held them responsible for

the violence and the exposure ofthe children to it, and often gave visitation and custody

rights to abusive fathers. Many women in the study were sanctioned with extensive

parenting plans, had charges filed against them, and received little help post-separation.

Many participants, unable to stop the abuse, were held responsible for it. Fear,

lack ofresources, family and religious pressures, a ‘Mr. Perfect’ seduction into the

relationship, and isolation were found to be key factors in their inability to leave. Most

women in the study were homeless upon leaving the relationship. Study participants

offer specific suggestions in regard to what workers can do to effectively engage with

abused women who are also mothers. The author proposes changes within and across

systems that may begin to address the complexity and devastation ofdomestic abuse. It

is hoped the study will inform policy, educate workers, identify alternative practices that

help rather than hurt, and gives voice to the women as to their lived experience.
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INTRODUCTION

Statement ofthe Problem

Social systems interaction, for victims of domestic violence, can be problematic

and have unintended and counter-productive consequences. Policies and procedures

intended to assist victims into a safer environment instead may be holding them hostage

within the relationship, and placing them in even greater danger. Ifthe victim is also a

mother, both she and her children may be exposed to significant risk from the very

systems expected to protect them. In most cases, this phenomenon stems from a

patriarchal underpinning ofassumptions upon which operational philosophy and resulting

procedures of social institutions is based. Systemic response to domestic abuse is

particularly important in the lives ofthose women and children effected, and the

consequences those responses generate can have lasting and dramatic effects for all

involved.

The issue of holding mothers responsible for the violent behavior oftheir partners

is a trend apparent throughout the country (Treppicone, 2001). It is a common beliefthat

by intervening with the mother on behalfofthe children, the mother will act in a way that

removes the children fi'om the danger. However, the assumptions upon which this belief

is based have questionable merit. These assumptions include the following: 1) CPS

interaction is protective ofchildren exposed to domestic violence, 2) CPS interaction is

supportive ofadult victims ofdomestic violence, 3) The non-offending adult will be

better off if they leave the violent relationship, 4) If an adult victim ofdomestic violence

who is also a parent or guardian stays within a violent relationship they are choosing her
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batterer over their children, 5) Mothers should be assigned almost exclusive

responsibility for the welfare of their children, 6) Adult victims ofdomestic violence can,

but are not making significant or successful attempts to protect their children, 7)

Institutions are readily available and will support victims in leaving, 8) Current policies

and procedures designed to address the safety ofchildren living with domestic violence

will result in the most positive outcomes, and 9) Systems are working cooperatively to

safeguard both the adult and child victims ofdomestic abuse. Unfortunately, these

assumptions may lead to a counter-productive set of consequences. To address the extent

to which these assumptions are valid, the current study explored the lived experiences

and perceptions ofdomestic violence survivors within the context of their interaction

with Children’s Protective Services (CPS) and other related systems.

Justification for the Study

Missing from the literature is documentation ofthe consequences, the lived

experiences and meanings assigned to those experiences of families affected by the

concurrent phenomenon ofdomestic abuse and interaction with Child Protective

Services. This study focused on the perspectives ofthe adult victim. Speaking of adult

female victims of domestic abuse who have had CPS intervention, Porter (2002) asserts

that “We need a clearer understanding ofhow current policy and practice has affected

their lives, and their relationships with family members. The only way to gain this

information is to ask them about these needs and experiences, in a setting where they are

free to speak their truth. ..and in a manner that allows them to create their own answers,

rather than responding to narrowly defined survey questions. Such client focused research
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could ultimately lead to changes in policy and best practice standards that will result in

more effective, efficient provision of services, in a manner that is both empowering and

respectful oftheir reality” (p. 55-56).

According to Marshall and Rossman (1999) and McCracken (1988), the face-to-

face in-depth interview is useful for uncovering participants’ perspectives, facilitates

immediate follow-up for clarification, is effective in describing complex interactions, and

canprovide contextualdata. Theweaknessesofthestrategyarethat: dataareopento

interpretations on cultural grounds, it is dependent upon a small sample of individuals, it

can give rise to ethical dilemmas, it is difficult to replicate, it is dependent on the honesty

and openness ofparticipants, it depends on solid research questions, and it is further

dependent on the skills ofthe researcher. True to the foundation and tradition of

phenomenology, it is the essence ofthe lived experience that is of foremost interest to the

researcher. When interviews are considered social opportunities to construct and

produce reportable knowledge, it reduces the tendency to consider this type of research as

an unscientific, neutral conduit or source of distortion (Holstein & Gubrium, 1997). The

authoridentified interviewingasthemostappropriate meansofamassingthedesired

information, and believed that accurate information would best be gathered through

askingthosewholivedtheexpericncetodescribe itintheirownwords.

Si ° cance ofthe Stud

The significance ofthis study is to give voice to domestic abuse survivors, inform

policy, assist practicing human service workers in determining an appropriate course of

action in cases ofdomestic violence, and to identify alternative means ofaddressing

domestic violence cases that may be more helpful to all involved. It is intended to foster
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greater understanding between domestic violence victim service providers, child

protective service workers, and related interacting systems.

Definitions

In order to frame the issue in uniform language, the author uses certain terms

common within the field. These terms are described below.

Child: Person under the age ofeighteen (Child Protection Law Act 238 of 1975, State of

Michigan).

Child Abuse: Harm or threatened harm to a child’s health or welfare by a parent, a legal

guardian, or any other person responsible for the child’s health or welfare, or by a teacher

or teacher’s aide, that occurs through non-accidental physical or mental injury; sexual

abuse; sexual exploitation; or maltreatment (Child Protection Law Act 238 of 1975, State

ofMichigan).

Child Protective Services (CPS ): The Child Protection Division of the Department of

Human Services (formerly known as the Family Independence Agency at the time ofthe

research); the agency mandated by law in the State of Michigan to investigate reports of

suspected child abuse and neglect, and is authorized to pursue custodial and legal action

to provide for the protection ofchildren found to be victims of substantiated abuse and or

neglect (Author).

Circuit Court: The branch ofMichigan’s court system that deals with criminal law

(Author).

Dom_e_s_tic Abuse: A pattern ofassaultive and coercive behaviors, often including

physical, sexual and psychological attacks, as well as economic coercion, that adults and
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adolescents use against their intimate partners (National Council ofJuvenile and Family

Court Judges Family Violence Department, 1998).

Exmsure to Violence: Watching or hearing the violent event, direct involvement

(intervening or calling the police), or experiencing the aftermath (such as seeing bruises,

blood, vandalism to the home), or observing maternal depression (Fantuzzo & Mohr,

1999).

Egilure to Protect: Knowingly allowing another person to mistreat or abuse the child

without taking appropriate measures to stop such mistreatment or abuse and prevent it

fiom recurring when the person is able to do so and Ins, or should have had, knowledge

ofthe mistreatment (Michigan’s Children’s Protective Service Manual, 2002).

F_aith-b§s_red IniLi_ative Policies The encouragement and financial support ofthe George

W. Bush administration to churches and other faith-based organizations to conduct social

services within their religious framework (Author).

Family Court: The branch ofMichigan’s District Court that deals with family law

matters including custody, parental rights and guardianship. For the purposes ofthis

work, the term ‘court’ includes all sworn officers ofthe com (Author).

Family IMence Agency: Formerly known as Michigan’s Department of Social

Services,andnowknownastheDepartmentofHumanServices;thebranchofstate

government that includes and oversees Child Protective Services (Author).

Ma_rn_ag'e Promotion Initiative Policies: Initiatives encouraging the process of, and

financially rewarding non-same sex couples, who enter into a formal, State recognized

marfiageagreementandmdiscomagethesevemnceofthemarnageconnactbythe

couple as well as the courts (Author).
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WW:The adult in a violent relationship that is not the

perpetrator ofthe abuse (Author).

Offending Adult (0A): The adult in a violent relationship that is the perpetrator ofthe

abuse (Author).

MedDeci_sipn Mg: The Family Independence Agency’s system for assessing

risk, safety, needs and strengths in child welfare cases (Michigan’s Children’s Protective

Service Manual, 2002).

Termination of Parental Right_s: Permanent and legally-binding removal ofchildren from

their parent(s), extinguishing all legal and physical relationships between the parent(s)

and child (Standards for Termination of Parental Rights, State of Michigan).

Welfa_re to Work Policies: Those welfare reform policies that require work as a condition

for social welfare entitlement programs including Medicaid, Food Stamps, and childcare

stipends (Author).

Theoreticgl Framework

Although no one theory has been effective in explaining the complex issue of

domestic abuse (National Center on Domestic Violence, 2002), the theories ofneo-

feminism and human ecology were selected for their respective assumptions and

properties. Non-feminism was selected over traditional feminist theory, which has been

criticized for ignoring the unique experiences within the context ofclass and race,

efl‘ectively grouping all women into a homogenous unit. Ignoring the variables ofrace

and class may result in limited understanding ofcomplex issues involving women, who

experience and frame them differently (Armour, 1999; Cheung, 1991; Roberts et a1,
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2000; Worden, 2002). Neo-feminism requires researchers to consider gender, class and

race.

Given that the literature on domestic abuse and the intersection ofclass and race

is limited, evolving values within the social sciences requires cultural sensitivity and the

recognition ofoppressive forces be considered in current research (Bograd, 1999).

Anzaldua (1990) maintained that what is considered sound theory in the academic

community may not be what is most appropriate for women ofcolor. The principles and

foci ofhuman ecological models also require the consideration ofenvironments that

influence, and are influenced by demographic variables. According to Anmldua (1990),

theorizing for communities ofcolor is created through narrative forms, in the stories that

result from real lived experiences. Taking gender as a factor without the co-variables of

race and socio—economic settings does a disservice to the concept ofpersonal identity and

the fact that a woman’s identity is constituted by position (Cacoullos, 2001).

Ashcrafi (2000) and Cacoullos (2001) maintain the silencing ofwomen’s voices

withinthccontextofgender,classandraceisperpetuatedbyhierarchalpattemsofwhite

male privilege. The resulting adaptation to the oppression, by women ofdiffering races

and resources, has therefore been unique within those categories (Armour, 1999; Bell et

al, 2000; Bograd, 2000; Cacoullos, 2001; Knight, 2000). The analysis ofvaried

experiences within the context ofrace, gender and class is critical to balance against

society’s devaluing ofmarginalized individuals.

Human Ecology Theory allows researchers to investigate intersections and

relatiomhips with and interdependence upon their environments. The concept ofhumans

and families existing as sub-systems within their larger ecosystems encourages the
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investigation of interplay and consequences ofthe dynamics within these relationships.

The theory is particularly useful in investigating public policy, family intervention

evaluation, and review of family structure, roles, and norms. These characteristics made

the theory germane to this study.

It should be noted that this work references the victim as female and the assailant

as male. This characterization is consistent with the research on the gender of

perpetrators (Blum et al, 1993). All interviews were with adult female victims. The

researcher acknowledges that this gender-based characterization does not hold true for all

domestic abuse cases, but uses these terms for the sake of clarity, continuity, and in

recognition that in the overwhelming majority of cases ofdomestic abuse, these gender

references are representative and therefore appropriate.

Resealch Questiong

The two research questions fit well within the framework ofthe selected theories:

1.) How does the intersection ofvictim safety goals and perpetrator accountability

expectations influence the consequences for women subject to domestic violence? And

2.) How do the ecosystemic factors in the environment ofwomen subject to such

violence affect the outcomes for those women?
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CHAPTER II

SETTING OF THE PROBLEM

LiteraLum Review

The literature specifically addressing CPS intervention into cases ofdomestic

violence is limited (Kaufmann-Kantor & Little, 2003). In fact, no reference was even

made to domestic abuse in the Journal of Marriage and Family until 1969 (Schechter,

1982). Children witnessing domestic violence were not addressed in research literature

until the 1980’s. Children, as a whole, were until recently overlooked by domestic

violence service providers focused on the mother’s crisis (Fantuzzo & Mohr, 1999; Kent,

2001; Lehman & Carlson, 1988). The earliest reference to a Failure to Protect CPS

policy found was in the case In re Dalton (1981). In that case and since, the term

‘failure’ implies circumstances that are within one’s control, and the existence ofan

Opportunity not to fail (Magen, 1999).

Of late there is a growing bank of literature on the correlation ofchild abuse and

domestic abuse, and an upsurge of interest in the effects ofdomestic abuse on children

(American Bar Association, 1994; Aron & Olson, 1997; Ayoub et al, 1999; Bancroft &

Silverrnan, 2000; Carlson, 1996; Davidson, 1995; Dohrn, 1995; Edelson, 1999; Fantuzzo

& Mohr, 1999; Holden & Richie, 1991; Jaffe et al, 1990; Mabanglo, 2002; Meuer &

Webster, 1997; Wolf, 2002).

However, very little research exists on the experiences ofdomestic abuse victims

with Child Protective Services, nor on policies such as Failure to Protect (Magen 1999;

Porter, 2002). This is despite the fact that all but a dozen states have laws criminalizing
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omission ofcare in their state child protection code (Matthews, 1999). It is fi'om the

available literature, and through the filtering lens oftheoretical foundation, that the

research questions and this study evolved.

This study focused on the lived experiences and perceptions of adult domestic

abuse victims who had recent interactions with CPS. However, domestic violence is an

issue that is multi-systemic. Therefore, it is unreasonable to expect the reader to place

this study in context without an understanding ofthe inter-related patriarchal, institutional

and societal philosophies, the barriers victims face in complying with institutional

expectations, and how their actions are perceived within different but relevant systems

having influence over the families involved. In addition, the reader must also understand

how these systemic issues aide and perpeume the practice ofdomestic abuse. For that

reason, the review of literature is divided into: 1) The prevalence ofconcurrent domestic

and child abuse, 2) Effects ofdomestic abuse on adults, 3) Effects ofdomestic abuse on

children, 4) Child Protective Services response to domestic abuse, 5) Legal system

response to domestic abuse, 6) Batterers’ accountability and manipulation ofsystems, 7)

Racial/ethnic issues in cases ofdomestic abuse, and 8) Related assumptions.

Concurrent Domesm: Abuse and Child Abuse

The Bureau ofJustice estimates that more than four millipgwomen are victims of
 

 

domesticabuseeaciryearinAmerica(Bachman&Salzman, 1995). Betweenthreeand
 

 

eighteen million children are exposed to domestic abuse each year (Holden, 1998). Felix

and McCarthy (1994) and Wright and colleagues (1997) found significant concurrent

incidence ofdomestic and child abuse. It is estimated that in thirty to sixty percent of

\n‘.’

homes where there is a battered adult, the children are also abused (omcc ofJuvenile

 

 

10



Justice

hem-est

Cohn. 1

estimate

of one 0‘

and save

(Blum. e



Justice and Delinquency Prevention, 2000). Other estimates place the incidence rate

between eleven and forty-seven percent (American Humane Association, 1994; Daro &

Cohn, 1988; Jones, et al; Magen et al, 1995; McKibben et al, 1987). It is further

estimated that between three and ten million children each year risk witnessing the abuse

ofone ofthe adults in their home by another (Stone & Fialk, 1997). Between forty-five

andseventypereentofhomesinwhichmenabuse womemthechfldrenarealsotargets

(Blum, et aL 1993; O’Keefe, 1995).

Stark and Flitcraft (1988) found that in more cases than not, children abused by

thefatherinthehomealsohadmothersabusedbythesameperpetrator. Theyalso

discovered that the children in these homes were far more likely to be removed from the

home thanchildren suffering abusewhenthemotherwasnot herselfavictim. Beeman

and colleagues (1999) found in their study ofa Wisconsin county caseload ofFailure to

Protect files tlmt three-quarters ofthe cases involved domestic abuse. Regardless of

variations in statistics on the exact number, the commence ofthese issues is significant

(Schechter & Edelson, 1999).

Effects of Domestic Abuse on Adults

“It is extremely difficult for people who have no personal experience with

domestic violence to appreciate the economic, social and psychological factors that

influence the decisions ofbattered women” (Phillips, 1992, p. 15541W

Wsetofnorm_s, on standards ofperceived reasonableness. As individuals,

weuseourownexperiencesaspointsofreferencetofiameandtmderstandtheacfions

and attitudes ofothers. For someone who has not experienced the horror ofabuse, the

behavior and decisions ofbattered women may, at times, appear irrational.
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There have been numerous attempts to flame battered women’s behavior in terms

ofpathology (Levandosky et al, 2000). Victims may display hyper-Vigilance,

exaggeratedwstartle response‘slirritabili and seeming] ted anger_(Walker,

1993). Bowker (1999) and Fugate (2001) framed the issue in terms ofvariables that are

 

 

 

more thanjust psychological, but also social, economic and physical in nature. Sullivan

(2000) agreed, stating, “intimate male violence against women is far too widespread to be

attributed toW’(p. 126).Wexists in thecom

Lanagrnmety ofpowerfin relationships_(Mills, 1988). Without serious consideration of

the context in which victims experiences their lives and the assailants’ violence, society

struggles to understand victims’ assertions, attitudes, behaviors and decisions, and instead

looks for ways to conceptualize the issue in terms ofpsychological dysfunction.

“Since a common myth ofdomestic abuse is that the victim can stop the violence

ifshe chooseeawomanwhoisabusedby herspouseisalsoatriskofbeing labeledan

abusive or neglectful parent” (Field & Cook, 1994, p. 922). This leads to the question ‘If

she really loves her children, why doesn’t she just leave?’ Perhaps the more appropriate

questionsare ‘Whydoesheabuseher’,and ‘Whataretbebarrierspreventingherfrom

accessing safety?’ Both questions are key as women often have very compelling reasons

for staying in the relationship.

Ofall the factors that effectivel bind women to violentAmen, fear is perhaps:the

most influential (Phillips, 1992). According to Edelson (1985), “It is living with a
W

  

constant sense ofdanger and expectation ofviolence ...thatbringsaboutterrorthat is

slowly constructed and eventually fills the women’s environment” (p. 231-32). Adult

victims ofdomestic abuse live in fear for themselves and their children (Myers, 2002;

12
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Walker, 1984) and are more likely to suffer increasingly severe injuries as the abuse

escalates (Sutherland et aL 2000). Batterers frequently use the threat ofdeath against the

\x
‘ _/

adult victim, their children, and their families as a means ofcontrolling the victim’s

M
' ‘_.

behavior and preventing them from—leaving the relationship (Davison, 1995). PM
K

WNW)reveal that victims have good reason to fear, as thousands ofwomen die

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

atthehandsoftheirpartnerseachyear.

Leaving does not always solve the problem, and in fact may be less safe than

staying (Fleury et al, 2000; Mills, 2000; National Council ofJuvenile and Family Court

Judges, 1998). According to Meuer and Webster (1997), the rate ofattack against

womenwhoaredivorced fi'omtheassailantistwentytimeshigherthanthosewho remain

married to their attacker. Further, Meuer and Webster (1997) reported “it is estimated

that seventy-three percent ofall emergency room visits, and up to seventy-five Ercent of

calls to the police for domestic violence incidents occur alter separaufl’ (p. 219).

Similar findings were reported in earlier studies (American Psychological Association,

1996; Harlow, 1991). When investigated, the factors found to influence the continuation

ofabuse, not surprisingly, were related to the decisions and behaviors ofthe abuser, not

the victim (Fleury et al, 2000). When expecting the woman to ‘just leave’, it “implies

thatawomanshouldacteventhoughheractionexposesher [andherchildren] toriskof

fatal retaliation by the abuser... battered women should take seriously the threats of

abusive men who have demonstrated their violent potential” (Enos 1996, p. 255).

Adiligentabuser is ofienabletoforceabatteredwomanbackintothehome by

threateningandharassinganyonewhoattemptstoassistherCDth&Dobash, 1979;

GoodkindetaL2004). Adultvictimsfacesuongandmstainedpressurefi'omthe

13
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assailant’s family, and sometimes their own, to remain in a violent relationship.

Outsiders may perceive that the children, in spite ofthe violence, are better off with both

parents, and may suffer fi'om a divorce or separation. Religious ideology may prevent

and diswurage divorce; urging the victim to stay, become more submissive to her

husband, and ‘work it out’ (Center for the Prevention of Sexual and Domestic Violence,

2006; Fortune, 2006). For instance, Catholicism considers divorce a sin, and only in

2003 did the church agree that in some cases ofviolence, separation might be warranted.

However, even if granted, this activity would preclude the victim from a church

sanctioned marriage in the future. Conversely, some data indicate spirituality may play a

part in victim recovery and healing processes post-separation (Gillum et al, 2006).

Society as a whole ignores, and in some ewes denies, the existence ofdomestic

abuse,sendingamessagetothevictimthattheviolenceisanacceptedpartofour

communities, and thereby excusing social systems from carrying out their responsibilities

to the victim (Andrews and Brewin, 1990; Enos, 1996; Ewing & Aubrey, 1987; Sullivan,

2000). Neighbors and friends are reluctant to get involved (Dobash and Dobash, 1975;

Zora, 1998) for fear ofviolating the family sanctity within the home. Neighbors and

familyalsoexpress fearofthebatterer,statingreluctancetoincitesomeonewhomay

turn violent against them. Friends may be unsure ofhow to help, and effectively cut

themselves ofl'from the victim. Batterers are often pathologicallyjealous, and will

consequently isolate their partner from friends, neighbors and family (Ver Steegh, 2000).

Financial issues are also powerful factors for non-offending adults (Davis &

Srinivasan, 1995). For those with limited resources, welfare assistance is meager and

gettinghardertoobtain. Manywomenfacetherealityofhavingtochoosebetweenrent,
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heat, food, and medical care for their children. Although most are working, few have

health insurance, and often work atjobs that do not provide adequate wages (Davis and

Srinivasan, 1995; Rainford, 2004; Zorza, 1991). Transportation and childcare costs eat

awayatabudgetthatisalreadytoo smallto sustainafamily, ifvictims attemptto embark

on their own. These issues have dire consequences for the family unit. It should be

noted that domestic abuse is the primary reason for homelessness and punitive welfare

sanctions among women and children (Rainford, 2004; Zorza, 1991).

Many assailants threaten kidnap, kill or seek custody ofthe children should the

victim attempt to report the abuse (Jones, 1994). Although persoml protection orders

fiomthecomtforbidcontactbetweentheassaflmtandthevicfim,thechfldmnare not

usually part ofthe order, forcing the victim to relinquish the children for the purposes of

visitation and exposing them to the assailant without her protective influences. A victim

knows that the order is simply a piece ofpaper, incapable ofstopping a knife or a bullet

fromanassailantdeterminedto gettoherandharmherorherchildren(Jones, 1994).

Pets are not immune to the violence either, often being used as a tool to control the

behaviorofthe victimand herchildren. Itisacommonbatterertactictothreaten, harm

or kill pets in front ofthe adult victim and her children (American Humane Association,

1994), in order to ensure the assailant’s control over the family continues.

Many victims have had past experiences with the legal, social service and law

enforcement systems that have put the onus back on the victim to fix his problem (Davis,

1991; Dobash & Dobash, 1979). Victims may have been disbelieved, sufl‘ered a dual

arrest along with the perpetrator, or solely blamed for the assault. [fthe assailant is

arrested,inMichigantheycanbeoutofjailandfieetoretmntothevictimwithin
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twenty-four hours. There are often severe repercussions for the victim and the children

once the assailant is released and back in the family home. These experiences, in

aggregate, lessen the chances that victims will seek future help, create mistrust of social

and legal systems, increase the danger for the victims and their children, and decrease

their beliefthat there is help and hope.

Some victims may continue to proclaim loyalty and love for the perpetrator. This

is not uncommon when individuals are forced to live in terror and survival mode for

prolonged periods oftime. Domestic abuse victims, both adult and child, are often held

hostage within the relationship. Hostages in a variety of settings have experienced this

phenomenon (Graham et al, 1994). In order to understand this phenomenon, one must

consider the context of lived reality. The non-offending adult entered into the

relationship with a desire for a long-term committed relationship. Many victims continue

to believe in the power of love to ‘fix’ the behavior ofthe assailant (Mahoney, 1991).

Some believe that they are at fault for the abuse. Assailants are quick to place the blame

on the victim, using statements such as ‘If only you wouldn’t do that, this (the abuse)

wouldn’t have to happen.’ This allows victims to believe they has the opportunity to fix

the problem, andovertimetheymayaccepttheabusers’ argurnentsthatthey areto blame

for the abuse, since they have ‘failed’ to fix the problem.

Some, although not all, victims experience the violence as a cycle with a distinct

pattern. The cycle begins with a period oftension building, followed by the assault, and

afterward the batterer expresses remorse, asks forgiveness, promises change, and

institutes a period oftranquility, often characterized by victims as a honeymoon-type

atmosphere. Tension then begins to build again, and the cycle repeats. The victim is left
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believing that they almost had ‘fixed’ the problem, and that if they try harder in the

future, they may be able to make the violence stop and get to a period of sustained

tranquility (Porter, 2002).

Societal norms play a significant role in helping to keep women with violent men.

Many women continue to struggle with self-esteem and self-determination in a

patriarchal society. Many victims become conditioned to believe that their place in life is

subordinate to males (Kasl, 1990; Unterberger, 1989). Victims ofdomestic abuse are

taught to receive and believe messages that they deserve lesser treatment and cannot

expect a male-dominated society to assist them, or even care about their conditions.

Society in turn, believes that inherent maternal instinct provides mothers with the ability

to, and in turn expects that they can and will, protect their children even though they are

unable to restrain the abuser or alter the situation (Enos, 1996). All these factors leave

many victims feeling helpless, at fault and isolated (Hart, 1988; Mills, 2000; Stark, 1992).

The abused mother often makes her choices based on a cost-benefit analysis of

the factors that are present in her unique situation (Pfouts, 1978). The sum ofthe

variables, when the cost is perceived too high, results in holding women hostage to an

abusive relationship. Bowker (1999) further asserts that when the variables of fear,

retaliation, familialpressure, lackofresourees, shame, identity loss, victim blaming and

poverty are changed, women will be able to successfully escape and thrive.

Effects ofDomestic Abuse on Children

Walker (1979) notes that like their battered mothers, childrenare often victimized

insimilarways bothwithinthecontextofthe abuse,andalsoby systemsdesignedto

protectthem. Davidson(l995)assertstlmttheexposuretoabrutalenvironmentis,in
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and of itself, an act of child abuse. However, Edelson (1999) asserts that “Defining

av

witnessing as maltreatment is a mistake [in that] doing so ignores the fact that large

I
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numbers ofchildren in some studies showed no negative development problems and

 

f

  

some showed evidence ofstrong coping abilities” (p. 869). Mills (1988) agreed with

Edelson, finding there is conflicting information on the consequences of children of

witnessing domestic abuse.

Study results have shown both internal and external behavioral effects of

witnessing domestic abuse (Carlson, 1996; Ecblin & Marshall, 1995; Groves, 2001; Kent,

2001; Mabanglo, 2002; Malmquist, 1986; McCloskey & Walker, 1993; Ver Steegh,

2000; Wyndham, 1998; Walker, 1984), including depression, suicide, anxiety, fears,

v:

phobias, poor self-image, aggression, acting out, and anti-social behaviors. Cognitive

 

 

deficiencies cited include poor concentration, and testing low on measures ofverbal,

motor and cognitive skills expected for corresponding age and developmental stages.

Emotional efl‘ects include fear and confusion, conflicted loyalties, hyper-

vigilance, guilt, exterml locus ofcontrol, hopelessness and anger. Somatic effects

identified are fi'equent illnesses, insomnia, bed-wetting, elevated blood pressure and

increased heart rate (Pagelow, 1990). Children from violent homes are also more likely

to be injured directly as a victim or indirectly, by either accidentally or purposefully

getting in the line of fire (Stark & Flitcratt, 1988).

Socially, children from violent homes have been found, on average, to have lower

levels ofsocial competencies, ‘connectedness’, and interpersonal skills. However,

research that considers socio-economic variables (Kent, 2001; Treppicone, 2001)

disputes some ofthese findings. Adolescents who have grown up in violent homes are at
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greater risk of continuing the tradition of violence within their own homes and are more

apt to run away (National Resources Center on Domestic Violence, 2002; Zorza et al,

2001). Finally, effects may include a lifetime of issues, including conspiracy of silence

regarding the violence, substance abuse, poor self-image, anger, criminal behavior and

depression (Zorza, et al, 2001).

Conversely, as Edelson (1999) and Mills (1988) indicate, studies have

demonstrated that not all children appear to be adversely affected by domestic violence.

Further, intervention, counseling, support and safety can reveme the negative influence of

exposure to interpersonal violence. There is also evidence that resiliency in children to

develop coping mechanisms allows them to survive and recover fiom even long term and

extreme exposure to domestic abuse (Jafi‘e et al, 1990; National Resource Center on

Domestic Violence, 2002; Wolf, 2002). As Sullivan and colleagues (2000) found, data on

the father’s level and quality of interaction with the children is absent in prior studies.

This data, when factored in, presents significant findings relative to resiliency. With this

key variable missing, some research on the influence ofdomestic abuse on children is

flawed, allowing continued focus on the mother as primarily responsible. Adding to

conflicting results, many studies have failed to examine victims’ individual

characteristics, parenting skills ofthe non-ofi’ending parent, variables ofethnicity, age,

gender and available support system (Kent, 2001; Trepiccione, 2001).

Garbarino (1995) points out thatchildren exposed to street and school violence
V/

arealsoatriskformanyofthesameefi‘ectslistedabove. Yet,thereisnoattemptbyany
f

agencies to hold parents accountable for the exposure to these other types ofviolence.

 

 

 
 

L

  

 

 

No failure to protect, neglect or child abuse charges are levied against parents in this
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situation, as the danger level is seen as something beyond their control. No one asks

‘why don’t you just leave’, as it is accepted that they are unable to escape the economic

entrapment of their situation. Focusing only on the violence and vulnerabilities of

children in violent homes underestimates the coping strategies and other environmental

factors that may increase or mitigate the effects ofthe violence (Magen, 1999).

Much ofthe previous research has been questioned on methodological grounds

(Edelson, 1999; Fantuzzo & Lindquist, 1988; Fantuzzo & Mohr, 1999; Spaccerelli et al,

1994; Trepiccione, 2001; Wolf, 2002). Identified flaws include varying defrnitions,

ignoring contributing or mitigating variables, and lack ofcomparison or control groups.

Additionally, more researchers are encouraging future studies that include the input of

battered women as to the effects ofthe policies and services they have experienced

(Porter, 2002). She states “The voices ofwomen who have experiences with domestic

violence and child protective services have not been heard. In my numerous reviews of

the literature, I have not been able to find a single study regarding mothers who have

experienced domestic violence and involvement with the child welfare system. This

represents acrucial gap in the literature” (p. 55). On a procedural note, many ofthe

studies cited above are cross-sectional, and their results should not be misconstrued as

causal in nature. Although more research is needed to clearly understand the effects and

predictthosechildrenwhoareatgreatestrisk, thestate’sdesiretosafeguardchildren

living in violent homes has resulted in policies created by legal and social service systems

to address the issue.
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Protective Services Response to Domestic Abuse and Embedded Patriarchal Ideologies

Many common child protection strategies may actually increase the danger to

AAV

(1 the children (Spears, 1996). In most states, the child protection law

clearly identifies one form ofneglect as an omission to provide for the safety of children.

 

 

 A
v v
 

In Michigan, the CPS manual states that “a non-ofi’ending caretaker will not be held

 flv—‘f

responsible for Neglect, thus/e193 Failure to Protect ifthe child is not at imminent risk”

a w

(CFP 711-5), however in the next paragraph the manual instructs the following: “A

 

caretaker who would otherwise be considered a non-offender but who. . .has a historical

record that shows a documented pattern ofdomestic violence where the non-ofl’ending

caretaker has been unable to protect the children must be held responsible for their

abusive or neglectful behavior. In the above situation, the person previously referred to

as the non-offending caretaker is also a perpetrator.” Because ofher inability to make the

violence stop, she is categorized as a co-assailant. No clear languageW

¥

him accountable for choosing to be violent.
 

Women, who constitute an overwhelming majority ofthe victims ofdomestic

abuse, are also expected by society to be the primary caregivers for children. Within that

expectation has been assigned the role ofprimary protector (Aron & Olson, 1997;

Roberts, 1993). It is of interest that as recently as the 1990’s, Michigan child protective

service case files were openedand maintained underthenameofthe child’smother,

regardless ofwhether or not there was a father in the home; Forms used in 2004 continue

to identify a ‘primary caregiver,’ and inall but a few cases, that ‘primary caregiver’ is the

mother or the grandmother. The ‘secondary caregiver’ is, in general, the category

21



assigned to the father. If the adult male in the home is not the biological father, he may

or may not be listed on the form as a caregiver ofany sort. Most often, he is not.

It is interesting that other females, such as grandmothers, aunts, and babysitters
m

are expected to have an inherent instinct to protect all children, including those that are

A l w

I not biologically theirs. Court cases described in this document attest to that fact. Yet

 

  

 

 

there is no similar expectation ofmen, even though they are capable of fathering children.

Indeed, even those males who have biological ties to children are rarely held to a standard

ofexpectations as to their parenting skills.

Founded on the assumption by society that battered women will be best served by

leaving the violent relationship, the legal and social service systems have viewed a victim

staying within a violent relationship as proofthat they are unwilling to protect their

children (Jacobs, 1998; Magen, 1999). This may result in their removal from the home,

including from the non-offending parent. Under these terms, a mother may lose her

parental rights under a Failure to Protect charge. According to Lyon (1999), social

  

 

service agencies routinely add allegations ofdomestic abuse to depindency petitions in

\-

 
 

 

  

 

 

 

Erder to strengthen the casefor removal, and as proofthat mothers, unable or unwilling to

 

protect themselves, are also unable or unwilling to protect their children, thus making

them parentally unfit.

When removed from a non-offending adult, children are often placed with the

batterer or parent ofthe perpetrator (Aron et al, 1997; Waller, 2001). This is cause for

significant concern, given that most batterers were themselves abused in their childhood

\f— ‘
”

home (Bacchi, 1999; Osofsky & Fenichel, 1996; Ver Steegh, 2000), and are abusing the

M

 

 

children as well as the mother in over fifty percent of the time (Jones et al, 2000). The

\‘ f. "
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practice of placing removed children with the perpetrator or his family is obviously risky,

though likely unintentionally so, as “perpetrators are often invisible in CPS records as

well as the literature on child protection and domestic violence” (Stark, 1995). Batterers

use the obvious limitations ofthis practice to maintain and increase their control over the

victim, resulting in victims being hesitant to access social services for fear of losing their

children (Bancroft, 2001; Carter, 1995; Waller, 2001).

When removed and placed with foster or adoptive parents, there is no clear

 

 

  

-W

evidence that children of abused mothers will find greater permnence or become safer as

M /
 

 

aresultoftheremovalandplacement. Infact, ifthemother’srightsareterminated

A?

before the mother has the time to establish herself as a competent caretaker independent

of the batterer, the child is injeopardy ofnot establishing a positive parent/child

relationship (Lyon, 1999). In Michigan, parents who have had their children removed are

N

given onlyiwelve to eighteen months to stabilize, rehabilitate, reunite and establish a safe

 

 

 

 

 

household before their children are eligible for adoption. The assumptions regarding

4...,”

 

 

removal ofchildren under the Failure to Protect policy are contrary to the policies of fast

track permanency placement through adoption, in that the time limits prevent most

mothers fi'om establishing the autonomy and resources necessary to prove fitness

(Guggenheim, 1995).

The assumptions ofpermanency placements are to provide, in as short a time as

possible, a stable and permanent caregiver relationship for children. Yet, children

enteringthefostercaresystemareplacedinahomewherefosterparentsarediscouraged

from establishing strong attachments to their foster children. Children who are not

adoptable may find themselves in a veritable rotating door system ofmultiple foster care
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homes, and no hope for a positive parent/child relationship. Guggenheim’s study (1995)

reveals that although there has been a sharp increase in parental rights termination, there

has been no corresponding increase in adoptions. If not adopted, it must be assumed that

the children are lost somewhere in an already overwhelmed foster care setting with foster

parents who must be somewhat guarded in their attachment to the children in their care.

Huxtable (1994) and Porter (2002) found that practitioners received little training

and relied heavily on their own beliefs and past personal history as assessment and case

management tools when dealing with families experiencing violence. This reference base

is often rooted in society’s many myths on domestic abuse, including who is responsible

for the abuse, and who is responsible for the safety within the family (Gordon, 1988).

Gordon found that these workers blame the mothers for being battered and hold them

responsible for exposing the children to violence. Gordon also found that workers

demanded women leave the relationship in order to safeguard their children with little

knowledge regarding the reasons why they may not be able to leave. Aron and Olson

(1997) found that few caseworkers have the tools they need to address the complex issues

facing them in cases ofdomestic abuse. They urged workers to consider that instead of

seeing the mother as ‘failing to protect,’ they should consider that the same danger that

Wthechfldrendmthreflmsflwmothermndthmmmgiesthancebothflre

mother and child’s best interests be developed.

Most states have assessment protocols designed to assist workers in evaluating

cases based upon categorical criteria. In Michigan for example, workers use a flowchart

ofpossible responses and a system called Structured Decision Making (CPS Manual,

2003). This method assigns numerical scores in a variety ofsub-categories, and the sum
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of the scores of all categories determines the perceived level of risk: the higher the score,

the higher the perceived risk. The risk scale for neglect scores is: 0-4 low; 5—7 moderate;

8-12 high; and 13-20 intensive. The scale for abuse is: 0-2 low; 3-5 moderate; 6-9 high;

and 10-16 intensive.

TherearetwotypesofcaretakersthatareconsideredwithintheStrucnned

Decision Making process, a ‘primary caretaker’ (usually the mother), and a ‘secondary

caretaker,’ most often the biological father. This in and of itself begins the process of

holding the mother primarily responsible for the welfare ofthe children in the home.

Within this system, a non-ofl'ending adult who is being investigated for child neglect

could scorea l forthe call beingacomplaintofneglect, a 1 ifshehasmorethanone

child, a 1 if she is less than twenty-nine years old, a 2 for the presence ofdomestic

violence, and a l ifshe is poor. This totals a neglect score of6 points, and she is already

in the moderate score range.

If the complaint is for suspected abuse, the non-offending adult could score a 1

for the complaint being for abuse, a 1 if she has more than one child, and a l for the

presence ofdomestic violence. This total ofthree points again places the mother in the

moderate score range. Moderate scores will not result in the opening ofa CPS file.

However, there are other categories that ofien apply to domestic abuse victims that could

further raise her score.

Ifthe mother is perceived as taking the clmrges less seriously than the CPS

worker, they will receive an additional point. Ifthey are perceived to be poorly-

motivated to improve parenting skills; ifthere is a prior CPS service history; ifthey are

judged to lack selfesteem; appear apathetic or hopeless; were abused themselves as a
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child; have a secondary caretaker tlmt uses excessive discipline or appears domineering,

they would receive additional points, placing them in the high range. Given the context

ofdomesficabusc,theiroddsofscofingpointsinanyofthaeeategoriesisfairly

substantial. Whenaparentscoresinthehighmnge,acaseisopenedandisplacedonthe

centralregistry. Withtheonusonthemothersforthebehaviorsofthe ‘secondary

eamgiver’mthehome,amitheflkefihoodthmmeymaybepoor,appeuexhwste¢md

haveadomineedngpmmaminghmshdixipfinmymcfiegtheymndmhavesigruficant

interventionbyCPS. 'I'hissystemappearstobeyetfixrtherevidencetlntthechild

welfamsystandoesmtmkeinmwnsiderafimflncomplexiswesofdomesdcahne,

holds the mother unreasonably accountable for her assailant’s behaviors, and punishes the

victimunjustly.

“Failure to Protect policies foster a web ofconflicting interest” (Trepiccione,

2001, p.1498). The state has an interest in the welfare ofthe child. Mothers have a

fitndamentalrighttohavecustodyandcareoftheirchildren. Fathersalsohavearightto

careandcustodyoftheirchildren. 'I'hesethreeinterestsoflenclashincasesofdomestic

abuse. Both child protection workers and domestic violence victim advocates share an

interestinendingfamilyviolence. However,thereisaperceptionthattosupportthe

adultasavictimistosomehowignoretheneedsofthechildren,andthatthemother,

through perceivedinaction, mustbecomplicitintheirabuse(Aron&Olson, 1997;

Kaufmann-Kantor & Little, 2002). This clearly is out ofsynch with research showing

thatthemajorityofabusedwomencaredeeplyabouttheirchildrenandwanttoprotect

them from further violence, poverty, and isolation (Davies et al, 1988; Schecter &

26



Edch

for th

initiat

David

effect

Cook 1

choice

inaSOI



Edelson, 1999). In fact, abused mothers oflen cite their children as the primary motivator

for their attempts to leave (Roberts & Burman, 1988).

There is a lack of constructive coordination and general mistrust between the

initiatives ofchild welfare and domestic violence victim services (Carter, 1995;

Davidson, 1999; Edelson, 1995; Schechter and Edelson, 1994) that can prevent an

effective response designed to safeguard both adult and child victims. As Field and

Cook (1994) discovered, the common myth that a victim can stop the violence simply by

choice is at the heart ofa mother’s risk‘to be labeled an abusive or neglectful parent.

McCroskey and Meezan (1997) found that not only were one-third ofthe mothers

in a Southern California family preservation program victims ofabuse, but a majority of

the workers in the program felt that family violence was an issue unlikely to be addressed

by services. Workers also revealed their own fear ofthe abuser in the home (McCroskey

& Meezan, 1997; Porter, 2002). This is consistent with research characterizing abusive

men involved with CPS as being more dangerous, more pathological, and lower in

cognitive functioning (Aron & Olson, 1997). When faced with dangerous abusers, many

CPS workers quickly shifi focus to the mother, who is perceived to be more manageable

(Farmer, 1997). This may be due to the fact that male batterers, compared to non-

batterers, exert greater negative influence on their children than do even aggressive

mothers; are less involved in child-rearing; less physically aflecfionate to children; less

likely to use reasoning in response to children’s behavior; and more likely to use physical

punishment and authoritative responses (Anderson & Cramer-Benjamin, 1999; Holden &

Richie, 1991). In cases where mental health workers are involved, workers are more

likely to classify the violence as mutual conflict rather than abuse (Dalton, 1999). This
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clearly defies the accepted definition ofdomestic violence. Given these misconceptions,

it is easy to see how victims are more likely to be blamed for the abuse than assisted out

of it.

Porter (2002) calls the abused mother “who is trying to convince an inadequately

trained agent of the social service system that she is worthy ofparenting her children is

one ofthe most voiceless and disempowered members ofour society” (p. 9). Ironically,

women who kill their abusers are treated better by service systems than battered women

who are charged with Failure to Protect (Lyon, 1999). Victims facing punitive policies,

and workers who blame the victim for the situation and hold her accountable for the

violence ofher partner, ensure that they are less likely to call on social service systems

for help, report the abuse oftheir children, or cooperate with workers investigating the

abuse. Although adult and child victimizations are seen as separate issues by social

systems, victims are nevertheless lumped together with the violent partner as a ‘parental

unit’ of one by both CPS and the courts (Dohrn, 1995).

Legal System Re__smnse to Domestic Abuse and Reliance on CPS standards

The legal response to both mothers and children who are victims ofdomestic

abuse is experienced as punitive by both sets ofvictims (Kopels and Sheridan, 2002;

Lyon, 1999; Trepiccione, 2001). Lyon notes that the court often relies on battered

women’s syndrome, traumatic bonding and learned helplessness theories in justifying the

removal ofchildren. These theories are based on pathological models that characterize

the battered woman as delusional or irrational, fail to recognize the woman’s legitimate

recognition ofimminent danger should they attempt to sever the relationship with their

assailant, and lack empirical support (Browne 1993; Dalton, 1999; Dutton, 1993).
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Interestingly enough, the traumatic bonding theory is not used to pathologize or

stigrnatize hostages we consider ‘heroes’ . . .such as prisoners ofwar.

Patriarchal ideologies are particularly evident in the legal response to domestic

violence (Czapanskiy, 1993; Delgato, 1999; Freeman, 1982; Jacobs, 1998; Myers, 2002).

Dalton (1999) categorizes the obstacles in terms ofnaming the problem, identifying

victims of abuse, and prioritizing victim safety. Stone (1988) also frames social

problems in the context of larger issues, stating that the struggle over such things as

definitions are more struggles over the structure of social organization. Courts may be

guilty ofdemonizing a mother charged with failure to protect even though the mother

herself is a victim ofviolence (Epstein, 1999; Fordham, 2000).

According to Epstein (1999), women are valued and judged against three maternal

stereotypes: l) The All-Sacrificing Mother, 2) The All-Knowing Mother, and 3) The

Nurturing Mother/Breadwinning Father. In this structure, the All-Sacrificing Mother is

to overcome any obstacle, no matter how impossible, to protect her young. In the All-

Knowing Mother, society expects the mother will intuitively know everything about her

children and therefore be held to a higher standard ofblame in contrast to their male

partners, whom society accepts as ignorant in the ways of children. The Nurturing

Mother/Breadwinning Father is expected, as her sole activity, to raise children while the

father is expected to provide the resources needed to sustain the family. These

stereotypes hold women to a higher standard of care-giving responsibility than their male

partners, who are viewed as having a supporting, but secondary role, and ignore the

changed reality oftoday’s multi-role mother. Further, it implies women should not aspire

to and cannot succeed in financial independence.
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Dalton (1999) declared a lack of integration oftheory and practice, the conflicting

research, and superficial training has had a negative effect in the court system, allowing

judges to continue operating within a faulty paradigm. According to Dalton, courts ofien

disregard legislative intent, either intentionally or through ignorance, and cited problems

in ensuring an assailant’s violent history does not go undetected or unnoticed. Courts

operate under other assumptions our society holds as it pertains to mothers who are also

victims ofabuse: 1) Mothers should have inherent knowledge ofabuse and the ability to

prevent it; 2) Battered women’s fears are exaggerated and unbelievable; and 3) Parents

should be heated as a single unit, but with child welfare responsibility as a maternal role

(Enos, 1996).

In CPS investigations and court rulings, the responsibility to predict and prevent

the abuse is placed on the adult victim, requiring mothers to protect children fi'om fathers

who are responsible for the injury to children as a result of their choice to batter (Enos,

1996; Miccio, 1995). In State ofNorth Carolina v. Aleen E. Walden (1982), and again in

State ofWisconsin v. Terry Williquette (1986), the courts found that leaving a child with

someone who is known to abuse the child demonstrates intent by the mother to perpetuate

the abuse. However, ifa woman leaves and takes her children without the knowledge

and permission ofthe father, the mother can be charged with kidnapping and ordered to

return the children to the father, regardless ofthe reasons for fleeing. The attempted

escape ofthe mother when financially unstable may cause a woman to lose her children

due to being unable to provide for them (Dutton, 1993). Ifwomen leave without the

children, CPS can charge them with abandonment. Many perpetrators take advantage of

this information and ensure that the victims are never alone with all oftheir children at
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one time (Sisco, 1993). The adult victims and their children are in a legal no-win

situation.

Courts often misconstrue the victim’s inability or reticence to leave her abuser as

proofofan unwillingness to protect her children. However, the court has historically

failed to understand the reasons why it may be unwise for a victim to leave the abusive

relationship (Enos, 1996; In the Interest ofCDC, 1990; Lyon, 1999). Victims are seen as

either pathological or complicit. In one case, the court ruled to terminate rights ofthe

mother because it was perceived by a psychologist that she had a “passive personality”

(In the Interest ofA. V., 1987, p. 781). The ‘passive personality,’ it was argued, would

make her less likely to protect her children and more likely to accept abuse. In another

case, an Indiana court convicted Bonnie Shelton ofaccessory to a crime because she

“knowingly and intentionally allowed her son to die because she failed to prevent her

son’s father fiom killing the chil ” (Grossier, 1991). In the Interest ofS.D.S. (1983), a

Texas court held that it was not only the efforts ofthe mother to protect her children that

should be considered, but also the relative success of those efforts.

In the Matter ofFarley (1991), a Michigan court ofAppeals refused to hear the

appeal ofa mother, Sharon Benn, whose rights had been terminated, even though she

successfully left the relationship, had lived apart from the assailant for a period ofover

one year, had visited the children on a regularly scheduled basis, and had completed the

parenting classes ordered by the Family Independence Agency. Testing showed her to be

motivated to protect her children, but the concerns oftwo mental health workers that she

may enter another abusive relationship or at some time might return to the abusive

husband gave the court the justification needed to terminate her parental rights. Her
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assailant, Robert Benn, was not charged with child abuse and additional charges of sexual

abuse were dropped by the prosecutor’s office. He received no punishment, yet she lost

her children. His parental rights were not terminated.

Fleury and colleagues (1998) found that victims also face barriers within the law

enforcement communities. Perpetrators may rip phones fi'om walls and threaten victims

with additional violence if they attempt to involve the police. For some victims, past

experiences with police that were unfavorable prevented them fi-om re-contacting the

police. A small number ofparticipants within the sample cited embarrassment, shame, or

love for the perpetrator prevented them from calling. However, victims often do not fare

much better when the police are called. Law enforcement officers may side with the

batterer, underreport episodes ofdomestic abuse, and like the mental health system,

categorize them as ‘fights, arguments, or miscellaneous non-criminal incidents’ (Caputo,

1991). Saunders and Size (1986) found oflicers to be apt to blame the victim based on

their own traditional perspectives ofwomen’s roles. This could be a significant factor in

a woman’s decision to call or not call the police.

Batterer’s Accountabilig and Manipulation of Systems

According to Sosnick (1994), the most effective means ofaddressing domestic

 

abuse the court can provide is to hold the offender, not the victim, accountable for the

violence. This accountability should be equally assessed against both genders. Yet,

“Ironically, no man has ever been prosecuted for his failure to protect his children from

an abusive mother” (Davidson, 1995, p. 357). Perpetrators ofdomestic abuse are not

held to the same level of accountability for children as the victim ofthe abuse (Appel,

1997; Dohrn, 1995; Enos, 1996; Frieze et al, 1984; National Council ofJuvenile and

32



Family 1

are calli

protect t

Violeno

them at

treatmen

abuser is

severely

mother.

A

mother Vt

killing or.

When a

1013mm

eien thou

blflloeical

Slmlmhe

no Itsldc

Children 1

lllcrefoh.

for the cl

Menu

fEilller “'1'



Family Court Judges, 1994; Scott, 1996; Whatley and Riggio, 1993), and recent studies

are calling for research on the parenting skills and strengths ofvictims as they strive to

protect their children fi'om interpersonal violence (National Resource Center on Domestic

Violence, 2002). Society’s desire for women to be good mothers and a need to punish

them when they are perceived as not being good mothers is at the heart ofthe disparate

treatment (McDonald, 1998). The reality, according to Lyon (1999), is that although the A

abuser is to blame and should be held accountable, more often than not, ifa child is

severely endangered, it is the child that is forced out oftheir home and away fiom their

mother. This, then, punishes both the adult and child victims for the abuser’s behavior.

A case in point is In the interest ofBrown (1980). In Brown, the rights ofa

mother were terminated when her abuser, the children’s stepfather, was convicted of

killing one daughter and sexually molesting another. The court concluded that the

mother, although she herselfhad been severely abused, had “as any parent, the obligation

to protect a child against harm.” The court was unable to excuse her failure to protect

even though she had no control over her circumstances. However, the children’s

biological, non-custodial father was held to a different standard. The court

sympathetically noted that he was unemployed, in significant arrears in child support, had

no residence and therefore refused to hold him accountable of failing to protect his

children from their stepfather. His parental rights were not terminated. The court,

therefore, accepted his failure to protect his children by reason ofhis failure to provide

for the children. Amazingly, in their decision, the court excused the father’s lack of

protection by stating that the stepfather was “a violent man and that any approach by the

father would have been met with reprisals ofdemoniac variety” and that the father’s
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fitness should not be judged by his success at carrying out those responsibilities, or his

lack ofefforts to do so. This is clearly at odds with the standards expected ofthe mother,

and is common practice in criminal and family courts across this nation (Miller, 1988).

More recently, in Campbell v. State (2000), a Wyoming court found Casey

Campbell guilty ofthe felony of child endangerment. Campbell had returned fi'om work

to find her daughter had been badly burned. Her live-in boyfriend explained that he had

tripped and spilled coffee on her. Because the boyfriend had been abusive in the past, she

feared his response to her seeking immediate help for the girl. Instead, she waited until

she could get away, and took her child to the hospital, where a doctor called police.

Campbell was convicted in March, 2000 ofa felony. The abuser received a conviction

and very light sentence for a misdemeanor.

In a Massachusetts case, Commonwealth v. Lazarovich (1991), Janice Lazarovich

was found guilty ofcommitting mayhem and assault and battery on her 2-year-old child.

The defendant related an extensive history of abuse including being hit repeatedly with a

tire iron while pregnant with her daughter. After repeated requests for help from police

that aflorded her no help, her husband held the baby up with one hand and held a hunting

knife in the other. He told Janice that the next time she tried to get help, he would cut

offthe baby’shead. HethrewJaniceagainstthewalLdroppedthebaby, andbeatan

older child while Janice lay unconscious and the baby lay crying on the floor. Janice,

afraid to leave the older children with her husband while she sought medical care for the

baby, was unable to get away with the children and take the baby to a hospital until the

next day. Still, the court ignored experts who testified in her defense, and she was
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sentenced to eleven to sixteen years in prison, roughly the same sentence her husband

received.

According to Kent (2001), batterers need to not only be held solely responsible

for the battering as criminal conduct, they must also be educated on how their behavior

afl‘ects their children. Domestic abuse is justified in the mind ofthe abuser, and is a habit

that is diflicult to break (Goolkasian, 1986; Kent, 2001). It is clear that the problem is

not the mother’s failure but the father’s abuse. If he were not abusive, no problem would

exist (Enos, 1996; Stark, 1995). Czapanskiy (1993) describes the disparate situation as a

“father who torments, threatens, and abuses his partner is the source of, and is thus

responsible for, the harm to his children. Nevertheless courts, police, social service

agencies, and healthcare providers routinely ignore the substantial interrelationship

between women abuse and child abuse.”

Batterers have used the systems ofCPS, the courts, and law enforcement to their

advantage (Zorza, 1998). Many batterers are master manipulators (Hart 1988; Pence &

Paymar, 1983; Ver Steegh, 2000; Zorza, 1998), and are successful at putting the blame

for their actions on others (Adams, 1989; American Psychological Association, 1996;

Dutton, 1992; Goldolf, 1998; Pence & Paymar, 1993). They will often use their own

children in order to continue to hurt their partners (Dutton, 1992; Liss, 1993; Pence &

Paymar, 1983) through custody litigation, even when the assailant has no history ofthe

slightest interest in parenting (Zorza, 1998).

Dalton, (1999) found that the courts’ favoring ofjoint custody plays right into the

hands of batterers. Courts are placed in the position ofdetermining the better parent, and

if possible, maintaining the parental rights ofboth individuals involved. They often turn
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to expert witnesses for guidance. According to Zorza (1996), “Further complicating

courts’ understanding ofthe credibility and culpability ofthe parties is the fact that few

therapists and custody evaluators have any (or sufficient) training in or understanding of

domestic violence” (p.78). The problem goes beyond therapists. The American

Psychological Association (1996) also cites that guardians ad litem and court-appointed

special advocates are seldom knowledgeable about domestic abuse. The court is

operating under misinformation from the very individuals accepted as experts.

Interestingly, research shows that joint custody is no more or less beneficial than sole

custody, and in fact is contraindicated in cases of domestic abuse (Dalton, 1999).

A majority ofhighly disputed custody cases involve a history ofpartner abuse

(Ayoub et al, 1999). Research shows that batterers will use custody as a means of staying

connectedtotheirvictim, andmayusethethreatofcontinuedharmtothem during

visitations in order to continue to control the victim (Bancroft & Silverman, 2000).

Custody battles are particularly perilous for victims. In this setting, they are judged based

on a perspective that the domestic violence is mutual conflict, rather than criminal

conduct by one person directed at another. Under this assumption, the mother is

perceived as the problem (Dalton, 1999). With the court’s goal of establishing joint

custody and identification ofa fi'iendly, cooperative parent, the batterer comes out ahead.

The batterer asks for sole orjoint custody, presenting himselfas the victim ofa

hysterical, diminished, conflict inciting, impulsive or over-protective, alarmist mother

(Hart, 1988; Ver Steegh, 2000). He appears calm, endearing, logical, caring, concerned,

willing to share custody fairly, and the more cooperative, attractive parent for joint, if not

primary custody (Adams, 1998; Bograd, 1999; Gefi‘ner et al, 1999).
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In contrast, a battered woman ofien enters into court exhausted fi'om the ordeal,

fearful for her children, hyper-vigilant, inarticulate, hopeless, angry, disagreeable to the

idea ofhaving the batterer have access to her and her children, and therefore

uncooperative (Dalton, 1999; Ver Steegh, 2000). Ironically, the mother’s fight to protect

children fiom the batterer is expected by the courts and CPS while the victim is in the

relationship in order to avoid failure to protect charges, but is inappropriate behavior in

court; where she is considered uncooperative, unfiiendly, and her protective behaviors

are considered grounds for decisions against her (Smith & Coukos, 1997; Zorza, 1992).

Batterers are also adept at manipulating mental health professionals (Gondolf,

1988; Zorza, 1998). The batterer once again may appear rational, cooperative and

concerned about his children. He may admit to the abuse, seem contrite, and readily

accept counseling or intervention for his problem. Studies show that assailants will use

the counseling sessions to achieve their goals ofhaving charges against them dropped,

gaining joint custody oftheir children, and/or getting their partner to return to them.

These studies also show they are likely to drop out once their goals are achieved

(Gondolf, 1988).

The United States Department ofJustice (2000) sponsored two studies to

determine the effectiveness ofbatterer’s intervention services. The first was a yearlong

study ofover four hundred batterers who were assigned to either an intervention group

for six months ofintervention and counseling sessions, or a control group. Disturbingly,

there were no significant differences post-study between the individuals assimed to the

intervention and the control group in attitudes, beliefs or behaviors. The recidivism rates

were nearly identical. The second study involved a similar sample split into three groups:
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one assigned to a twenty-six week intervention program, one to an eight week

intervention program, and one to community service alone. The results, once again,

showed that the batterers stayed violence-free while in treatment, but the recidivism rates

for all three groups showed no significant difference. This suggests that these programs

hold little promise as a solution to the issue, and that batterers instead will use them to

ensure that they are seen as reasonable and logical individuals, and to avoid consequences

for their abuse.

Assailants also use cross or counterclaims and contempt charges in order to exact

a financial and emotional cost to their victims (Edelson, 1992). Abusers fi'equently file

retaliatory litigation around the issues ofchild support and custody, sometimes having the

effect of driving the victims into financial instability, and then report them to CPS

agencies as financially unfit (Pence & Paymar, 1993). Some women and their children

actually end up penniless and homeless as a result ofthese tactics. Again, it should be

noted that halfofAmerica’s homeless women and children are homeless due to domestic

abuse (Zorza, 1998).

Racial lEthnic Issues in Cases ofDowAM

The invisibility of minority and marginalized individuals in the research literature

reflects their status in a majority and male-dominated society, and the perspective that

they are somehow less a victim. Women ofcolor, poor women, and women society

disregard due to their sexual orientation have significant levels ofdomestic abuse, yet are

virtually silent in the context ofresearch (Bograd, 2000). Almeida and colleagues

(1998) reportthat victims’ barriers to seeking help are often rooted in issues ofrace and

class. Asbury, (1999); Coley and Beckett, (1988); and West, (1998) cite methodological
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faults with most studies on cases ofdomestic violence because researchers failed to factor

in the co-variables ofclass and race. Without understanding the influence of race and

class, culturally competent services and research are virtually impossible (Hampton et al,

1998; Hampton and Yung, 1996; Neflet al, (1995).

Tjaden and Thoennes (2000) found that differences between races in the

incidence ofdomestic violence virtually disappear when the variable ofsocio-economic

status is controlled. Bograd (2000) found that domestic abuse is inversely related to

socio—economic status. However, other studies have found no correlation between

poverty or minority status and the occurrence ofchild abuse or neglect (Appel, 1997;

Becker, 1995). This is significant for this study, in tlmt the National Council ofJuvenile

and Family Court Judges (1998) reported that battered women who are also poor are

particularly vulnerable to CPS interaction, including the loss oftheir children, when the

community does not recognize and provide support services designed to address their

poverty. With new lifetime limits and sanctions on welfare benefits, the National

Council goes on to warn of increased vulnerability and involvement with the courts for

poor families.

Bent-Goodley (2001) revealed that income has consistently been a significant

factor for African Americans experiencing domestic abuse. Lacking sufficient resources

effectively traps many women in the situation, unable to sustain themselves or their

children without the resources ofthe batterer. In addition, unemployment or

underemployment issues and having to ‘double up’ in housing situations may make

leaving impossible (Sampson, 1997; Stets, 1991). Higher rates ofunemployment and

underemployment rates are evident within marginalized populations, and systems that
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require a fee for service make getting help difficult (Marsh, 1993; Sullivan & Rumptz,

1994)

Disparate treatment by social institutions against those who are poor or ofcolor

has roots in the fabric of society (Rainford, 2004). Stark and Flitcrafi (1995) We the

issue as “The very problems caused by social inadequacies based on sex, class, race,

sexual orientation or age propel women to seek help flour a system that reproduces and

stabilizes those inequalities” (p. 58). Social science research has shown that the courts

and CPS target hundreds ofthousands ofwomen who are disproportionately poor and of

color (Appel, 1997; Dennis et al, 1995). Issues such as being unable to secure adequate

housing, not having access to quality educational opportunities, not being able to accesss

culturally competent services, and stereotypical labeling prevent women fi'om

successfirlly escaping their violent partner (Bent-Goodley, 2001; Bograd, 2000; Sullivan

& Rumptz, 1994).

Sexism, racism and classism are all part ofthe social norms that permeate the

social institutions charged with assisting women, children and families (Bent-Goodley,

2001). In cases of race, women ofcolor may not report their abuse, are more likely to

mistrust the social institutions, and may obstruct efforts to isolate the perpetrator fiom the

family due to racial loyalty and out ofanger for the discrimination their partners face in

the courts ofthis country (Bachman & Coker, 1995; Franklin, 2000; Satmders & Size,

1986; Schechter & Edelson, 1999; Sullivan & Rumptz, 1994; West, 1999).

Intersections ofrace, socio-economic status, and gender color the meaning and

nature ofviolence differently in people along the margins. Numerous researchers have

found that women ofcolor are more likely to sustain severe and life threatening injuries
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from domestic abuse more often than their white counterparts (Fagan, 1996; Hampton

and colleagues, 1998; Hampton and Yung, 1996; Sullivan & Rumptz, 1994). Joseph

(1997) identified domestic abuse as the number one health issue for African Americans.

Yet there are significant barriers to women ofcolor getting quality health care (Sullivan

& Rumptz, 1994). These inequities in services compound the already significant

influence of domestic abuse on the poor and/or people of color.

Related Assumptions

Society assumes several things about parenting and child welfare as it pertains to

domestic abuse. While the parenting skills of victims are the focus ofresearch in this

area, the research on the parental skills ofperpetrators is virtually non—existent. This fact

is more the product of societal norms than a lack ofa researchable project. According to

Sullivan and colleagues (2000), adult survivors are perceived to ‘allow’ children to be

exposed to domestic violence, being unable or, even more judgrnentally, ‘unwilling’ to

protect their children. This places advocates in the role of defending their client’s

parenting strategies and resorting to safety planning as proofofparental stability and

fitness. Ironically, the traits and skills victims develop to cope with daily life-threatening

circumstances, including safety planning strategies, are not necessarily those that the

court or social service workers may find valuable (Phillips, 1992). A case in point is the

mother who must balance ajealous partner who will not tolerate her taking attention

awayfi'omhimandtowardtheirchildren. Ifsheattendstothechild, she andthechildare

atriskofhiswrath,andifshedoesnot, sheisseenasaneglectful parent.

The fact that the perpetrator’s parenting skills are virtually ignored is the product

of society’s assumptions that the safety of children is a burden that is exclusive to women
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(Kaufinann—Kantor & Little, 2002). Yet research shows that when attention is focused on

victims’ protective skills as a test of fitness for parenting, danger increases not just for

her, but for her children as well (National Resource on Domestic Violence, 2002).

Interestingly, gender bias in this context does not apply only to mothers. The accused

can be any female with a relationship ofcare to the child. In Phillips v. Diehm (1995), a

grandmother was successfully prosecuted on the basis of failure to protect her grandson

fiom the sexual abuse by the child’s step-grandfather, even though the grandmother

professed no knowledge ofthe abuse. The grandmother was held to the same maternal

stereotype ofbeing all-knowing and all-sacrificing.

CPS and advocates for women have different perspectives on how to deal with the

issues ofdomestic and child abuse. CPS works to preserve the family unit while

protecting the children. Domestic abuse survivor advocates believe that by facilitating

victim safety through services, advocacy and social reform, children become safer as

their mother is protected fi'om the assailant (Schechter & Edelson, 1999). The CPS

assumption underlying this difference in perspectives is that to support children requires

that the mother be held accountable for protecting her children fi'om the abuser.

Society also assumes that battered women are somehow attracted to the abuse.

Thisassumptionmaybebasedonthestatisticsofwomenwhoremrntotheirabuser. It

has been estimated (Strube, 1988) that as many as halfofthe women experiencing abuse

returntotheirabuser. Inferencesmadeaboutthe meaningofthis statistic couldbe

considered poor science without first factoring in why they are unable to leave. In regard

to a ‘death-wish attraction,’ Hofl‘(1990) and Walker (1993) found that battered women

were not likely to enter into another violent relationship when able to safely leave.
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Additionally, Rounsaville (1978) found that most abused women had not been previously

in a violent relationship. Sullivan (2000) found most women reported being surprised

when first confionted with his violence.

Another assumption is that battered women do not help themselves by seeking

available help or attempting to leave, which researchers have found to be inconsistent

with the way that women deal with abusive relationships (Skinazi, 1997; Sullivan, 2000).

Dutton (1993) presented several studies that show abused women seek both formal and

informal somces ofassistance, and use more creative and intense efforts as the abuse

escalates. It is also assumed that for those women seeking assistance fiom outside

sources, services are relevant, non-judgmental, easily accessed, and have the capacity to

serve when requested.

[hegCurrent Study

The purpose of this study was to explore: l) The meaning domestic abuse

survivors assigned to CPS and other systemic interaction, 2) The situations in which

interventions occurred, and 3) The intended and unintended consequences of the

interventions. It was hoped the study would lend information as to how the interaction

was experienced by the adult victim. It was intended to answer how the intervention

helped or did not help the situation within the family unit and how and why the

interaction shaped or did not shape the victim’s decision making. The study was

intended to discover the consequences of participants’ interaction with related systems,

both intended and unintended. The information on settings in which the intervention

occurred allowed for cross comparison between cases, and along demographic variables.
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Through the application of qualitative methodology, it was intended that the voice

of victims, as to their real lived experiences, would be heard, understood, and valued.

The study explored the interface ofCPS, other related systems, and policies that affect

the ability ofwomen to live safely with their children. Finally, the project sought to find

responsible options for dealing with situations ofconcurrent child and partner abuse. It

should be noted that the intentions of the researcher is not to be critical of any individual

or systems, but rather to begin a dialogue around the situations in which the women lived.

The desire is that this discussion will lead to policies and practices that both protect

children and build capacity within the family unit, to promote an even distribution of

power and resources within the family unit that supports the development of all

concerned.
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CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY

This chapter describes the rationale for a qualitative research paradigm, the

selection of sites and population, the data collection and analysis procedures, the

trustworthiness ofthe design, the biography and epoche ofthe researcher, and finally, the

ethical and political considerations ofthe study.

Rationale

According to Marshall and Rossman (1999), “one cannot understand human

actions without understanding the meaning that participants attribute to those actions—

their thoughts, feelings, beliefs, values and assumptive worlds” (p. 57). Women who

have had their parental rights threatened because ofdomestic abuse are virtually absent in

the literature. Their experience is minimized; relegated to documented court records,

CPS statistics on complaints and removals, and as footnotes in lawjournals. Women

who have significant interaction with CPS within the context ofdomestic abuse have not

had an opportunity to describe to a listening community how they have experienced the

interaction.

To understand an issue of such complexity, to understand the personal and

societal cost and benefit ofany policy, it is not enough to count the numbers and

investigate the variations in those numbers between groups. This should not be

considered a condemnation ofquantitative methods ofscientific research. In cases where

the parameters ofthe issue are known, quantitative methods provide the most effective

means to ensure validity and reliability. In the case ofthis study, the parameters for
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possible responses were unknown. Without understanding which questions to ask, what

the range ofresponses might be, and what categories would be necessary to group and

sort the data, the use of an inflexible, pre-conceived structure was indefensible.

Certain properties ofqualitative methodology made it well suited to this study.

According to Marshall and Rossman (1999), qualitative methods effectively facilitate

research that: 1) delves in-depth into complexities and processes; 2) focuses on little-

known phenomenon; 3) seeks to explore where and why policy, scientific and local

knowledge and practice are at odds; and 4) studies an issue for which relevant variables

have yet to be identified. The concurrent experiences ofabuse and CPS interventions are

very complex issues when considered separately, but even more so when combined. The

assumptions ofqualitative design also made the process a good match for this study. The

researcher’s interest in exploring the process and outcomes; the emphasis placed on the

lived experience and the participant’s own voice, and the desire to accurately describe the

phenomenon through participants’ lived experiences, made it inductive by nature and

appropriate for qualitative methodology (Creswell, 1994).

The power ofqualitative methods as a good fit for investigating policy is well

documented (Marshall, 1987; Marshall and Rossman, 1999). Qualitative methodology

allows for the identification ofunanticipated outcomes ofpolicies. It can identify

inconsistencies and conflict built into policies, and how policies may change as they are

implemented at various levels. Qualitative methods also help find natural solutions to

problems that may be outside ofthe boundaries of the policy (Marshall & Rossman,

1999).
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The study methodology required that probing questions for the purpose of

clarification be included in the design. Without the flexibility ofqualitative methods to

further probe the issue, the researcher was at risk ofasking the wrong questions and

assigning the wrong meaning to the responses. Additionally, the probes allowed for

participants to expand on their answers. In completing the literature review, it was clear

to the author that the voices ofthe victims were missing. The selected qualitative method

allowed for the victims’ own voices to be heard, and the responses to be probed in such a

way that “thick description” (Geertz, 1973, p. 5) would yield valuable explanations of

processes, accurate meanings, and detailed analysis.

Within the qualitative method, several strategies were considered. The strategy

selected for this investigation was phenomenology. Phenomenology has roots in

philosophy, through the work ofEdmund Husserl (1 859-1938), and has been used in

research within the fields of sociology, psychology, health sciences and education

(Creswell, 1998). Pure phenomenology requires that researchers suspend their judgments

about what is real until they are founded on some more certain basis, a process called

‘epoche’. Also termed ‘bracketing,’ phenomenological researchers are required to

identify and set aside all pre-judgments they may have about the phenomenon in order to

clear the stage for the participant voices and meanings.

Pure phenomenological researchers have nothing more than general guidelines for

a design, but are instead required to “develop plans ofstudy especially suited to

understanding the experiential phenomenon that is the object oftheir study”

(Polkinghome 1989, p. 44). The requirement that researchers enter their work with no

preconceived notions or hypotheses was problematic early on for the author. My
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extensive experiences garnered while working with abused women and their children has

left me with many impressions of system function, system policies, and an affinity for the

target population. This knowledge and awareness ofthe issues precluded me fiom

entering this study with a ‘blank slate’ ofpreconceptions. To address this issue, I turned

to the work ofCampbell (2002) and Lester (2006).

Pure phenomelological research is designed to be descriptive in nature, rather than

to explain the phenomena (Lester, 2006). However, the model has several other qualities

that made it the strategy of choice for the study. The ability to identify the phenomenon

based in the perceptions ofthose experiencing it, through a thick description (Geertz,

1973) was the key purpose ofthe study. Also, phenomenology encourages the use of

tools that are inductive in nature: interviews and deep discussion. The strategy is

founded on the philosophy that personal, and therefore inherently subjective knowledge

ofphenomena allows those on the outside to assess and describe the experience as lived,

not perceived.

The feminist perspective on this approach is to disclaim the ability of researchers

to enter into any study believing that there is or can be no inherent bias. Our own lived

experiences provide a fiamework for who we are, what we believe, and how we reference

and perceive the experiences notjust of ourselves, but ofothers as well. Indeed, even the

use ofsome quantitative methods result in inherent bias. In the case of surveys using a

Likert scale to evaluate satisfaction, for example, is subject to the rater’s belief ofwhat

are reasonable expectations. In this case, a very large sample is required to get closest to

the truth. When researchers use personal observation beyond counting of a studied

behavior, they must interpret what they see accurately in order for the observation to have
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an honest reflection ofthe phenomenon. In these examples, there is methodologically

accepted subjectivity.

According to Lester (2006), the researcher engaged in phenomenologically

designed research should not be required to only study those things about which they

know little, but rather recognize the limitations placed on them by their personal

references and make clear to the reader how the interpretation and meanings assigned to

the data came to be. In this way, the researcher is able to present within the research, be

part ofthe research, and act as an interested, subjected, and embedded part ofthe study.

Campbell (2002) agrees with this perspective, and further believes that the empathetic

responses and subsequent emotions ofthe researcher should be part ofthe analysis ofthe

data. The lessons learned fiom such an activity can be most helpful in empathizing to the

degree that the meaning is enriched, and therefore more likely to be closer to the actual

experiences ofthose who are studied.

The power ofphenomenology to challenge structural or normative assumptions

and inform, support or challenge policy (Lester, 2006) was ideal for the study. Despite

the ability to enter into the research without some preconceived notions, the author relied

on the process of epoche; that is, to understand the potential and actual influence ofthe

researcher as embedded within the study and empathetic to participants. The researcher’s

epoche is included later in this chapter.

Additionally, writing questions that explore experiences and ask for descriptions

fiom participants as to the lived meaning ofthe phenomenon, collecting data fi'om those

who lived the experience, coding and clustering the data into themes, and reporting the

data out in terms ofan underlying structure is supported within the phenomenological
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structure (Creswell, 1998). Within this framework, the researcher arranged her work and

remained true to the processes ofphenomenology, although accepts that the pure

phenomenological researcher may take umbrage with her experience as a bias.

Within the phenomenological approach, the sub-strategy of in-depth interviews is

a good fit for this study. “A study focusing on individual lived experience typically relies

on an in-depth interview strategy” (Marshall & Rossman 1999, p. 61). This technique

lends itself to a set ofpreliminary questions that may be supplemented with additional

probes and clarification requests in a semi—standard interview strategy (Berg, 2001;

Levendosky et al, 2000). In studying issues ofdomestic abuse, Schwartz (2000)

recommends the use ofopen-ended questions “as they increase the opportunity to build

researcher-respondent rapport, allow respondents to qualify responses and reduce the

hierarchical nature oftraditional survey researc ” (p. 821). This strategy fits the criterion

of flexibility within the data collection phase, and allowed the researcher to probe later

interviewees on new and unexpected clustered data gathered fiom earlier interviews. As

the study evolved, and themes emerged, more data on related systems outside ofCPS

became increasingly important, as did the suggestions offered by participants.

hie—“104;

m

The study involved a purposeful sample of self-selected women who shared a

history ofdomestic abuse, were mothers, and who had experienced recent interaction

with CPS due to domestic violence. The sample consisted only ofAfiican American

(50%) and White women (50%). The criteria for eligibility were those women who 1)
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were no longer living with their assailants, 2) were recent domestic abuse survivors as

well as mothers of minor children, 3) had experienced interaction with CPS within the

past twelve months due to their being domestic violence survivors, 4) were not

themselves accused ofchild abuse, and S) were without a history ofeither substance

abuse or mental illness. Beyond the obvious connection of desiring women who were

both mothers and survivors ofdomestic abuse, the sample was limited in other areas for

several reasons.

It was important fiom a safety standpoint that the participants were no longer

involved with their assailants, as it was feared a good possibility that the survivor may

suffer harm should the assailant become aware ofher interaction with others as it pertains

to his abusive behavior. Interactions ofthis type would most certainly be considered as a

threat to his ability to maintain control over her. The result ofthis discovery by the

perpetrator could be incidences of further and more intensified abuse.

Only those women experiencing interaction with CPS in the past twelve months

were assured to have been evaluated using Michigan’s revised Structured Decision

Making tool. This instrument was revised as of March of2003. By limiting eligibility in

this manner, one would expect the sample to have been evaluated by CPS with a uniform,

consistent tool.

Women who themselves experienced the potentially confounding variables of

child abuse charges, substance abuse issues and mental illness were excluded from the

sample. It should be noted, however, that women who were charged with child

endangerment or neglect solely on the basis of children witnessing domestic violence

were allowed to participate. The study centered on the actions by CPS and related
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systems as they pertained to safeguarding children from domestic abuse. When child

abuse charges have been leveled against the mother as a perpetrator ofthe abuse,

substance abuse is suspected or proven, or mental health issues are present, they may

factor into CPS decisions ofparental fitness. These factors may require a CPS worker to

make decisions they otherwise would not in cases ofdomestic abuse where these other

variables are not present.

Particimnt Recruitment

Participants were solicited through Michigan’s network ofdomestic violence

service providers and Legal Aid attorneys using advocates as intermediary contacts.

Michigan has domestic violence service providers in all eighty-three Michigan counties.

These sites employ counselors, legal advocates and case managers who are specialists in

providing services to abused women and their children. They are trained to support

women experiencing the trauma of abuse, as well as supporting them in the aftermath,

and have expertise in safe interactions with their clients.

The researcher requested the assistance of service providers and legal aid

attorneys to identify potential participants meeting sample criteria. The researcher asked

them not to self-select those cases that were extreme, in order to avoid having a sample of

outliers. However, it should be noted that those cases referred by the attorneys may have

been more extreme cases, as the most severe cases may be those seeking help from this

group ofworkers. This potentially less random group represents seven women in the

study. Conversely, the group of service providers asked the women meeting the criteria

that were in their shelters or receiving non-residential counseling services at that time.

Most ofthem were also involved in legal services with an attorney, but were referred by
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the service providers. This group ofwomen was more randomly selected, in that the

group was available to all women meeting study criteria based on the fact that they just

happened to be involved in services at that time.

The service providers and attorneys contacted eligible women identified from

their service registries who met the criterion for eligibility, usually when they next

presented themselves for service purposes. Those meeting the criteria were offered the

opportunity to participate. A summary ofthe study was given to the service providers

and attorneys, who were asked to read it to and discuss it with the clients they contacted.

The summary is included (See Appendix A) at the end ofthis document. Ifthe client

agreed to participate, the recruiter notified the researcher, and the researcher then

contacted the candidates according to the candidate’s instructions, re-screening them for

eligibility based on the above criteria. The seven screening questions asked ofthem are

as follows: 1) Were you a victim ofdomestic abuse in the past twelve months? 2) Did

you have children at the time ofthe abuse? 3) In the past twelve months, did CPS

become involved because ofthe abuse? 4) Were you suffering from or charged with

either substance abuse or mental illness at the time? 5) Were you yourself being

investigated by CPS for personally abusing your children? 6) Are you currently living

with your assailant? and 7) Are you interested in volunteering for this study? The use of

an expert intermediary in the form ofthe recruiter was essential to ensure victim safety,

as well as to build fi'om an established relationship oftrust. All participants signed an

informed consent agreement and granted permission for the interview to be audio taped.

Service providers involved in the recruitment ofparticipants were contacted using

the state provider’s computer network list-serve. Providers were asked to consider
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contacting past and present clients meeting the criteria. The group ofproviders knows

the researcher, and the network ofproviders was informed that the researcher was

interested in interviewing eligible participants for her dissertation to Michigan State

University. They were told that the objective of the study was to gather information

regarding the concurrent issues ofdomestic abuse and CPS interaction from the

perspective ofthose who have actually experienced the phenomenon. Recruiters were

informed ofthe confidentiality rights and considerations as outlined in the Informed

Consent Form (see Appendix C).

Recruiters from both the service provider and legal aid industries who indicated a

willingness to contact former clients were trained to present the project to the potential

participants in a cover letter (see Appendix A), attached to which was the Informed

Consent Form (see Appendix C). Recruiters who were interested in continued

participation were asked to call the researcher to schedule a time to go over the consent

form and their role as recruiters. Recruiters were then asked to contact the client, read

her the summary ofthe project from the cover letter, review the consent form, and ask if

the client was willing to participate. If she was, the recruiter forwarded the participant’s

contact information to the researcher, and the researcher then contacted the participant to

schedule the interview, as noted earlier. Prior to the start ofthe interview, the researcher

again reviewed the Informed Consent form with the participant, gained the appropriate

signature and demographic data, and provided the participant with a copy ofthe Informed

Consent Form.

The strategy to interview participants in the offices oftheir local domestic

violence service provider was selected to be the most suitable for two reasons. First, it
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allowed the participant to access the interview in a setting that she was familiar with and

that offered her a measure of safety. Second, having the participant in a setting that could

offer her counseling after the interview was important. By the participant reliving the

traumatic events and recounting very personal feelings, the researcher risked additional

psychological trauma to participants. This researcher is acutely cognizant and empathetic

to the participant vulnerability in this area, and desired to ensure the participant was

connected with post-interview counseling services sensitive to the issues, if the

participant desired.

Michigan’s network ofdomestic abuse victim service providers are required by

the state Department ofHuman Services, as a provision of funding, to provide counseling

services specialized to assist victims and survivors ofdomestic abuse. They are also

required to meet quality assurance standards that include the employment ofcompetent,

well-trained stafi'to assist victim and survivors with fiee counseling services. These

specialized workers were de-briefed on the study and topics covered based on the

interview guide (see Appendix B) in order to ensure that participants had available to

them, at no cost, highly trained, caring and supportive counselors.

Sample Size

The sample size (n = 20) included ten white and ten black women. The

justification for having an equal number ofinterviewees fi'orn each ethnic group was to

investigate experiences and perceptions along ethnic lines, and explore differences

betweenthetwo groups. Datasaturationbeganto beapparentatthetime ofthe sixteenth

interview, and subsequent interviews yielded little real new data. From the eighteenth

interview on, no new data was collected, and new no themes emerged. The first ten
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white women and the first ten Afi'ican American women agreeing to participate and

following through with the interview constituted the sample. This was important, given

the hope ofachieving a balance between the two ethnic groups. The groups filled to

capacity at about the same time. The segment on recruitment in Chapter Four discusses

some unexpected challenges in recruiting.

Interview Process

Participants were scheduled for an in-depth interview that was approximately one

and a half hours long, and the sessions were audio taped. The researcher asked the

participant’s permission to write field notes, for the sake of clarity and memory. These

notes, when combined with the transcripts ofthe interviews were helpful in the analysis

stage, by serving to document non-verbal observations ofthe participant and recorded

reminders ofprobes asked ofthe participant at the appropriate time. The researcher

recorded her field notes in a way that was unobtrusive to the participant, so that the

participant was not left to assign meaning to them. The interview generally followed the

outline of the interview guide (see Appendix B). However, participants linked their

information in ways that were meaningful to them, in content and format. The questions

asked ofparticipants focused on these topics: 1) History ofviolence, 2) Their perception

ofthe exposure to violence by their children, 3) Their attempts to protect their children,

4) Their interaction with CPS and other related systems, 5) The interaction ofCPS and

other related systems with their assailant, 6) The consequences ofthese interactive

experiences, and 7) What actions by CPS and other systems were helpful to them, and

what could have been more helpful.
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As mentioned earlier, the interviews, although guided by the interview guide,

were somewhat unstructured to allow participants to frame the interview on their own

terms. This strategy was critical in staying true to feminist theory by empowering

participants to tell their story in their own words as they experienced it. Probing and

clarifying questions further explored and helped to determine the accuracy of the

researcher’s tmderstanding ofthe participant’s recount. Participants were allowed, and in

fact encouraged, to talk at length about their lived experience. If the participants’

answers wandered away from a t0pic or probe, they were not diverted back to the

question at hand, but rather were asked a similar question later in the interview.

The interview guide was created using research questions divided into afore-

mentioned topics as a fiamework. The interview questions and sub-topics were

developed from the experiences ofthe researcher and her peers working within the areas

ofdomestic abuse service provision, legal aid attorneys, and CPS, using the formulation

method suggested by Gilgun (1992). The researcher submitted her interview guide to a

panel of Ph.D.’s who were familiar with doctoral-level research, qualitative methods,

child welfare and domestic abuse, for review and critique. Their input was incorporated

into the finished product.

Trust and a positive relationship between the participant and the researcher were

critical to the success of gathering the data. In order to build that trust, the researcher was

careful throughout the process to avoid language that would be perceived asjudgmental

or threatening. The initial introduction to the researcher involved explaining the purpose

ofthe study, and placing the participant in the role ofthe expert, thereby downplaying the

role ofthe researcher. This same tactic was used in the formation and delivery of
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questions. When a topic probe was offered, it was phrased in the same manner, with the

researcher asking such questions as “Tell me about. . .” “Help me understand. . .” or

“What was your experience with. . .?” Within this context, the researcher relied on her

years ofexperience working with domestic abuse victims to present an empathetic, non-

judgrnental persona ofboth verbal and non-verbal cues.

Participants were reminded at the beginning and throughout the process that they

could decide not to answer any questions that were too difficult or painful for them, and

do so without penalty orjudgment. With open-ended questions, participants were able to

choose to spend more or less time discussing those issues that they found most difficult.

The researcher attempted to be supportive ofthe stated efforts ofparticipants to self-

advocate regarding their interactions with related social systems, developing coping

skills, and engaging in efforts aimed at protecting and advocating for their children within

the experience.

Post-interview, the researcher provided all participants with the names of

qualified counseling staff at the interview site that expressed a willingness and a desire to

do follow-up counseling with participants should they desire. Participants were reminded

that they could decline to continue the interview and not have her data used within the

study. Additionally, they were reminded that they should contact the researcher, the

Michigan State University Committee on Research Involving Human Subjects (UCRIHS)

and/or the researcher’s doctoral committee chairperson ifthey had concerns or questions

regarding the collection or use oftheir information. This information was also provided

in writing on the Informed Consent Form (see Appendix C) that was signed by the
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participants, and all participants were given a copy ofthe form at the time ofthe

interview.

In recognition and appreciation of their time, all participants were given the

opportunity to select a gift certificate valued at $25.00. These certificates were to local

gas stations, department stores, bus passes, or grocery stores. I found it interesting that

all but two ofthe mothers selected a necessity card (such as a bus pass, gasoline card, or

food item). Without being asked, seventeen participants verbalized what they would do

with the certificate. In those cases, all indicated that they would use it for a necessity

such as school clothes, diapers, formula, food or transportation. Two indicated that they

were looking forward to purclmsing a birthday gift for one oftheir children.

The interviews were transcribed by a neutral, third party, confidential recorder

with significant experience working with the target population, and used in the past by

another local university for transcription work. The transcriptions were reviewed for

accuracy by the researcher, reading the transcript along while simultaneously reviewing

the audiotape and related notes. The audiotapes contain no personal demographic

identifying information on it. However, the real names ofthe participants and their

children are present on the tapes. When transcribed, those names were replaced by the

pseudonym assigned by the researcher.

Data Analysis Procedur_e§

The goal ofdata analysis is “to integrate the themes and concepts into a theory

that offers an accurate, detailed, yet subtle interpretation ofyour research arena” (Rubin

& Rubin, 1995, p. 226). It is the final stage of intensive listening and searching for

meaning within the data. Data analysis is not a separate function final, but rather an
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ongoing process within the interview phase, allowing for redesign of questions to further

explore central themes. “Phenomenological reduction is the process of identifying the

essence of the phenomenon” (Patton, 1990, p. 408). The organization of identified topics

within the data generated fi'om this study was deconstructed into smaller categories and

sub-categories and reconstructed into themes and concepts through the use ofopen and

axial coding.

Open coding is described as “the analytic process through which concepts are

identified and their properties and dimensions are discovered in data” (Strauss and

Corbin, 1998, p. 101). In this first ofthe coding phases, data is broken down into smaller

parts, and explored for commonalities and differences. The author looked for nouns,

adjectives and phrases that were repeated across the interview that seemed to hold special

meaning or expressed an important idea for the interviewee (Rubin & Rubin, 1995).

Those data that were similar in nature or meanings were then combined into categories.

Categories that shared similar or related properties were later coded into concepts. In this

study, the data from interview transcripts and the relating field notes were examined on a

line-by-line analysis strategy. According to Strauss and Corbin (1998), it is the most time

consuming method of coding, but also the method likely to generate the most

information.

Once the data were deconstructed in this manner fiom the first five interviews, the

researcher proceeded to refine the process by adding new codes as they became apparent

from subsequent interviews, using the list to compare across newly coded transcripts and

returning to the earlier transcripts to recode based on the new information gathered.

After deconstructing the data within each category, the author used axial coding to begin
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the process ofconnecting the coded categories into themes that were identifiable across

the categories.

Axial coding is described as “the process of relating categories to their sub-

categories, termed ‘axial’ because coding occurs around the existence ofa category,

linking categories at the level ofproperties and dimensions” (Strauss & Corbin, 1998, p.

123). Unlike open coding, it examines the characteristics discovered within open coding

along a continuum ofthat theme or concept. An example within this study is the

category named physical abuse. Within physical abuse, there are levels of intensity and

frequency (types ofdimensions) as well as types ofphysical abuse and resulting injuries

(types of pr0perties). These sub-categories were defined within the process of axial

coding. Once the categories were established by open coding, axial coding further

extrapolated the sub-categories for purposes ofcross-case comparison, and resulted in

core concepts. The steps involved in axial coding allowed the researcher to identify

the properties ofthe categories, and characterize the categories to the subcategories by

looking for cues in the data that denote how major categories might be related to one

another (Strauss & Corbin, 1998).

The researcher sought advice on coding the interviews from a dissertation

committee member known for her expertise in qualitative methods prior to undertaking

any coding. Additionally, she shared with her committee chair the preliminary results of

codingoncethefirstfive interviewshadbeencoded. Theauthorcontintwdto share the

coding process as it developed with a group ofcolleagues familiar with qualitative

methods and domestic abuse as a means to check the work. When the coding process was
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complete, the researcher used the coded information to compare with the research

questions.

Trustworthiness ofthe Data

Trustworthiness of data, gathered through qualitative methods does not escape the

rigor of quantitative research in terms of reliability, validity and objectivity. Although

reliability and validity take differing forms in qualitative research than in quantitative

studies, there are clear requirements that qualitative research must meet. In qualitative

research, “enhancing objectivity involves efforts to assure the accuracy and inclusiveness

ofrecordings that the research is based on as well as efforts to test the truthfulness ofthe

analytic claims that are being made about those recordings” (Perakylfi, 1997, p. 201).

Lincoln and Guba (1985) propose four alternate but similar constructs to the

scientific requirements for validity, reliability and objectivity. They are credibility,

transferability, dependability, and confirmability. Credibility is measured by the extent to

which the inquiry was conducted in such a manner that the subject is accurately identified

and described. This requires that the parameters ofthe study in terms ofpopulation,

setting and phenomenon under study be clearly identified. The current study named the

population, criterion for eligibility, setting for the interviews, and the stated problem.

The second construct, transferability, requires that the study have merit as to

relativity. The specific methods and strategies used, along with the tools, have been

made available within the document. It will be up to future researchers to determine its

relative worth in similar, related studies, if desired. The theoretical framework upon

which this study is based guided the research questions, data collection and analysis.

Those who study theory will be able to track the specific assumptions as they relate to
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this work. The significance of the study for purposes of informing policy and procedures

makes it transferable to other settings.

The third construct, dependability, requires researchers to account for changing

conditions in the phenomenon and changes in the design created by an increased

understanding while immersed in the data collection phase. These changes are reflective

ofthe social reality ofa changing world. They require researchers to adapt during the

process ofresearch in order to continue the learning as the realities ofthe phenomenon

change. The flexibility required in a qualitative design addresses this need to respond to

change as it becomes apparent so that the research remains timely and relevant. This

study’s design allowed for flexibility in interviewing to ask clarifying questions, seek

additional information beyond the interview guide, and took into account that the

experiences ofthe participants amounted to individualized, socially constructed meaning.

The final construct is confirmability. The data themselves are judged for their

value. The questions that are asked ofthe qualitative researcher center on the degree to

which the data confirm the stated findings, and ifthey indeed lead to the conclusions

offered. Within this context, the researcher used a confirming group offive women who

were survivors ofdomestic abuse and in stable situations to review general themes

emerging fi'om the data. They were asked to review the list ofcore concepts and

compare them to their own experiences. This triangulation ofthe data increased the

confirmability ofthe data gathered. Finally, the researcher will keep the data collected,

inanorganized form, foraperiodofsevenyearsinalockedsafeincasethereisaneed

for external review ofthe data.
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The qualitative researcher should develop an in-depth understanding and

empathetic respect for the participant. The author, having worked with the population for

a number of years, and having conducted a thorough literature review, developed both the

empathy skills needed and a solid understanding ofthe foundation ofthe social problem

as represented in the literature. However, identification ofthe issues ofbias and epoche

were important to include and are addressed in the following section.

Researcher’s BiomhylEmghe

According to Creswell (1998) and Marshall and Rossman (1999), the

phenomenological researcher has a duty to engage in writing a description oftheir own

experiences regarding the phenomenon under study, and to disclose biases or

perspectives that may be present as a result ofthose experiences. Although I have never

experienced domestic abuse myself, I am the director ofan agency that provides services

to abused women and their children. As Glesne and Peshkin (1992) warned, I have an

inherent bias and affection toward the target population. In my work with women and

children in this context, I have found them overall to be courageous, ingenious,

intelligent, caring and very likeable. I have also experienced negative interaction with

systems that have, at times, resented insurmountable barriers to victims attempting to be

safe, and have witnessed victim blaming on all levels. This issue posed challenges for

me as I sought to select a strategy for collecting data, as I described earlier in this chapter.

Campbell (2002) challenges the idea that researchers cannot or should not be

emotionally involved in research. She argues that the pursuit ofknowledge is always, to

some degree, a personal experience and that our hope for our research is that it will be

relevant to the lived experience. Emotions are, obviously, part ofthe lived experience.
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She describes our tendency to believe that we must suspend feeling in preference to

thinking. Campbell challenges researchers to consider the role of feeling within our

learning, and to consider the feelings as part of our understanding.

Campbell asserts that by distancing ourselves from the research in an attempt to

remove biases, we may, in fact, be blinding ourselves to what is there deep within the

data. She challenges researchers not to avoid emotions, but rather to be aware ofthem,

and use them to better empathize and therefore become closer to the true'meaning ofthe

experiences ofthe subjects involved. Although her book deals with the research ofrape,

she supports the premise that her ideas are relevant in other studies oftrauma. Within the

context of rape, she believes that the academic world has under-conceptualized the

trauma of rape in the attempt to distance from the emotion ofthe trauma. I would suggest

that we have done so in the case ofdomestic abuse, as well.

The sterilization oftraumatic subjects may prove to limit the communication of

what the trauma actually means to those involved. The voices ofparticipants in this

study are no more important than the emotions ofthe individuals within the lived

experience, for it is within the emotional responses to the trauma that the women’s

perceptions, attitudes and behaviors may be best understood. Without the empathetic

positioning ofthe researcher within the commmication between her and the participants,

it is doubtful that I could express the meaning in the way that participants would value.

Campbell (2002) calls this emotionally engaged research. . .a condition ofempathetic

neutrality. I consider this work the product ofempathetic neutrality; that is, empathy

toward those in the study, and neutrality toward the results that it fostered.
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I recognize that my experiences have significant repercussions in terms of

researcher bias. My perspectives, however biased, have resulted in the research questions

at hand. They developed over a period ofmany years, and continue to frame my

perceptions ofthe experience ofdomestic abuse. From working with victims I have

developed empathy for their situation, respect for them as people, and admiration for

them as survivors and fighters. Although this process results in a participant-favored

bias, it also is helpful in the implementation ofthe interview stage, as I am inherently

respectful and supportive. It hampered my ability to phrase interview questions that have

a non-directional, neutral tone. This was my biggest challenge. These questions were

submitted to a panel ofPhD.’s outside ofthe domestic violence arena, with specific

instructions to review for bias. Their suggestions were incorporated into the final outline.

I kept ajournal that not only outlined process issues, but also personal challenges

regarding my bias as I proceeded with data collection and analysis. This is consistent

with Campbell’s (2002) suggestions. The data are the most important pieces ofevidence

to either support or refute my claim to credibility in terms ofthe design and analysis, as I

believe that the portrayal ofthe participants, their stories and my interpretations oftheir

meanings is supported within the data. In this way, and true to phenomenological and

feminist principles, I facilitated a process that enabled participants to speak their own

truth, as they themselves experienced it. My many years ofpersonal experiences, such as

they are, indicate that that their stories are common, and deserve the weight and

considerations that any common phenomena have earned.
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Ethical and Political Considerations

Researcher bias as is only one of several ethical and methodological issues that

were considered in the design and implementation ofthis study. “Considering the

potential harm that can come in the study ofviolence against women, it is surprising how

few researchers have taken this factor into account” (Schwartz, 2000, p. 822). Victims of

violence require special care and considerations in research settings. There is a

significant risk for future injury at the hands ofthe assailant for those women still

somehow connected to the assailant, and the forced recall ofpast trauma can cause

psychological harm. Schwartz further notes that the number ofstudies ofviolence

against women that are actually reviewed and approved by Institutional Review Boards

(IRB) is a very small percentage. Miller (1991) cautions “it is critically important for the

researcher to do all that is possible to minimize harm and its threat” (p. 15).

To address this issue, one criterion for eligibility included only those women who

were free oftheir abuser. In addition, this study was subject to a rigorous review and

subsequent approval by the Michigan State University’s IRB (UCRIHS). Residual

trauma as a result ofrecounting the history ofthe abuse, as well as reliving the events

leading up to and including the loss oftheir children was addressed within this study’s

design by providing immediate and ongoing free counseling services to participants

desiring such services through their local domestic violence service providers.

Creswell (1994) advocates that in order for a study to be ethical “first and

foremost, the researcher has an obligation to respect the rights, needs, values, and desires

ofthe informant(s)” (p. 165). There was an inherent intrusion in the lives ofparticipants

in this study. Participants were requested to meet face-to-face with the interviewer, and
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to describe very painful experiences Creswell also advocates that safeguards include

articulated research objectives, written and informed permission for the data to be used,

IRB approval, and respondent confidentiality. In this study, participants were informed

ofthe nature ofthe study, an informed consent process approved by the [RB was used,

general themes were reviewed by experts from my committee as well as others that have

expertise in qualitative research and domestic abuse, participation was voluntary, the

ability to decline participation up to the time ofpublication was allowed, and all

participants were given pseudonyms for their names. In addition, the records containing

identifying information are secured in a locked safe, and will be destroyed seven years

post-study.

Triangglation ofthe Data

The researcher used a confirmatory group in a focus group setting as a means of

triangulating the data. The confirmatory group included five women who were at least

one year removed from their abusive relationship, and who were participants in

transitional housing programs run by domestic violence victim service providers. All

five were stable, in that they were safely housed, employed, independent, not currently

involved with CPS, and had no fiirther legal action pending. None ofthe confirmatory

group had been charged with child abuse, and none had a history ofmental illness or

substance abuse. All five had experienced prior interaction with CPS. This group of

women spent two and one halfhours with the researcher.

The confirmatory group was presented with core concepts that emerged out of the

data collected from the interviews ofthe twenty women in the study. The core concepts

were derived fi'om themes emerging through the coding process. The group was asked
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by the researcher to comment on any concept that they had experienced. At least one of

the women commented on every concept presented as having had some similar

experience. It should be noted that the five women went through the informed consent

process required ofthe twenty study participants, and many oftheir comments are

included in this document.
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CHAPTER IV

RESULTS OF THE STUDY

Introduction

It is imperative that readers recognize the intent ofthe study. The intent is not to

place harsh criticism or blame onto any individual or system. Rather, it was designed to

explore the ways in which human and civil servants organize their work, utilize the tools

given to them, act on assumptions which may or may not serve intended purposes, and

create dialogue between systems that facilitate the common goal we are all interested in:

that of safe, supportive environments for families that foster their individual and

collective opportunities for positive development.

Issues raised by this study are the result ofa complex variety of factors resulting

in 'some counter-productive consequences as they relate to this collective goal. It should

be noted that participants had both extremely positive and some very negative

experiences with all systems described. My hope is that all systems will collectively

learn fiom the situations in which the women and children represented in the study were

able to seek and obtain safety, self-sufficiency, and experience productivity in order to

apply them to our work, and therefore help others like them. The desire to help others

was overwhelmingly given as the reason participants chose to engage in this study.

Results ofRecruitment

Ofthe one hundred thirty-seven recruitment contacts, thirteen did not meet the

criteria for the study. Four originally agreed to participate and met the criteria, but
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contacted the researcher either personally or through an advocate to cancel the interview.

Twenty-eight agreed to participate. Twenty ofthem made their scheduled appointment

and completed the interview. Two individuals had a personal crisis that prevented them

from being interviewed. Two others were no shows without explanation. Recruitment

ceased when the twentieth interview was completed, as data saturation was evident. One

hundred and fifteen contacts stated they were too fiightened ofCPS and/or the Courts and

losing their children should they speak up about their experiences.

“Ijust can ’t risk it. They are already lookingfor ways to blame mefor what

happened. Ifthey were tofind out, I’d lose my kidsfor sure. Please

understand...l know Isaid I would talk toyou, butIjust don ’t dare. ” ---From

a woman who cancelled her appointment with the researcher

“I knowyou willprotect her. But she down ’t. She’s scared. Every system has

failed her sofar. You arejust an unknown she can ’t risk or rely on at this

point. ” --DV Service Provider, upon cancelling an appointment for her client.

The Setting

Nineteen participants were interviewed in the offices oftheir service provider, at

the shelter in which they were residing, or in the offices oftheir legal advocate/attorney.

In one case, the participant specifically requested that I interview her at her home. I did

so, but left her a card with the name ofa counselor nearby that she could contact for

aftercare, should she desire. The interviews took place between January 3, 2005 to

August 1, 2005. Participants received support services in eighteen different counties.

Fifieen participants received services in more than one county. Seven ofthe participants

were referred to the study by their legal counsel; and thirteen were referred through their

domestic violence victim service providers. Attorneys who referred to the study were

domestic violence specialists, having completed advance training on the issue.
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Introduction to the Sample

The women in the study ranged in age from twenty-one to fifiy-two years of age

with a mean age of 33.1 years. Fifteen of the women had been married to their assailants,

one had been dating the assailant and four had been in an intimate relationship that

involved cohabitation. The length of their relationship with their assailant ranged from

two months to twenty-four years, with a mean of 9.8 years.

Halfofthe sample (10) self-reported being victims ofchildhood abuse that

included verbal/emotional abuse (9), physical abuse (8), non-incestuous sexual abuse (2),

and incest (3). Three ofthe women reported coming from homes where they witnessed

domestic violence. Nine ofthe women were either runaways or had been evicted from

their childhood homes as adolescents. Two ofthe women reported having knowledge of

the perpetrator’s own history ofchildhood abuse.

The socio-economic status ofthe women varied substantially from pre to post

separation from their assailant. The pre-separation income range was fiom under

$20,000 to over $60,000, with a mean income of$36,500. The post-separation range was

from under $20,000 to $50,000, with a mean income of$24,000. The educational level

ofthe participants ranged from incompletion ofhigh school through a Master’s degree.

Four women with bachelor or advanced degrees accounted for 30% ofthe income

reported by the group pre-separation, and 32% ofthe income post-separation. When

these four individuals are removed from the sample, the mean income for the remaining

women is $31,875 pre-separation, and $14,625 post-separation. The consequences ofthis

phenomenon are discussed further within the results section under Theme Number

Eleven.
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The sixty-five children, adolescents and young adults represented within the

sample ranged in age fi'om the unborn to nineteen, with a mean age of 8.25 years. One of

the mothers had no children under sixteen, which skewed the data toward an older

population ofchildren. The number of children represented per mother ranged from one

to eight, with a mean of 3.25. Ten ofthe mothers reported having their children removed

and placed in foster care homes, another two reported having their children placed with

the perpetrator’s family, two reported their children had been placed with the perpetrator,

and one reported that her children were cared for by a family fiiend. One mother had her

termination ofrights process completed during the writing ofthis document. An

additional four were late in the process oftermination proceedings, and five had children

in foster care at risk of termination of rights. These five were attempting to satisfy CPS

and the court requirements in order to regain custody. Additionally, four mothers had full

custody and the remaining six had some custodial rights at the time ofthe interview.

Fourteen ofthe perpetrators represented in the study had at least some custodial rights, up

to and including sole custody, with the other six either having had their rights terminated

or were at the time ofthe interviews, at risk oftermination.

Five women in the study arrived for their interview armed with makeshift

portfolios in which they stored official paperwork from the courts, CPS and law

enforcement. Some were stored in ajumble ofdisorganization. Others were filed by

type ofdocument or issuing institution, with some stored neatly in their original jackets

and envelopes. Included were items such as PPO’s, court hearing notices, orders of

custody, orders ofdivorce, parenting agreements, case plans, police reports, and other

related documents. Women who brought their paperwork stated they did so because they
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were unsure if the researcher would believe their stories ifthey did not have supportive

documentation. In addition, one other participant called the researcher after her interview

and asked if it would be helpful to review her documents. In the case ofthe five who

brought their paperwork, I did review and was able to confirm the documentation as it

related to the stories they shared. In addition to adding confirmation weight to their

shared experiences, this process seemed personally important to them.

Particimgt Profiles

Participants in this study were given aliases to protect their privacy, limit danger

from the assailant and/or family, and to prevent them from experiencing any systemic

retribution while their cases continue. Children’s names were not used in this document.

Data is reported by the pseudonyms given to the participants. A briefprofile on

participants follows using their pseudonym as the identifier.

A: Amy

Amy is a 40-year-old white female with 4 children. She is legally blind, and her

husband was both physically and emotionally abusive to her during their decade-long

marriage. She attributes his escalating violence to mental illness, however there is no

diagnostic evidence that the assailant was or is mentally ill. Her husband sexually

assaulted her daughter from a previous marriage, resulting in a pregnancy. Amy has

cooperated with all investigations, divorced her husband, and is assisting in raising the

child resulting fi'om the incestuous attacks on her daughter. Her husband is serving a

twenty-year sentence for raping her daughter. Despite having police intervention several

times during their marriage for domestic abuse, no charges were ever filed against him as
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a result ofthe domestic abuse. Amy’s life in a rural setting combined with her blindness

contributed significantly to her isolation.

B: Barbara

Barbara is a white female in her early thirties, who has three children. She

experienced significant physical and sexual abuse at the hands ofher husband. Barbara

was involved in two counties with CPS, law enforcement and domestic abuse survivor

service providers. Her experiences relative to those counties were dramatically different.

She had her children removed temporarily, but they have since been returned to her. She

credits CPS in her current county of residence with saving her life and the lives of her

children. Her husband is awaiting trial on multiple counts ofchild abuse and felony

assault. Barbara sufi‘ered injuries so severe in the final assault that she remains under the

care ofher physician, and her prognosis includes life-long and serious health-related

challenges.

C: Catherine

Catherine is a white female in her late twenties with two children. She related a

ten-year history ofabuse that began when she was dating, and escalated after her

marriage to the assailant. Catherine experienced severe physical, emotional and sexual

abuse. Her children have experienced marked developmental regression after visits with

their father. Despite the use ofweapons against her and a history ofchild abuse, no

charges were filed against him. Her assailant remains free, and has unsupervised

visitation on a scheduled basis. Catherine is successfully pursuing a law degree, and

desires a career that is focused on helping children who experience violence in their

home.
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D: Donna

Donna is a black female in her early twenties. She has two children from a three-

year marriage. Donna related experiencing escalating physical and emotional abuse

during and after her first pregnancy. Her children were removed fi'om her as a result of

the hospitalization ofher oldest child. The child required hospitalization due to an

intentional injury inflicted by her assailant who was caring for him while Donna pursued

an employment opportunity. Donna is part of Michigan’s welfare-to-work program

through DHS. Donna’s children were placed in the custody ofher mother and remain

there as ofthis writing. Her assailant was arrested and released within twenty-four hours.

Charges against him were subsequently dropped. Donna is completing a parenting plan

that she hopes will allow her to regain physical custody ofher children. Her assailant has

unsupervised visitations with the children, but sees them infrequently. Donna’s visits

with her children remain supervised.

E: Evelyn

Evelyn is a white woman in her early thirties. She has three children. Evelyn was

married to her assailant for almost ten years. Her assailant attempted several times to kill

her, choking her to unconsciousness on more than one occasion. Evelyn had her three

children placed in foster care and faces charges that she failed to protect them fi'om their

father. Like Donna, her children suffered physical abuse by their father while she was

working in a welfare-to—work program. Evelyn is currently completing her parenting

agreement plan. She sees her children on a supervised visitation status, and her assailant

is serving four years for felony assault with intent to do great bodily harm.
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F: Faith

Faith is a black woman in her mid twenties with three children from a previous

relationship. She experienced a year-long marriage in which she suffered verbal,

physical and sexual abuse, and her son experienced significant verbal and physical abuse.

She attempted to get help from a variety of sources to no avail. She Iefi the perpetrator,

but was accused of not providing adequate medical care for her son post-separation.

Although no longer involved in a violent relationship, the worker indicated that her past

history ofdomestic violence placed her at risk ofpoor parenting. She is completing a

parenting plan. Her children remain in her custody. No charges were ever filed against

her or her assailant.

G: Geena

Geena is a thirty-year old black female with two children. Alter a three year

courtship described as perfect, she married her assailant. Geena blames his substance

abuse for his assaultive behavior. Although he never abused the children, Geena’s

attempts to get help for him and help for herselfwent unheeded over a period of ten

years. Geena shot him as he attempted to break into her house to steal from her. Her

assailant survived the shooting. He faces charges for breaking and entering. No charges

related to the violence are pending. Geena’s children were first placed in foster care, and

then with her mother, while she completed a parenting plan. Her children were returned

to her during the writing ofthis document. Geena has set a goal ofbecoming a foster

parent someday.
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H: Helen

Helen is a black woman in her mid-thirties. She has four children. She related

information about four different abusive relationships. Helen escaped an abusive home

as an adolescent, moving in with a boyfriend when she was eighteen. When he was

emotionally cruel to her, she left. Helen witnessed her own mother’s murder by a

boyfriend. Helen never knew her father, and she was without family. She married a man

who was emotionally and physically abusive to her, and stalked her after she attempted to

leave. She moved in with a family fiiend who fathered a child with her, and attempted to

stab her while she was pregnant with her son. She left that relationship, fearing for her

children, and moved in with another boyfriend. He was extremely abusive to her and the

children. Her children were taken away fi'om her, and placed in foster care. No charges

are pending against her boyfriend, despite his known abuse ofthe children. She is

completing a parenting agreement plan, but has little hope ofhaving her children returned

to her. Despite her work toward completing her plan, the children have been placed in

permanency placement status.

I: Iris

Iris is a black woman in her mid-thirties with five children. Iris left a thirteen-

year marriage that included verbal, physical and sexual abuse. She experienced a near-

miscarriage from the sexual abuse that she endured while pregnant. Her child was born

early, with complications. Culturally, Iris verbalized her struggle to balance her anger at

having her perpetrator avoid any sanctions, and her loyalty to her race. Iris’s children

were never removed from her, although she was assigned a parenting plan, and has
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completed that plan. She divorced her husband. No charges or sanctions were filed

against him. He enjoys unsupervised joint custody ofthe children.

J: Jackie

Jackie is a black woman in her mid-thirties. She has three children. She was in a

two-year marriage with the father ofone ofher children. She suffered occasional verbal

abuse. She minimizes this abuse as not important. She was charged with failure to

protect using domestic violence as a factor in her charges after she refused to cooperate

with police in an investigation into a shooting that potentially involved her brother and

her boyfriend. Jackie’s child was accidentally shot in the process. The child had minor

injuries, and she has recovered completely. Jackie was required by CPS and the police to

move her children into a shelter in order to keep them in her custody. One ofJackie’s

children, who had been conceived while in a previous relationship was subsequently

abducted by the biological father, and even though Jackie has sole legal custody, neither

the police nor protective service staff were willing to assist her in getting the child

returned to her. Jackie was monitored by the shelter stafl' in terms ofwhere she was

going, who was attempting to contact her, and who she contacted. Jackie feels that CPS,

the shelter and law enforcement were acting together to force her to reveal information

about the shooting. CPS investigators and police told her young children that their uncle

wastryingtokillthem. Atthetimeofthe shooting, shewasatworhandclaimsno

knowledge ofthe circumstances surrounding the shooting.

K: Kate

Kate is a white woman in her late forties. She has six children. She first related a

seven-year history of verbal, physical and sexual abuse that escalated over time. Her
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second marriage lasted only a few months, when she was again the victim of severe

physical abuse. The second husband was later arrested for domestic abuse on other

women, and to Kate’s knowledge, was jailed on at least four occasions for domestic

abuse. When she attempted to leave the relationship, she was denied shelter at a safe

house because they had no room. Her children have extensive developmental and anti-

social iswes. Kate experienced very different responses from CPS in the three counties

in which she received services. Her children were removed from her and placed in foster

care, butwerereturnedtoheraftertime. Herexperienceswiththepoliceinallthree

counties were characterized as extremely helpful. Her oldest daughter and son both have

rrmaway. Heroldestdaughterleftbehindaninfant, whomKate isnowraising.

L: Linda

Linda is a black woman in her mid-twenties with three children, one ofwhom she

voluntarily placed as an infant for adoption to spare the child a life ofpoverty and abuse

in the home. Linda has a twenty-year history ofabuse, including incestuous abuse at the

hands ofher mother’s best friend, her brothers, and a cousin. Her mother was aware of

the attacks, and explained to Linda that incest was common in many families. Linda’s

mother was extremely abusive to all her children. Linda was beaten, locked in the

basement, starved, and eventually ran away. As a runaway, Linda found a place to live

with a man she eventually married. Linda was suspicious that he may have molested her

daughter and took her on three difl'erent occasions for a forensic exam. The results ofthe

first two were negative but the third exam was positive. Linda contacted CPS and the

police, filed for divorce, and waited almost six months for an omcial investigation by

CPS. This fact is verified by the paperwork Linda brought with her to the interview.
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When the investigation was initiated, Linda cooperated with CPS. Linda was ordered to

court on what she thought was a hearing on her husband’s abuse of her daughter. At that

time she was served papers indicating she was being charged with failure to protect her

daughter. The children were placed in the care of Linda’s abusive mother. Linda has not

been given a parenting agreement or quarterly review. She remains in limbo, but does

have limited supervised visitation. The assailant awaits trial, and is currently free on

bond.

M: Michelle

Michelle is a white woman in her mid twenties with two children. She suffered

an extensive array ofabusive tactics at the hand of her then-boyfiiend. Michelle was

also abused as a child, and ran fi'om the abusive home into the abusive intimate

relationship. The abuse went on for two years before she was able to escape. Although

Michelle had significant visible injuries on three occasions, which were documented by

Michelle’s brother (a police officer in another county), her assailant spent a total ofonly

seven nights in jail. Michelle believes that her assailant only went to jail after

intervention by her brother the police officer. CPS intervened when Michelle reported

the abduction ofher children by her assailant. Her assailant had earlier beaten her and

threatened to drop her baby offa two-story landing. Michelle successfully left that

relationship, but the assailant has used death threats, suicide threats, and the courts in an

attempt to continue to control her. CPS dropped all charges against him, and the court

allowed his early release, refusing to hold him to the jail time and diversion programs

required ofhim. Michelle has a new boyfriend, whom the assailant dislikes, and she has

been reported to CPS for failure to protect by the assailant and his family numerous
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times, as has her new boyfriend. The assailant is seeking custody ofthe children,

claiming her new boyfiiend is a sexual predator. No evidence exists that supports that

claim. During the investigation process, Michelle had been forced out ofher home and

into a shelter for her own safety. Her experiences of late have been more positive after

moving out ofone county and into another.

N: Nancy

Nancy has a history ofextreme child abuse from a mother who had significant,

untreated mental health issues. She recalls being beaten and locked up in the basement of

their home a great deal oftime during her childhood. Her plight went unnoticed by

adults in her life at that time, and as an adolescent she ran from that situation into a

marriage to a man who had just been released fi'om prison. Although incarcerated in

another state for child molestation, be indicated to her that he had been incarcerated for

minor infractions ofthe law. He was not then, nor at the time ofthis writing, listed on the

Sexual Predator registry. They had two children together in their seven-year history.

Nancy suffers from multiple health issues, including diabetes and physical disabilities

that preclude her from working. She is dependent upon welfare to feed herselfand her

children. Although she attempted to live independently, her income was insufiicient to

be able to provide, and she went back to the relationship numerous times. When her

daughter was four, she began to suspect molestation, and called CPS for assistance. The

physical exam was negative for findings, and this process of suspicion, requests for help

through CPS, and negative exams continued on for three years. At no time during the

three years did Michelle or CPS become aware of his felony conviction for molestation.

She eventually discovered that not only had he been molesting her daughter, but so had
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his older son. Although she cooperated with prosecution, is living independently, and

sought both CPS and medical assistance for her daughter for the three years prior to the

discovery, her children were placed in foster care. She currently is fighting to avoid

termination ofparental rights.

0: Opal

Opal is a thirty-year old white female with two children. She endured thirteen

years of emotional abuse within a cohabitating relationship that culminated with one

final, very severe assault. Her two children are the result of that thirteen-year

relationship, which ended in separation. She entered another relationship, in which her

daughter suffered sexual abuse by her new boyfriend. The physical attack by the

children’s father was a result of his anger over the molestation ofhis daughter and his

blaming of the mother for not protecting the daughter. This attack took place in another

state, where the father had taken her children in spite ofa custodial agreement that

prevented the children fi'om leaving the state. The mother ended the relationship with the

molester immediately upon knowledge ofthe assault, and is cooperating in his

prosecution. The biological father, who had no legal custodial rights, abducted them. He

took them out of state, and when the mother attempted to regain custody, he and several

ofhis friends beat her. Her sister and the children were also hurt. The police in the state

where this attack occurred promised her that they would take the father and his fiiends

into custody and pursue legal action against them. Instead, they allowed the assailant to

go free, and turned her into CPS for failing to protect her daughter. She believes that

they allowed the assailants to go free due to their military status. She and her children

remain in fear of this soldier-assailant, who has threatened to kill her. Afier vowing to
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stay in her own home, continuing death threats against her by her assailant forced her to

leave her home with her children. She remains in hiding at the time ofthis writing.

P: Penny

Penny is in her mid-twenties and has survived two violent relationships in which

she was nearly beaten to death in the first, and emotionally abused in the second. She

lost her first child as a result ofa beating when she was six months pregnant. Later, her

son was taken fi'om her when CPS informed her that her boyfiiend was a child molester.

He had not molested Penny’s son. Although she terminated the relationship with her

boyfriend, her past history ofbeing a domestic violence victim resulted in CPS

determining that they needed to remove the children. Amazingly, the court gave the

children to her abusive ex-husband, even though the court was aware that he had been

abusive to not only Penny, but to one ofthe children as well. The court cited their

concern that Penny’s ‘repeated history’ of ‘attracting herselfto violent relationships’ was

justified as a reason to place the child with the known abuser. Penny laments that they

think they took her son fiom a monster, but instead handed him over to one. She is

fighting for unsupervised visitation as this is written.

Q: Qui’Ana

Qui’Ana is a white female in her early forties with three adolescent children. She

experienced twenty-four years of abusive experiences at the hands ofher husband. She

has had almost every bone in her body broken, was locked in her house except for going

to work, and learned that the systems in place would not protect her. When her daughter

told a school counselor what was going on, CPS became involved and the police were

forced to arrest her husband. Prior to that time, police would simply give him a night or

84



two in jail, force him to walk home to cool off, or ignore the complaint altogether. Her

ex-husband, soon to be released from prison after serving sixteen months ofa 36 month

sentence, once served ten days, got out, and the police were called five times in the

immediate ten days following by family members and neighbors because he was beating

Qui’Ana. He has a history ofbeing arrested no less than twice a year for domestic

violence. Qui’Ana’s children were placed in foster care. She is scheduled to get her

children back any day as this is being written. She is frightened that her ex-husband will

find her and hurt her for testifying against him. She would like to move, but does not

have the resources to do so.

R: Rita

Rita is a black woman in her late thirties, has seven children, and was married to

her childhood sweetheart for nineteen years. Her husband was a substance abuser, and

eventually became so ill from using that he was hospitalized in a long-term hospice

facility. During the time they were together, he beat her, threatened her with death and

suicide, and refused to work. Rita maintained the home, fed the children, and tried to get

him into substance abuse treatment services. She requested help fiom a variety of social

service organizations to no avail. When he finally beat her in broad daylight in her own

front yard, the neighbors called the police. The police called CPS, and they threatened

her with removal ofher children for failing to protect them, based on the perpetrator’s

charges against Rita ofchild abuse and mental illness. Rita has never been charged with

abuse, her children deny that they were abused, and she has tested fiee ofmental illness.

She continues working steadily in a highly-responsible position.
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S: Stephanie

Stephanie is a black woman in her late forties. She has four children, the result of

a fourteen-year marriage. Her husband inflicted numerous beatings on her, and his

deviant sexual behavior resulted in significant injuries to her. Several times he held a

loaded gun to her head, he smashed four ofher toes with a hammer when she objected to

his sexual demands, and he forced her to drink his urine. She has significant health

problems, and suffers from a long-term lung disease caused by the collapse ofher lungs

after a broken rib perforated the lung. Stephanie came fi'om a home where violence was

a frequent part oftheir lives, and she had no references ofwhat a healthy relationship

might be like. She lived the last five years in fear each and every day. She was being

stalked by him, and received very little support when she asked for help. When she

reached out for help, her husband would move the family. Her assailant received

probation for the assault, and was never charged with anything by CPS. He is seeking

partial custody ofthe kids. She is currently without her children and charged with failure

to protect.

T: - Terri

Terri is a black female in her late thirties. She has a history of a sixteen-year

marriage to an abusive husband. The violence escalated from verbal abuse to the last

assault, when he kidnapped her and the children, drove them to another state, and locked

them in a warehouse. He also took his rage out on the kids. Terri stepped in between

them many times, taking the beatings for the children. She was isolated from her family

and her assailant would sabotage her ability to work if he thought she might be revealing

what was going on at home. Terri has a Master’s degree in Engineering, and works with
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a predominantly male cohort ofworkers. This resulted in significant jealousy on the part

ofher husband, and he would force her to quit herjob and move ifhe thought she was

getting too close to her coworkers. Her husband, a veteran with self-diagnosed GulfWar

Syndrome, has been able to avoid prosecution of any type. Police reports and court

documents clearly reveal their willingness to make exceptions for him, and there is no

evidence that anyone has questioned his self-diagnosis. However, her rights as a parent

were terminated because she was charged with exposing the kids to his violence. She is

currently in hiding with her infant son in another state in order to avoid having CPS take

the baby from her.

The Interview Questions

Introduction to the Interview Questiog

The study’s two research questions were 1.) How does the intersection ofvictim

safety goals and perpetrator accountability expectations influence the consequences for

women subject to domestic violence? And 2.) How do the ecosystemic factors in the

environment ofwomen subject to such violence affect the outcomes for those women?

To investigate, interviews were semi-structured around twelve interview questions.

Participants were encouraged to tell their stories in the way in which they organized their

experience and were not restricted fi'om discussing other topics they considered to be

relevant to the question at hand. The results ofthis semi-structured interview were

answers and themes that went beyond and across the specific questions and provided a

more comprehensive picture ofparticipant experiences. Participant responses are
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included in this document in bold print. Directly after the name ofthe topic raised is a

listing of those individuals experiencing the factor.

The first question was intended to gather historical information about the violent

relationship. Questions two through five were designed to elicit from participants the

role their children played within their decisions and the context ofthe violence.

Questions six through nine were designed to document the interaction between the

participant and related systems. Questions ten and eleven were asked to separate out

those interactions with CPS and related systems that found to be either positive or

negative. This question resulted in participants expounding on what they themselves

would offer as advice to service workers. These responses resulted in the suggestions by

participants that are listed in Chapter Five. The final question was an opportunity for

participants to add those statements that they had omitted, further expound on issues

discussed, offer additional advice on systemic issues raised, to offer information that they

felt was important that had not been asked, and finally to question the researcher, if

desired.

RESULTS

The first interview question was “Tell me about the history ofthe abusive

relationship.” This question was intended to document the abuse participants had

suffered, and dispels the myth that domestic abuse can be correctly characterized as two

individuals that are experiencing mutual conflict within their relationship. Some

participants framed how they thought and what they believed about abuse from their own
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childhood experiences, as well as those of their assailant. In many cases, participants

used this question as a means to explore and describe their own processes, decisions, and

their attempt to make sense ofthe experience.

With one exception, all the participants reported suffering multiple types of abuse.

The disparity in power within the dyadic relationship within their accounts is apparent.

The following table depicts the type ofabuse suffered and number ofparticipants

reported those experiences. Following the table, participants describe their experiences

 

 

 

beyond the statistics.

TABLE 1: HISTORY OF RELATED ABUSE

TYPE RELATED NUMBER EXPERIENCING

Emotional abuse: 18

Threatened with weapon 16

Death threat to her pre-separation 16

Death threat to her post separation 15

Death threat to kids pre-separation 10

Death threat post kids post separation 09

Death threat family/fiiends pre-separation 11

Death threat family/friend post separation 09

Abduction/threat to abduct 15

Controlling victim’s movements 15

Isolation 14

Locked up 09

Obsession/jealousy 1 1

Kept from family/fiiends 17

Property destruction 1 1

Animal Abuse 07

Verbal abuse: (name calling) 19

Suicide threat 03

Threatened by in-laws 03  
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TABLE 1 (Cont’d)

Increase in abuse post-sep. 13

Forced to eat/drink repulsive items 02

Physical abuse: 18

Hit 18

Kicked l6

Slapped 18

Thrown against wall 13

Slammed head against 11

Objects broken on them 09

Punched in abdomen when pregnant 07

Burned 05

Forced to stand/squat 04

Cut/Slashed 04

Shot 01

Increase in abuse post-sep. 12

Sexual abuse: 10

Stalking: 10

Increase in abuse post-sep. 12

PPO did not protect 08

PPO was not enforced (l4 incidents) 06

Economic Deprivation: 15

Did not have the financial capacity to leave 19

Did not have the finances to provide if she left 19

Did not have access to/control over resources 19

Employment harassment/failure/poor record 10

Restrained from furthering education 05 
 

Amy, who is quoted below, reported multiple examples ofher husband’s abuse.

He was not only physically abusive to her, but also to her children. He sexually assaulted

her oldest daughter, and the pets in the family paid the price for his abusive behaviors, as
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well. This supports the findings ofthe American Humane Association (1994). Fifteen

of the participants reported that their children suffered direct abuse by the perpetrator.

This would support the findings of Stark and Flitcrafi (1988), in which in more cases than

not, when the mother was being abused, the children were as well. Amy’s story is

representative ofthe combination of abusive behaviors that the majority ofparticipants

related.

“My husband..Ihad to have thepolice out here because he struck my 17year

old He would blow up and destroy things and drrow stufl'around, you know.

He started smashing things, heput his wholefoot through the wall, he smashed

the cupboards, busted up thefurniture... he took me down...and hit their sister

and then he tried choking me. What he done to her was incest, asfar as Iam

concerned. The day he married me she became his daughter. What I have,

over theyears,found out about my husband and hisfamily...I know it’s the

way they were all raised [My daugher was sitting on the couch rubbing her

guineapig. . .it waspregnant at the time. He grabbed her andyankedher o0r

the couch, and her guineapigfell. He stepped on the guinea pig. All she was

worried about was that guineapig. She didn ’t realize that daddy was angry at

her. He threw her across his lap to beat on her backside. My dog...when we

first got my dog...he was apuppy...when my dog got a hold of[chewed] the

sixth or seventh garden hose in a month he took andshowed the hose down my

dog’s throat, [andhe] wouldn’tletme take him to the vet.” —Amy

Barbara experienced threats, as well as emotional, verbal, physical, and sexual

abuse and economic deprivation.

“He threatened to kill me, he broke my nose, cut me with a kitchen knife, broke

myjaw, broke something in my eye, he done something to my hearing, broke my

ribs, called mefilthy rotten names, liked to made me squatfor like hours, and

then wantser. He would say, ‘Come on, bitch... ’ or ’I’llget rid ofthe kids

you andeillgetiton’. Sometimestouldsay I’m outofdiapers, Ineed

moneyfordiapers, andhe wouldsay ‘wellI’mnotgoingto usemoneyfor

diapersifyou don’tdo whatlwantyouto’.” —Barbara

Donna described what the years ofabuse did to her self-image, and how her

assailant characterized her to her son. She also provides a window on the anger of

assailants when their victims attempt to get out ofthe relationship.
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“My selfesteem went totally down the drain when I was with him because Ifelt

I was...I’m not good enough. Ifelt like I was afailure. I was sad and upset all

the time and crying all the time. I was stressed out. I couldn ’t eat. I didn ’t

spend any time on myself. I always [tried] to make himfeel good [When I

cried] he told my son ‘She ’s crying because she ’s a stupid bitch ’. He tore up

the house...broke the table...leftyelling ‘this ain ’t over, bitch ’ [when she told

him she was leaving him]. ” —Donna

Many ofthe participants, like Barbara, above, indicated that sexual activity was

either intertwined with the assaults, or a conclusion ofthe assaults. Sometimes, as in the

case of Qui’Ana, forced sex involved not just the perpetrator, but others as well.

“It seemed like everything I did made him mad Hejust took to doing whatever

with me...slapping, hitting me with hisfist, kicking...[he] knocked me down,

burned my back with cigarettes, he’s cut me, locked me up,just all kinds of

things...just about everything aperson can do, he’s done. [Afterward] he

would say, you know, how he was sorry, and that he loved me, and then he’d

want to have set. All I wanted was to lie down,you know? Imean it hurt. I

just wanted to lie down and rest. ” —Iris

“Atfirst, it wasn ’t too bad...it was like slapping me or knocking me down or

throwing something at me. That’s how it started This has been going onfor

twenty-fouryears. I mean he ’s broke myjaw, broke my nose, broke my

collarbone. He’s put myface so black and blueyou couldn ’t recognize my

face...cracked a couple ofribs. I was throwing up blood andgun ...he

punctured my lungs. [He]forced me to have sat with otherpeople. And ifI

did, Igotmy butt beat andifldidn’tlgotmy butt beat. You name it, he’s done

it. ” —Qui’Ana

Personal property destruction was a common theme, affecting not just the adults

in the home, but the children as well. As is demonstrated later in this document, personal

Protection orders did not necessarily protect women and their children from further

attacks.

“[He engaged in] hitting, smacking, pushing, shoving...one time he took a

baseball bat and acted like he was going to hit me with it, but he ended up

hitting the wall and breaking the bed up. Breaking things, losing his temper

just like that [snappedfingers]... in a snap, Imean. He stole things and sold

them, broke into my house [afler] I had went down to the courthouse andgot a

PPO. ” —Geena
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Not only were the women and children the victims of attacks, but threats of even

greater harm was a prevalent theme within the stories of participants.

“Me and my kids startedgetting hit about ayear and a halfago [by] my ex-

boyfriend [He’d use] mindgames, call me names, hitting me. Threaten and

put his hands aroundmy throat like he was going to kill me...punch me...slap

me. ” —Michelle

Many appeared to have narrowly escaped even more harrowing circumstances

and serious personal harm, including the real possibility ofdeath.

“He took the kids to afriend’s house and left them andI didn ’t know he had

made it back to our house before Igot there. He hadparked the car somewhere

else [where I couldn ’t see it], andI went in the door and he was standing

behind [it where] I couldn ’t see him. He slammed the door shut behind me and

locked it and he...shoved me up against the door andstarted topunch the door

[around her head]. He was scaring me really bad and hejustpunched and

punched There werefist marks in the door...in that metal door. He did that

all over the house, and when wegot to the back door, he had nailed itshut. I

shoved him and hefell down andIjumped over him and ran out ofthe house

andI called the cops. He was threatening...they [police] were holding him

back...he even threatened to them that he was gonna beat me with a baseball

bat. IhecopstoldmethatIshouldleaveandnotcomebackthatdayora

couple ofdays because he had told them he was gonna beat me with a baseball

bat. ” -Nancy Ed Note: No charges werefiled against theperpetrator as a

result ofthis incident, even though the assailant was a convictedfelon.

Terri’s abuser used particularly cruel and unusual means ofemotional and

physical torture.

“He held a gun to my head Hepulled the trigger but itjust went ‘click’. Then

he laughed because I cried. He broke seven ribs, both my arms andsmashed

four ofmy toes with a hammer. He smashedmy noseflat onto myface, raped

meupmyassandforcedmetodrinkhis urine. —Terri

All but one ofthe participants (Jackie) expressed the beliefthat their children

either directly witnessed the abuse, or heard the abuse take place.

“My daughter seen him choking me one night. He had his hand over my

mouth andmy throat and he was choking me. She seen him hit me in the back

with a TVtray. ” —Barbara
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“My oldest one, she knows all about it. She’s not stupid, I mean two and a half

years later she still tellsyou what daddy did It scared her, you know? She

remembers when he drug me by my hair and locked me in a closet, you know?”

—Catherine

“I think the only time they would miss it is ifthey were like at a babysitter’s

house ...most ofthe time they were there so they saw a lot ofit. AndI hate that

they saw it. ” —Donna

“The older ones [witnessed the violence]. Theyounger ones did not see that

which Iam thankfulfor andI can see the difl'erences between them andmy

older children. Ican see the difference. ” —Kate

Nine participants recounted their own history ofchildhood abuse. Many stated

they believed that history made them more vulnerable to the abuse, and less able to leave.

They were clear in indicating that they believed the abuse was normal, and were not as

surprised by the abuse or the fact that they would not be believed or assisted if they

reported it.

“[Myjirst emerience involving] sexual abuse started when I was six. . .my mom

sfill does not believe me. She said that was normal between brothers and

sisters. I knew nobody would believe me [this time]. I was staying at the

woman ’s shelter. I had become really goodfriends with one ofthe surf

members and we had went out to the bar and she introduced me to her cousin.

We talked andI...wasjust listening to him and kind oftelling him what was

going on and then we went to the beach [for a walk] and he tried doing stuffto

meandItoldhimno. Itriedfrghtingwith himanditdidn’twork andnobody

believes me because [shelter worker’s name] works at the woman ’s shelter” —

Linda

“You know, myfamily alwaysfought, so I thought that it wasjustpart ofthe

wholepackage, sort ofjust how it is. My mom used to catch hellfrom my dad,

and he was alwaysyelling at us about something or other, so I wasjust kind of

usedto it, Iguess. Mydadusedtoyellatmymom, sayingifshedidn’tbeat us,

he would Sometimesyou couldn ’t movefor a week after one ofhis [beatings],

so she would tell us to yell like hell. We’dgo down the basement where the

neighbors couldn ’t hear andshe’d whisper, ‘nowyell and cry like the Dickens ’

and we would; she’dpretend to beat us. He was usually too drunk to notice

anyway. ” —Stephanie

“Myparents didn ’t give a rat’s ass about any ofus, and that’s the honest a'uth.

Igrew up on a daily bask listening to my mother tell me that she wished I was
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dead, because we were nothing but burdens to her. When she decided she’d

had enough ofus Igot left to take care ofall ofthem [ten siblings]. I don ’t

want that [for my kids]. My mother stabbed my dad infront ofus. My dad hit

my mother....beating each otherupbeating my dad’s girlfriends up when

they wouldshow up at the house....our dad carrying on in the backseat ofcars

with his girlfriends. I never wanted my kids to see that kind ofstuff ” —Amy

“I know that to me, all this time, it wasn ’t wrong. It wasn ’t. I was still a strong

person...to me it wasn’t...it didn’t bother me, it wasjust like I was in one

abusive relationship [childhood home and two intimate but abusive

relationships], lefl that one and into another one. [But] I didn ’t want to be hit.

I didn ’t want to be with somebody that Ifelt didn ’t love me. My grandparents

alwaysstuckitin mheadthatIlooklikemymom...thathasgoingto bejust

like her. I never knew her. She was killed by her boyfriend when I wasfive

years old We were there the day she was killedmwalking into a roomfull of

blood Iremember laying on a couch with the man who killed herfor two or

three days because they didn ’t know who did it” —Helen

From these accounts, it is difficult for individuals who do not have personal

references ofthe dynamics ofdomestic abuse to understand how anyone would enter into

a relationship with such a monster. Phillips (1992) found that a majority of the general

public could not understand the dynamics ofdomestic abuse. One ofthe assumptions

that the general public, and some of the social institutions designed to assist victims

make, is that battered women are somehow attracted to abusers, that they should have

known better, and deserve what they get. The recounts ofthe women in this study show

a pattern ofpurposeful seduction into a relationship strategically planned to engage

victims and hold them in their situation. The following introduces this theme of

seduction by an abuser who appears, at first light, perfect.
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Dane, # LBaLtterers seduced women into the relationship witha Mr. Perfect person_a_.

Amy, Barbara, Donna, Evelyn, Geena, Helen, Iris, Jackie, Kate, Linda, Opal,

Penny, Stephanie, Terri

Fourteen participants described this phenomenon. They felt seduced into the

relationship by someone almost too good to be true. They described a person who was

kind, caring, doting, loving, smothering, thoughtful and gentle. Most participants also

indicated being blindsided by the violence that was to follow, and to a degree blamed

themselves for falling into a deliberate trap. This supports the research findings of

Sullivan and colleagues (2000).

“I should have suspected something... he was so doting...almost smothering at

first” —Amy

“Whatever I needed, he offered it...frnancially, emotionally. Um, he seemed to

smother me a little bit in the beginning. Ithough you know, hey, he’s really

digging me, so Iguess that would have been thefirst little hint. ” —Geena

“I mean, he was Mr. Perfect...Ijust never thought he would do it to me...and

then he did ” —Helen

“Theperfect guy... he brought a rose andput it on my desk. It was myfust

love. Eventually we moved in together. That’s when it really started... ‘you ’re

cheating on me’...the third degree and looking over my shoulder. At the endI

couldn ’t even go to the bathroom without him coming into the room. ” —-Penny

“He was absolutelyped’ect when Imet him. Everyone adored him. He sent me

flowers, [he sent] my momflowers, [he] took me out to eat. He said he’d love

meforever. After we got married, he changed almost immediately. ” —

Stephanie

“Everybody loved [him]...myparents, my sister...I was so happy. Hepromised

to take care ofme, andI needed that at that time in my life. He seemed like the

answer to myprayers. I would have done anythingfor him, and he took

advantage ofthat. ” —-Donna

Perhaps one ofthe most difficult phenomena for most people to understand is that

women in abusive relationships express concern and, at times, affection for their
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assailant. Graham (1994) reported that hostages in other situations have also exhibited

this phenomenon. But in addition to being in what society may consider a less traditional

hostage situation, participants were clear in going back to the ‘Mr. Perfect’ theme and the

fact that they believed that the man they adored was still available, somehow hidden or

temporarily removed fiom them. This supports the work ofMahoney (1991). Although

they recognized that the relationship was fatally flawed, eight participants expressed

extraordinary remorse at, as Stephanie describes ‘what could have been’.

“The man Ifell in love with was kind, caring, loving... just everything I ever

wanted I wanted him back. I still want him back. I know he’s nevergoing to

be that man again, butpart ofmejust aches to think what we could have

had...what could have been. ” —Stephanie

“You don ’tjust throw out somebodyyou hadpledgedyour life to. And he was a

great man...kind, loving, gentle; a great man. When he turned on me I

couldn ’t believe what was happening. Things had been so perfect. I knew he

was Mr. Right. I wish [could have that man back again, like he was atfirst.” -

—Confrrming Group Member # 5

“It was like a death in thefamilyfor me...my divorce. It was not a person I

knew, you know it was aperson I was scared of Istill miss the man Imarried

I know he’s not the same man, but Istill think about that. I was so happy.

How did we ever get this way?” —Geena

These women verbally demonstrated a hope that had been alive within them while

involved in the relationship. All eight ofthe women indicated that at times, perpetrators

played on these emotions to successfully entice them back into the relationship. The

women related that they came to understand that the ‘Mr. Perfect’ persona was a ruse, but

that recognition clearly saddened them.
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Theme # 2: Batterers took advant_age ofm'cipants’ vulnerabilities. Amy, Barbara,

Catherine, Donna, Evelyn, Faith, Geena, Helen, Iris, Kate, Linda, Michelle, Nancy,

Opal, Penny, Qui’Ana, Rita, Stephanie, Terri

Nineteen participants spoke of special vulnerabilities that they believed enabled

the batterer to operate from a base ofpower, effectively holding them in the relationship.

This supports Mill’s (1988) premise that the context of an asymmetry ofpower is key to

domestic abuse. In Catherine’s case, she experienced a violent teen dating relationship in

which she was ill equipped and inexperienced to handle. She, like eight other women in

the study, either ran away from home, or had been evicted fiom their childhood home.

Another participant reported being ‘on the rebound’ from a failed relationship. A

confirming group member also experienced the ‘rebound’ effect.

“I was sixteen. It started with himjust being really controlling...he threatened

to kill myfriends, and thatput an end to that right there. It took him like two

weeks before I had nofriends at all... he had scared all myfriends away. I

couldn ’t go anywhere without him, you know, I had to tell him where I would

be and how long I would be there andyou know, ifI went to the store, I had to

tell him what I needed and he wouldgive meXamount ofmoney andyou

know, I wouldgo to work andIhad to call when Igot to work and call before I

left work andyou know, check in...he wasjust ‘in charge’. When I was I 7, it

turnedphysical. He would hit me, he cut my arm, throw things at me, throw me

into things and there was hairpulling and slapping andpunching...pretty

much everythingphysical he could have done, he did Itjust gotprogressively

morephysical ...where I was cleaning up brokenfurniture and covering up the

bruises . Twelve days after I turned I 7my mother threw me out andI had no

where else to go but [to] him and it ended when hepointed an assault rifle at me

infront ofmy kids and... after thatIlefl. ” —Catherine

“My husband had left mefor someone else. I was lonely and lookingfor

someone who would carefor me...about me, you know? Here he came... Mr.

Wonded‘ul. He called me every day. Hepicked me up after work and took us to

dinner so I didn ’t have to rush home after a hard day and cookfor the kids. He

bought uspresents and took us on a vacation to Cedar Point. Imean, we

thought we were in heaven, ” —Confirming Group Member # I
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“You can ’t understand unlessyou’ve been there. I had nowhere to go. Mom

kicked me out when I was 16, andI had to have somewhere to live. I thought

he was my guardian angel. He gave me aplace to sleep,food, clothes, and

whatever I needed He convinced me that even though the rest ofmyfamily

hated me, he would alwaysprotect and love me. That was something I

needed... something that wouldsave me, or so I thought. ” -—Donna

All but Faith recounted that the abuse began only after a commitment in the

relationship was solidly established. This commitment was also a form of vulnerability.

The women stated that they had so much invested in the relationship by that time that

getting out was far more difficult, in particular when children were involved. Three of

the twenty experienced their first assault while in a serious dating relationship, six while

cohabitating and having a child with the assailant, and another eleven alter they were

married. This ensured that for the participants, the ability to get out ofthe relationship

would be difficult, at best, and ofl‘ered the perpetrator a solid platform from which he

could control and isolate her. His already established relationships with her family, in

some cases, and the ‘Mr. Perfect’ persona that she and her family believed enabled him to

operate without suspicion, and again, the element of surprise and evidence ofher

devotion to him was cited.

“It startedjust a little while after the wedding. I was really surprised...it

surprisedme. [didn’t think he wouldever hitme. He was aprettygoodman in

my eyes...that really surprised me. ” -—Iris

“Looking back, Ican see thathis onlygoalwasto makesureIdidn’thave

anybody but him around me... nobody to notice what was going on or help

me... Icouldn’tjigure out why this man Iloved had turned on me.” ——Terri

“Everybody thought he wasperfect...hell, I did, too. Ithought Ihadjust won

the lottery. I loved the guy...sdll do...it’sjust flat] can’t seem to get theguy

back that [fell in love with... the one Imarried” —Evelyn

“Once we moved in together, he started working on me...trying to get me to

turn my back on myfamily. Once he succeeded in that, there was nobody to
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help me anymore. He was counting on that. ” —Conftrming Group Member #

3

“Ifound out [that] one month afler we got married he started molesting my I7

year old... I mean Ijust [recently]found out. But he had been molesting my

daughterfor about nineyears. ” —Amy

“Afler that [the wedding], itjust seemed like the gates ofhell were opened, and

anything go“. He startedpushing me up against the wall, choking me,

slapping me, hitting me with hisfrst...just anything. ” -—Terri

In some cases, the commitment was further strengthened by a pregnancy;

however, the abuse participants suffered did not abate with the pregnancy. Eleven ofthe

women reported sufl‘ering abuse while pregnant. Ofthe eleven perpetrators represented

within the group who continued to torture their victims while awaiting the birth oftheir

children, it is of note that seven ofthem have non-supervised, joint custodial rights

granted by the courts.

“I waspregnant with my son and he held a gun to my head”. --Barbara

“I almost lost myyoungest son when I was carrying him. He [perpetrator]

kicked me in the belly. Istarted bleeding. ” —Iris

“He beat the crap out ofme every day when I waspregnant...when I wasn ’t

pregnant. ” —Linda

Interestingly, two women reported that other adults in the home viewed the

pregnancy as a means ofcontinuing and strengthening the control the perpetrators

enjoyed over their victim. In both cases, it was the father ofthe perpetrator.

“Hisdadwas in thesamehouse with usforalongtime. Okay. So hisdadwas

right there. But he was gone a lot but a lot ofthe time... he was there and he

wouldjust, you know...he wouldfind like...okay hefound out I waspregnant, I

don ’t know what kid, but he said it more than once. But he wouldjust sayyou

know, my ex-husband would be out and dad wouldcome andsay, ‘Why areyou

pregnant again becauseyou know he thinks that he can controlyou. He thinks

that will keepyou with him. ’ His dad is my dadnow [post-separationfrom her

assailantl.” —Rita
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“In the beginning, he wasn ’t very abusive...he was real kind and loving and

nurturing and it started after Ifound out I waspregth with myfirst child;

then he started acting a whole lot different. Like he would start cussing at me

and startingfights and ...itjust escalatedfrom there. He begged me to have a

child, you know, which made it kind ofweirdfor him to be, you know, acting

out about it. Iguess he wasn ’t readyfor a child He begged me to have kids,

then he didn ’t want any ofus. It’sjust so nuts... he beged me to have kids, so

I did... thinking that the next one would make him love me again...and even

his dad told me ‘Don ’tyou see that by keepingyoupregnant he knowsyou can ’t

escape’?” —Donna

In seven cases, participants believed that the assailant was jealous ofthe attention

they paid to their children, or feared the diversion ofattention away from the assailants

and toward their unborn children once they were born. In these cases, the abuse appeared

to have escalated once the children became a reality. This lends further credibility to the

understanding that domestic abuse is not about a temporary loss ofcontrol, but rather a

long-term, deliberate, strategic effort to control their victims with little regard for anyone

else. In some cases, these assaults resulted in tragic consequences.

“Both my husbands had aproblem with thefact that I think more ofmy

children than I do ofthem. AndI’m willing to put more time into my children

than Iam into them. The shit got worse when the kids came. And it wasn ’tjust

the kids he wasjealous of... it was my entirefamily...hisfamily. ” —-Amy

“I waspregnant with my oldest son. I had been bleeding some...well not really

bleeding, but Ihadsome ofthefluidfrom the sack that was leaking out. Not

bad...but the doctor told me I needed to go home and rest, because he didn ’t

wantmetogointolaboryet. Theyhadmeinthehospitalfora whileandthe

leaking stopped, but I was supposed to be on bed rest. But he perpetrator] said

thatit wouldprobably bea while before we couldhavesexaflerthe baby, and

he was going to get what was his while he could I tried to explain that the

doctorsaid that weshouldn’t, andItriedtopush him away. But heput his arm

across my throat and then hejust basically raped me. ” —Terri Ed Note:

Terri’s child was born early and experiences developmental challenges.

“My/irst boyfriend was very abusive to thepoint where Iactually was beat half

to death andmy daughter died I was s'u monthspregnant [with her] at the

time. She was born early with massive injuries. I opted to turn the machines

ojfto let her die. I was sixteen [at the time]. The cops didn’tdo anything. They
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came to the house three times...the third time is when theyfoundme on the

ground[unconscious], so I was told ” —Penny

Theme # 3: Participants med to make sense ofthe situation. Amy, Barbara,

Catherine, Donna, Evelyn, Geena, Helen, Iris, Kate, Linda, Michelle, Nancy, Opal,

Penny, Qui’Ana, Rita, Stephanie, Terri

Fifteen participants explained that the abuse began slowly, building to a crescendo

over time. They described this process as facilitating their gradual acceptance ofthe

situation. This supports the work of Sutherland and colleagues (2000).

“It started out small, you know. Imean itgrew into this very slowly. Atfirst it

was small things... likeyelling at me, or criticizing me. Then hejust kept

adding to it. The names got worse, then he started topush at me with his

finger, then shoving me into things, slapping becamepunches... it was like

started small then gotgradually bigger. ” --Kate

“It’s such strange thing. It was little things atfirst. Thefirst thing I remember

_ is him breaking aplate in the sink when he threw out the dinner I made. I’m

not a very good cook. He said the dog wouldn ’t even touch crap like that. I

laughed... I thought it was ajoke, I mean he knew I couldn ’t cook. But when

he turned aroundIsaw something in his eyes. It scared me. From that day on,

a dayatatime, hejustkeptgettingmoreandmore violent. Ican’taplain it.

You get used to it, I think. It’s like he gets hisfingers in there and he grabs on

andyou don ’t even sometimes realize what is happening. It’s a slow, gradual

process. You get like in thisfog andyou don ’t think the same, you don ’tfeel

the same,you don’treactthesame. You kindofloseyourself. It blindsyou.

They say love is blind, well abuse is blinder. ” —-Evelyn

“It gotprograsively worse. Itjust seemed to get easier and easierfor him. It

was like I was worth less andless to him. Iwas trying harder andharder...I

got my degree, I was earning good money...I had a goodjob, we have

wonderful kids...but no matter what I tried, he would usually go after me.

When heblewupatus, he wouldusuallyjustgoqfterme. Lateron, he would

hitthekids, too. Mejirst, always... butthen thekids. Butit was always my

fault. I couldn ’t make sense ofit...I mean Ijust couldn ’t think clearly

enough. ” -—Terri
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Seven participants continued their attempts to rationalize perpetrator behavior.

They expressed their own shortcomings, outside pressures, and lifespan changes that they

had apparently tried to use to make sense ofhis desire to abuse them.

“I admit...I’m no angel. Imean I can be moody and ornery. I’m not that easy

to live with. I was concerned about hint. I thought, ‘well, you know, he had to

go through all this as a child’ [child abuse] andI was concerned about him,

which you know, looking back on it...he was a grown man. He made his

decisions. But at the time, I was brought down to thepoint where...with his

verbal abuse I was not important. I was nobody. Soyou know, he made sure

thefocus was on him so I was concerned about him. But the last time he...he

um beat me in my neighbor’syard...then that was it. ” —Kate

“He hadso much pressure on himfrom work. They never gave him afull day

of]: Even weekends they’d call and he’d have to go in. It was hard on him.

The kids andI didn ’t make it any easier, but we tried ” —Conjirming Group

Member # I

“It was the drugs. I beged and beggedhim to get help. He wouldn ’t go. I

called his mom andshe talked with him, I talked with him... but we could never

get through to him. ” Confirming Group Member # 5

“He didn ’t realize I was going through menopause. He was lonely...that made

me doubt myself I can ’t tellyou the number oftimes I have gone over every

single conversation I’ve ever had with this man...every single time. AndI’d

pick apart everything. I told my children that their daddy’s mind is broken

because he’s got an illness that makes him do things that he shouldn ’t say or

do, thathehasdonethings thatareharngfulandthatheis nevergoingto be

able to come back here because I can never trust him not to hurt anyone

again. ” —Amy

Eleven participants described being told repeatedly by the batterer that the abuse

was their fault, and that over time they came to believe it was true. Six participants

continued to use language that would suggest at some level, they still accepted some

responsibility for the damage that was done, or their inability to escape. This is

consistent with the findings of Hart, (1998); Mills, (2002); Porter (2002), and Stark

(1992).
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“Ifyou hear that it’syourfault long enough, you believe it. He was really good

at twisting things aroundso that] was always to blame. Ididn’t do this orIdid

do that... I made him angry. It was always myfault. So, after awhile, I thought

it really WAS myfault. ” —-Confrrming Group Member # 3

“Most times I thought it was myfault. That’s what he says... ’you made me do

this ’...so I thought I did deserve it. ” --Iris

“I thought it was something I was doing wrong. I mean, Ithought I wasn ’t

trying hard enough. He said it was myfault, andI believed him. He convinced

the kids that it was myfault. Everybody blamedme. [couldn’t understand it,

but I accepted it. ” --Evelyn

“What bothers me is I can ’t give her [molested daughter] back what he took. ”

“I’m not real comfortable with telling myselfthat I’m a victim or a survivor

because it makes mefeel weak. ButIknowIwas in a situation thatIcouldn’t

control. Ijust hate myselfthat it took me so long. ” -Catherine

By convincing victims that the abuse was their fault, perpetrators led participants

to believe that they had the ability and power to change the environment in ways that

could prevent the abuse. Thirteen participants expressed a continuing hope that they

could somehow “fix” the situation. Participants received similar messages through

Societal beliefs and expectations that they could and should protect their children, and

system worker interactions that verbalized expectations that they could stop the abuse

Should they simply choose to do so.

“I kept thinking that I couldfix it. .. Ijust had tofigure out how. ” —Stephanie

“You may think this is weird, but I really thought I couldfix him. Ithought

that ifI did something better, orfaster, or longer or whatever, I could make him

happy. Ifhe was happy, then he’d treat us better. I held on to hope. There was

hope...for a long u’me, there was hope. ” —Linda

“The kids begged me not to leave. They were afraid So was I. But they kept

bearingme. Itwassohardtohear. SoIstayedandhopedandtriedtomakeit

the best I could Itjust wasn’t evergoing to be like it should be. As hard as I

tried, thingsjust kept getting worse. ” - Terri
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“You always think, okay this time it will be better. This time I’ll work a little

harder. You do itfor the kids. They deserve afamily that loves them. ”

Confirming Group Member # 2

Believing that there was hope to fix the situation, and that they were to blame for

it, fifteen ofthe participants acted in the role ofpeacekeepers, attempting to diffuse and

survive the crisis by complying with demands ofthe perpetrator. This was an

emotionally exhausting and difficult process for both the mothers and the children. The

experiences related below support the findings of Schecter and Edelson (1999).

“Whatever he wanted... that’s what Idid I tried tofigure out what he wanted

before he did... that way I was ahead ofthe game. ” —Donna

“Ijust agreed to everything and anything. It was the only way to survive. It

was about survival... I lived in survival mode. ” -Confrrming Grorrp Member #

“I walked on eggshells. Ijust tried to avoid him as much as possible. It was

living on pins and needles most ofthe time. Iknew I had to keep a lowprofile,

andIkeptthe kids as quietasIcould” Confirming Group Member # 3

genre # 4: Traditional and cultural norms weregag odds withparticipants’ realities.

Amy, Barbara, Catherine, Donna, Evelyn, Geena, Helen, lris, Jackie, Linda,

Michelle, Opal, Penny, Qui’Ana, Rita, Stephanie, Terri

Fifteen participants discussed their struggle to integrate the sanctity ofthe family

unit with the horrific experiences embedded in their daily lives. Participants expressed

their worry that their children needed two parents in order to be happy and healthy, and

some used their own experiences and observations as a reference for this value. In one

case, the children’s shared wishes for that ideal was strong enough for a participant to

specifically identify it as a factor into her decisions. In eleven cases, the perpetrator used

this argument to maintain control over their victims.
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“You hear all this about how kids need both theirparenm. Igrew up in a home

without my dad I can ’t tellyou the number oftimes we needed him, and he

wasn’tthere. Ididn’t wantmykids togo withouta dad, even ifhe wasn’ta

goodperson. ” —Iris

“I was like trying to make it work because I’mpregnant again ...trying to make

things better so the kids would have a better home andme and him would be

getting along and this next baby would have afather there because, you know I

am having all boys, so they really need afather there. Igrew up to believe that

afamilywasanronuadadandthekids. Ididn’twanttobeasinglemom. I’ve

seen too many mothers struggle to get by. I kept thinking, ‘ifI canjust get this

worked out, we’ll all be okay. Igot both ofmyparenm...I am so blessed...and I

see otherpeople at school they only had oneparent, you know... and they’re

like ‘IwishI’dhadmydad’. IfeltlikeIwouldbeastatisticifIwasasingle-

parent home...like I would be like everybody else. I wantedto be different. I

wanted to have afamily. I wanted to have a mother,father and children [in her

family unit]. ” —Donna

“They need their dad...well, not like this, but Imean kids should have two

parents who love and carefor them. I didn ’t want to become a broken home

statistic. Ifinally wised up, andfigured out he would never love and carefor

anybody but himself: ” —Confirming Grorrp Member it I

“[My daughter] tells me when she says herprayers she wants us to be afamily.

She includes [theperpetrator] in herprayers. ” —Geena

“You have to understand... myfamily loved him. Myfolks loved him, my sister

loved him, andmy brother thought he was absolutely the coola't thing. They all

told me I was exaggerating... that things couldn ’tpossibly be that bad Mom

said all couples have spots. He choked me until I lost consciousness... that’s

NOTa spat!” —Confrrming Group Member it 2

“Hisparents and his brother called me everyday. They begged me to take him

back. They beged me not to tellthejudge what he did They saidthey’dlie if

they had to, but that they weren ’t going to allow me to destroy him. ” —

Confirming Group Member # 4

“My mom always taughtmeyou married a man, you stayed with the man. You

have to have afatherforyour children. ” —-Qui’Ana

Religion may encourage some women to stay in abusive relationships, accept

their oppression as biblically ordained, and resist seeking legal/support services fiom

secular social institutions (Jordan, 2006; Williams, 2000). Religion is a founding,
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guiding principle of the patriarchy. . . suggesting that women submit themselves to their

husbands, that the marriage vow may not be broken, and that women are subservient and

of lesser value than men (Center for the Prevention of Sexual and Domestic Violence,

2006; Fortune, 2006; Jordan, 2006). These norms factored into the decision-making

process ofseven ofthe participants.

“But whenyou have such strongfeelings andyou ’repraying every night and

you have God in your life andyou have thosefeelings...you know,for any

sign...you have to go with yourgut andyour heart and that’s what I did I

talked to mypastor and to my mother about everything and whatshouldIdo...I

don ’t accept it, I don ’t agree with it, but Godgives everybody a second chance

andhe was [supposed to be] rehabilitated, you know. ” —Linda Ed note: Here

Linda was aplaining her reasoningfor taking her assailant back into her

home.

“Isaidfor better or worse. That I would stay by himforever, whatever may

come. Istood at the altar andpromised God I had to break apromise to God

It wasn ’t something that Iamproud of What happens to people that break

theirpromises to God?” —Confirming Group Member # 3

“Mypastor andmy dad sat me down andsaid that this was something women

had to go through because ofwhat Eve did with Adam. Iremember thinking

‘how’s that myfault?’ But at the same time, I thought they could help me get

him under control... that I had an obligation as a wife and mother to stick it

out. I was taught thatyou make a vow under God... you know? You have an

obligation to make it work. And when you ’re in it... whenyou’re stuck there,

youjust kind ofget lost in thefog. You keep trying, and it’s kind oflikeyou

love him, and he’s thefather ofyour children, andyou should be able to make

it workfor everybody. So thenyou think, ‘well, it’s got to be myfault’, soyou

work harder. ” —Terri

“Iprayed andprayed...I thought ‘how could this be happening to me’?” —

Helen

“I was always taught that whenyou marry, you marryfor life... the ‘til death

do uspart thing. Igot married in the church, andImeant my vows. That’s one

ofthe hardest things... Imeant them. They weren ’tjust words. They were a

promise. I was raised in the church. Myparents were missionaries. They’re

still disappointed in me. But I triedprayer. Iprayed he would stop.

Eventually, Istartedpraying he would die... that God wouldjust take him. I’m

embarrassed to admit that. I’m still ashamed to think I couldn ’tftx it. My
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children have a monsterfor afather and a single mother. It’s really a messfor

them. ” —Confrrming Group Member # 3

In what appeared to be a mostly a cultural issue, four participants and one

confirming group member indicated their unwillingness to participate in the incarceration

process of their abuser. In all but one case, women cited the overrepresentation of blacks

in our correctional institutions. This is consistent with findings of Bachman and Coker,

(1995); Franklin, (2000); Jordan (2006); Saunders and Size, (1986); Schecter and

Edelson, 1999; Sullivan and Rumptz, (1994); and T. West, (1999).

“Without my tatlfying, they said that he wouldprobably get all So ifI tell

them what he did, and hegm toprison, then I’m going to be responsible,

right? How do [explain to the kids that mommy sent daddy tojail?” —

Confirming Grow Member # 3

“The kids, they need their daddy. All kids need a daddy. I have a big heart. I

couldn ’t send their daddy to prison...something inside me said that’sjust not

right...there’s too many ofus in there already and babies need their

daddy’s...even lfthey ain’t the best. [don ’t want to be the one that sends him

toprison. I know that shouldprobablyfeelgood to me, given what he did to

me, but it down ’t. Iguess unlessyou have really loved someone, even though

they doyou badyou can ’t like see it. But Igot to live in a conununity...my

community... where Black men go to prison every dayfor 106 of

reasons...some good, some bad I’m notgoing to add to [that]problem. It

wouldmakemepartofit.” —Iris

# 5: Perpetrators used isolation as a strategic tool to maintain their control. Amy,
 

Barbara, Catherine, Donna, Evelyn, Geena, Helen, Jackie, Kate, Michelle, Nancy,

Opal, Penny, Qui’Ana, Rita, Stephanie, Terri

Fifteen participants expressed being isolated fi'om family, either through the

family being fearful of the perpetrator, being exhausted from the stress ofthe victim’s

situation, keeping them geographically separated or because they were unable to believe

that the abuse was real. This theme is in keeping with the work of Dobash & Dobash

(1975), Ver Steegh (2000), and Zorza (1998).
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“He was the kind ofbreakingpoint between myparents and I. [My mother

felt] it was myfault. Actually, when Imoved out, they [parenm] endedw

coming to court with me one day and I listened to my mom tell me how it was

myfault, and that ifI’d listened to her none ofthis would have happened [The

assailant] was very adamant about thefact that I needed to stay awayfrom my

parenm. When I moved out he called and threatened my mom and dad over and

over again that they were gonna die. And the State Police actually called me

andaskedmetocallmyparentsandtellthemIthatIIwasallright. SoIdotalk

to them now, but we don ’t touch on the subject because I can ’t handle her

telling me it’s myfault. ” —Catherine

“I called my mom to see ifI could leave andgo back there andshe hungw on

me [frightened oftheperpetrator’s response to helping]. He never let me speak

to anybody anyway...I was locked in the house ifI wasn ’t working. Ipaid all

the bills. I wasn ’t allowed to go anywhere unless I was at work. Nowhere.

Nowhere. IfI went to the store, I had a certain amount oftime to get there and

home. Anda cowle offriends I did have, he woundwgoing to bed with them.

I had nofriends. I had nofamily. I wasn ’t allowed to talk to my mom, my

sister, nobody. ” —Qui’Ana

“He hated myfamily. He made sure we were asfar awayfrom them as

possible. I went twoyears without knowing one single soul well enough to say

more than ‘hi’ to. Where was Iswposed to get help? I didn ’tKNOWanybody,

andI wasn ’t allowed aphone and couldn ’t go anywhere unless he was with

me. ” -—-Terri

“I was alone here... three days drivefrom myfriends andfamily. He knew

that, and took advantage ofthefact I needed him. ” -Conftrming Grow

Member # 5

“Whenever I tried to get helpfrom the cops he wouldjust w andmove us. We

movedfive times in oneyear. The kids were so angry at me because they had to

move again. Their dad would tell them that it was myfault, that I calledpeople

who wantedto breakourfamilyapart, andthatbecause ofme we hadto move.

They hated mefor that. I learned not to call. ” —Confrrming Grow Member #

5

“Once this caseworker lady came out andstarted an investigation. We were

gone by the next morning. We never had a house... we would always rent

someplace where we didn ’t have no... like lease or anything. That way he

couldget us out ofthere in a hurry. I wonder what that caseworker thought

when she came back andfound us gone?” —Stephanie

“He had charges against himforparole violation when they arrested himfor

violence against me. They let him out the nut day and he was swposed to

appearin court, but wejustleft. The warrantforhis arrest wasstillon hisfrle
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when theyfinally caughtw with him, but the statute had run out or something.

Anyway, it had been like ten years or something. Nobody even lookedfor him, I

don ’t think. ” —Confirming Grow Member # 2

Six perpetrators also were reported to have sabotaged victims’ efl‘orts to work,

fearing that the workplace may provide an economic resource for her to leave, connect

her to individuals to whom she could disclose, and prevent him from knowing her

whereabouts.

“He didn ’t like that I was doing that [lookingfor ajob]. Hefigured ifIget a

job [I needed to] get ajob that would keep me here at home so I couldstill help

him and do what he wanted to and therefore I wouldn ’t be out in the world

and...hejust wantedme here where he knew what I was w to and could do

stufffor him. ” —Amy

“He wouldcallme at work allthe time. My boss wouldtellme thatIneededto

get control over his calling. How couldI? He didn ’t want me to work. Ifhe

could make sure Igotfired, then I wouldn ’t have my own money. IfI didn ’t

have my own money, then I would have to go to himfor everything. He counted

on that. ” Confirming Grow Member # 5

“He would sit ouaide the shop and waitfor me to come out. IfI didn ’t he’d

blow the horn or come stomping in to the office demanding to see me. He

called me offsick when I was too messedw [physically bruised] to go to work.

He was always asking who I was with at work... who I was screwing. Nobody

will hire me... Imean I’ve lost morejobs than mostpeople ever have in their

lifetime. ” —Qui’ana

Batterers could ill afford to have evidence oftheir assaults visible. Therefore,

they inflicted wounds where they didn’t show, and inspected the participants’ clothing

and make up to ensure that she would not be questioned about bruising. Four participants

and three confirming group members reported this.

“Oh, he’d never hit me where nobody could tell. It was always, you know, my

back or my legs or my shoulders. He couldn ’t take no chance that somebody

might see, Igums. ” -—Michelle

“Ihad to make sure to let him check what I was wearing before I went to work.

He was always careful to make sure any bruises were all covered w. He never

hit myface, where somebody might notice. ” —Confirming Grow Member # 2
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“I was careful to not let any bruises show. I became a wizard at makeup. I

mean, I could cover w a black eye soyou couldn ’t tell. I also would wear

scarves around my neck, things like that. IfI didn ’t, he’d make it worse. ” —-

Catherine

“He never hit me in theface... not after thefirst time. He would always make

the bruises where I could cover them w. ” -Penny

Theme # 6: Batterers instilled fear and used threats to keep her in his contrgl. Amy,

Barbara, Catherine, Donna, Evelyn, Faith, Geena, Helen, Iris, Jackie, Kate, Linda,

Michelle, Nancy, Opal, Penny, Qui’Ana, Rita, Stephanie, Terri

Batterers used a variety oftactics designed to keep all twenty participants living

in fear. These threats served to keep the participants ‘in line.’ More often than not, these

threats included a fear that the perpetrator would carry through on weapons-related

threats. All twenty participants reported being fearful for themselves, their children and

their loved ones. This supports the work ofDavidson (1995), Edelson (1985), Myers,

(2002) and Phillips (1992).

“I can ’t rememberfor the lastfiveyears any day that I wasn ’t scared He

leaves hintsfor me all over...at home, in my car, everywhere. Last week I

. found a knife in my underwear drawer. It was one ofhis hunting knives. ” —

Stephanie

“He left a dead rat in my dryer. He admitted it. He said that’s what happens to

people who rat on others to the cops. He said ifI went to court against him, I’d

windw like thatrat, only nakedin a dumpster.” —Confirming Grow Member

# 5

“He broke into the house. He stole thefood Me and the kids didn ’t stay at the

house that night. So I went back to the house the nerd day..,fixed everything

w, secured the door. He broke in again. So about two or three o’clock in the

morning, sure enough, he knocks at the door andI’m like,just leave. I says

‘I’mfixing to call the police’, andI told him about the PPO. He says ‘call the

police...l still got six minutes to beatyour ass [before they couldget to her] and

Ican do anything in six minutes’. ” —Geena
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“I’ve had a knife held to my throat. Heplayed Russian Roulette with a gun

pointed between my eyes. He shot my dog. ” Confirming Grow Member # 4

“When he kidnapped me, they said it was contact [in violation ofa mutual no-

contact order] and that I didn ’t try to get away hard enough. They said I had

an attraction to him so strong that I could never be trusted to keep the kids

away. They said it was evidence that I would not be able to keep awayfrom

him. It’s pretty hard to resist with a gun pointed atyour head Igot away as

quickly as I could... ” —Terri

“Two summers ago in one ofhis moods, he startedfiring the gun offright

outside ofthe living room window and he scared the crap out ofus andI went

outside andI told him that’s notfunny, you don ’tplay with a gun. Hepicked

the gun w andpointed it right at my stomach. He said he wasn ’tplaying with

it. Isaid ‘Put the gun down. You don ’t everpoint a gun at anybody...it’s not

funny’. He says ‘It depends on who’s holding it and who’s being aimed at’. I

took that as a threat. [Once] he came into the kitchen and laid a rifle on the

table. ‘I could takeyou out in a heartbeat and not even care, ’ that’s what he

said He meant it. He wouldn ’t hesitate I’m sure ofthat. ” —Amy

“He swung a baseball bat at me. He [had] nailed the door shut and came at me

with the bat. Ithought I was dead Well, actually, I nearly was. ” —

Confirming Grow Member # 5 Ed note: This women was in intensive care

for several daysfollowing his assault with the but.

“He threatened to kill me on more than one occasion...he hadguns, knives,

swords...he’s not swposed to havefirearms... he’s been convicted on two

separatefelonies. ” —Catherine

“He had a gun...well, more like three ofthem. He would take one out and

clean it...sit right next to me no matter where I went in the house, he would

windw sitting right next to me. Then when he was done cleaning it, he would

put it all back together and sight me right down the barrel He would usually

point it right at myface and then he would make a ‘pow! ’ noise like he was

shootingit. Onetime, heheldaloadedgun tomyheadandpulledthetrigger,

but itjust went ‘click’. Then he laughed because I cried” —Stephanie

“I calledpeople around here because I’m afraid He’s in the Army. He’s come

w here with guns and went targetpracticing. What’s to say he won ’t do it

again? I lived on a dead-end road andI’m scared to do anything. Istay away

from home [and when Iam there] Istay awake all night because I’m afraid to

close my eyes, not knowing whatI’llfind when I wake w...know whether he’ll

be there. ” —Opal

“Hetoldmehe’dkillmeandmybabyifltriedtoleave Itriedtoleave. I

called thepolice...they wouldn’t help me leave I wanted to go home [to my
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parents]. The cop laughed at me andsaid there was nothing wrong...I could

leave anytime I wanted and that he [thepoliceman] didn ’t have to be there. He

left. He shut the door and left. Isaw the lightjustflash and the hatred...the

meanness, the monster... whateveryou want to call it come out [ofher

assailant] and Iscreamed and he hit me. I tried tofight back but I was six

monthspregnant and hejust kept hitting my stomach. And then he got the

baseball bat and said he was going to teach me that not thepolice or God

himselfwas going to take mefrom him. Ifought back and the more Ifought the

more he kept hrfling me and the cops came again and he shoved me in the

bathroom and I was screaming, screaming [inside my head] but they couldn ’t

hear me. All I heard was [her assailant] saying ‘thank-you, we’ll keep it down ’.

He left me locked in the bathroomfor a while. I was bleeding everywhere. My

arm was broke, my ribs were broke, myjaw hurt, my cheekbone was broke, my

eye was cutopen. Ihadagash on myleg. Then hecamein andIbeggedhim

to leave me alone. I begged him andItold him I wouldn’t leave him and that I

would be good Andhe laughed And this laugh was the ugliest laugh Ihad

ever heard And then Isaw something in his hand Ipushedpast him and tried

togetwthestairs andhepulledmebackdown andlfellintotheglasstable

andI lost consciousness andI woke w at the hospital...right after I had her

[her daughter]. They told me the neighbor had heard the glass breaking and

called 911. It’s the only time that woman ever stuck her nose into anybody

else ’s business, and it saved my life. ” --Penny Ed note: Unfortunately

Penny’s daughter died shortly after birth.

Six participants also stated that they were frightened to involve anyone in a

support system for fear they would be harmed by the perpetrator. This supports the

findings ofDobash & Dobash (1979) and Goodkind and colleagues (2004). Several

reported continuing to be afraid, even after successful separation.

“He said that he’d take us all out...the kids, my sister, my brother-in-law—me.

He’s crazy enough to do it. Ijust can ’tput them in thatposition. IfI testify

against him, he’llfind a way, Iknow it. ” —Catherine

“Nobody ’s safefrom him. He’ll do it. He said he’ll kill my dadfirst, then my

mom, then the kids, then me. ” —Faith

“He told me ifI wanted to see a real shootout to call the cops. ‘They’11 never

takeusoutofherealive. Ifyou wantusalldead, go aheadandcall’.” —

Confirming Grow Member # 5

“My kids have never been to daycare w to now [instead being caredfor by

family, but because ofthe assault]I’m afraid to take them tofamily members
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because he knows where they live, so nowI have them [kids] in licensed

daycare. ” —Opal

Some batterers made suicide threats to victims when they attempted to leave,

sometimes threatening to do it in front of the kids. This was more troublesome to some

ofthe six participants than others.

“He has threatened to kill himselfon more than one occasion. ” —Amy

“He called me twice andsaid without me, he had nothing to livefor, and he was

going to shoot himself Both times I called 9-I-I because Ididn ’t want him to

do it andIsort ofbelieved it. But the last time he said he was going to shoot

himselfinfront ofme and the kids. He said they needed to know that ifhe died,

it was because of'me, because I had broken w ourfamily. ” —Confirming

Grow Member # 2

“He says ifI don ’t come back he’ll kill himself I don’t care anymore... let him

do it. That may sound hard to hear, but after all the hell he’sput us through,

we’d be better off ” —Michelle

When other tactics did not seem to work, fourteen perpetrators vowed to fight

through CPS and in court to obtain custody ofthe children. This is in spite ofthe fact

that many ofthe abusers were also abusive toward their children, and to their mothers

during the pregnancies. This finding supports the findings of Pence and Paymar (1983),

VerSteegh (2000), and Zorza (1998). Amazingly, four ofthe fathers involved obtained

primary custody.

“He said he’d beat me in court. He saidI couldn ’tfight him. He hadmoney to

hire a lawyer. He said that he would make sure Inever saw them again. ”—

Penny

“He called CPS and told them I was abusive ME! He convinced them enough

that they did an investigation. They didn ’t like charge me with anything, but it

scared the hell out ofme. He’s so convincing... heputs on such as great

performance. He can charm a snake. ”—Confrrming Grow Member # 2

“He called CPSand told them Ihadnofood The second time he called and

saidIhad no heat. The third time he called he accusedmy brother ofmolesting
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my oldest son. ” —Barbara Ed note: Each time CPS investigated andfound

no substantiationfor these claims.

Fourteen ofthe perpetrators used abduction or the threat of abduction as a tactic to

instill fear, ensure her continued compliance and prevent her from leaving. Sometimes,

the abduction resulted in an expensive and protracted legal battle to have the children

returned to the mother, despite her having court-ordered primary physical custody. This

supports the findings of Hart, (2006); Jones, (1994); and Saunders, (1998).

“He took the kidsfor his regular visit. When heput them in the car, he looked

right at me and said, ‘Kids, tellyour mommy goodbye’. Then he smiled at me

and said, ‘Well, this is whatyou wanted, isn ’t it? ’... He didn ’t bring them back.

It took thepolice and the courts two months to get them back. I thought I

would never see them again. ” -—-Confirming GrowMember # 3

“Hesaidierver triedto leave, Icouldnevertake the kids. HesaidI’dnever

see them again. He said there are lots ofplaces to hide ifyou’re willing to

travel a ways. ” --Amy

“Hetookmyson when he wasa babyandthelawsaidthere wasn’tadamn

thing I could do about it... he took him out ofstate...wentfor a weekend visit

and never brought him back. We hadjoint custody, andI had to wait six

months to charge him with anything. ” -Penny

“I tried threatening to throw him out...pack his bags and they always threaten

you, ‘well, I’11just take my kids...andyou’ll never see them again ’. He swore

he’dtake the kids andmake them hate me He wouldturn them against

me...that he wouldmake sure myfamily hatedme ” —Qui’Ana

“Igot a PPO and he came andphysically took me out ofthe house, with the

kids, and brought me back here. He kept me and the kids in his

warehouse...holding us hostage Imean we had a gun to ourfacefor three

days, until hefinallyfell asleepfi'om exhaustion. Then Igot out...I hid the kids

with a lady I knewfrom when we lived here before, went to the cops and they

arrested him. I went to a shelter and they [CPS] came andgot the kids that

same day ”orfailure to protect against witnessing domestic violence]. So I did

what I thought Ishould toprotect them, but I windw losing the kids. So now I

wish I hadn ’t done anything. It cost me my kids. It cost them their mother. ”

—Terri
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Theme # 7: Particimts love their childrep, and attempted to protect them. Amy,

Barbara, Catherine, Donna, Evelyn, Faith, Geena, Helen, Iris, Jackie, Kate, Linda,

Michelle, Nancy, Opal, Penny, Qui’Ana, Rita, Stephanie, Terri

All twenty mothers in the study expressed affection and concern for their children

not unlike mothers who have not been victimized by abuse.

“They’re my everything. Without them I don ’t think I could live...they’re

everything I want, everything I need...everything, you know? They’re my all. ”-

—Donna

“I love my kids. You have to understand before Ihad kids, I was out—in the

streets. . .I was going. ..I mean I wasfree, so I wasjust basically doing whatever

I wanted to do. AndI wasjust doing a whole lot ofstwid things. So when I

found out I waspregnant with myfirst son, it was time I couldn ’t smoke any

more...the thought ofanother being inside ofme wasjust, you know...I

couldn’t do it. They changedmy life. Ilove them to death. I wouldn’t trade

themfor nothing. ” --Faith

“Ilove my babies. They are my life Igetw andgo to work...I cook and clean.

Everything I do isjustfor them. Just because that’s whatyou do whenyou love

your kids. You do everythingfor them. Mypeople have always cared about our

kids. Myfamily has always been good to our kids. ” --Geena

“They are the only thing that’s kept me going. My oldest...he is the best

kid. ..smart, loving. . .just a great kid My second, he’s more quiet He’s a really

good student. He loves video games. He’s a cuddler. The third child, she has

ADD andschool is really hardfor her, you know? Butshe has the best heart.

Andmy baby. He’sjust one...just a good baby. They are the only reason I’m

alive I livefor them. ” —-Stephanie

“He’s my son. I love him. [Without him] there’d be nothingfor me I wasn ’t

swposed to have... children, so when Ifound out! waspregnant with him, it

wasa miracle Ineverwantedhimtogethurt. AllIever wantedwasa

family. ” -—Penny

Eight participants whose children were removed had understandable difficulty in

discussing their experience regarding the time their children physically were removed

from their care. They cried and most had difficulty in speaking. This question seemed to

illicit the most emotional moments ofthe interviews. I believe Qui’Ana’s depiction of
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that moment was representative ofmost participants who were able to respond to the

question.

“I thought I was gonna die. The hardest thing I’ve ever had to do waspack my

eleven-year old son ’s clothes. Pack him w and hand him over. I’ve made

better choices. I still think it’s myfault that they got taken away...I could have

protected them better and sooner. Ifelt like I did something wrong by turning

him in because now my kids are gone Without my kids there... I would have

rather taken the beating than turn him in...at least ifhe hit me, my kids were

[still] there [hadshe not turned him in]. ” —Qui’Ana ‘

Six participants reported taking beatings for their children. It was apparent that

the abuser had little understanding or concern for the well being of their children. This is

consistent with findings ofZorza (1998).

“Sometimes, he’d tell me to shut them w or he’d do it. But kids are kids...

they need to laugh, roughhouse, play, you know? You can ’tjust lock them w

somewhere until they are adults. Anyway, when they’dget a little loud or

whatever, he’d beat the shit out ofme. Just because I couldn ’t keep them

quiet. ” —Qui’Ana

“Once he handedme a belt andsaid eitheryou shut them w or I’ll use it on

you. I told him that he wasn ’t going to hurt those kids. So instead, he used it

on me. Igot used to that. ” Confirming Grow Member # 3

“My oldest one, we kind ofhad an understanding. I worked third shift and in

the morning when I would come homefrom work she wouldgetw andhe

would still be asleep andshe knew not to talk at all, not to make any noise,

becauseyou didn ’t want to wake him w, that wasjust not a good thing. You

know, I would do my best to defend her...ifhe was getting mad at her I would

step in and take thefallfor her. Butyou know, it’s hard with someone like

that...he’s hit us both, it didn ’t matter...as long as he hit somebody. My

youngest daughter, he wouldn ’t la her out ofher bouncy seat...he couldn ’t

stand to hear her cry so I wouldget,for the lack ofa better word ‘punished’for

her crying. My oldat one, she wasn ’t allowed to walk infront ofthe

television...you know he would sit therefor hours andplay Nintendo. She

knew what happened ifdaddy got mad, and that’s how I think it was strictly out

offear that she didn ’t make any noise in the morning. She still doesn ’t make a

lot ofnoise She’s a very quiet child But what doyou do? ” —Catherine

“I always stepped infor their sake and they knew that their mother was going to

fightfor them always. ” —Faith
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Eleven participants reported stepping in between the abuser and the children to

prevent their abuse. Some children were reported to also have intervened or threatened to

intervene.

“I can ’t tellyou the number oftimes I had to physicallypull him offmy son.

That’s no small taskfor me...he ounveighs me by about 100pounds. Butyou

can ’tjust stand there I hit him with a lamp one day to get him to leave [son]

alone Ipaidfor that one!” —Stephanie

“I would have tophysically get between him and the kids. Sometimes that

meant that I took thepunishment. It was worth it. ” Confirming Grow # 2

“I heard like shuffling around like he was messing around with my son [in

son ’s bedroom] andI walked in there and he hadshoved on my son andIgot in

between them and told him to keep his hands offmy son and he went to hit me

andmy son hit him back. Hit my husband... and he told CPS that ifhis dad

ever hit me again he was going to kill his dad. ” —Barbara

Twelve participants adapted to the danger by attempting to arrange daily tasks and

children’s schedules in order to prevent the children from being confronted by the abuser.

Mothers reported that they would use safe places, such as the homes of relatives, for the

children in an attempt to safeguard them from the violence.

“I made sure that before he got home, I had the kidsfed and bathed, and

working on their homework. That way they were quiet and didn ’t interrwt his

evening. ” —Qui’Ana

“I would keep the baby w until a certain time so Iknew she would sleep when

he was sleeping. Otherwise, ifshe woke him w there was hell to pay. ”—

Confirming Grow Member # I

“I would try to have them bathed,fed and asleep by the time he came home

from work. AndIhadthem at myMom’s house, you know,just awayfrom

everything that was going on at the house ” —Faith

“I would take my children to difl'erentpeople’s housesyou know, like myfamily

orfriends and try to get them awayfrom home more...tnstead ofhaving them

be at home all the time because it was like the more Istayed home, the [worse it

got]. I really had no way ofgetn'ng awayfrom the situation...I would try to

walkawayandgetthekids andtoplay with them andtryto change thesubject
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like that andyou know, change the environment because I didn ’t like arguing

infront ofthem [the kids]. ” —Donna

“I made sure the kids didn ’t havefree time in the mornings on weekends. I

gave them chores to do in the barn. That kept them awayfrom him when he

was most likely to explode Hejust wasn ’t a morningperson!” Confirming

Grow Member # 2

“I tried to make them go to bed before he got home, I tried to make sure swper

was on the table so that way he could come in and eat andpass out sometimes.

Orjust whatever he said, okay... just agree with him. ” —Barbara

“I used to send them in their room when Iknew he was getting...you

know...when his anger was escalating. And I...you can see the signsyou

know...there’s always signs. ButI would send them to their room or to do

something so that they weren ’t right there seeing that [the attack]. ” —Kate

Nine participants also indicated that they attempted to train their children to avoid

the abuser, be attuned to small cues and respond appropriately in an attempt to keep them

safe.

“I would tell the kids to play quietly downstairs or outside That way they were

less likely to get in his way. They learned in a hurry tofollow my cues. IfI

suggested theyplay outside andIgave them the look, they knew enough to get

out. ” —Donna

“My daughter learned quickly that quiet meant safer. IfIgave her the look,

she would scoot to her room. I look at her now, andshe’s such a little mouse

She never makes any noise... she doesn ’t laugh. She doesn ’tyell and run like

most girls her age He took thatfrom her... he took ourjoy. ” —Confirming

Member # 3

Fourteen participants described a constant state of hyper-vigilance as a protective

measure. They phrased this in terms ofnot being able to rest or relax. This is consistent

with literature that explains why victims may sometimes appear hysterical or over-

reactive when interacting with the police, CPS and the courts. It is not unlike the

responses ofhostages in other settings.

“I lived on the edge I was always aware ofhow he was... always watchingfor

the telltale signs. I kept an eye on him no matter what. ” —Stephanie
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“I had to learn to be very careful I learned to be sensitive to his moods. Even

got good enough topredict the next beating. Pretty sorry, huh?” —Confirming

Grow Member # 2

“Ijust never let my guard down. I didn ’t dare IfI had any hope ofsurvival or

keeping my kids alive, I needed to know exactly where he was and how he was

thinking. ” Confirming Grow Member # 5

“Iprotected them by getting them out ofthe situation, maybe having them stay

at my mom’s or a girlfriend’s house I would walk on egshellsjust to keep him

toned down so that we would...ifthey were in the house we wouldn ’t have to get

into that situation” —Geena

Thirteen participants extended this hyper-vigilance to knowing where their

children were, where the assailant was, and expressed selectivity in their choice of

surrogate caregivers.

“I never let my kids out ofmy sight. I always knew where they were and who

they were with. I didn ’t trust anyone to watch over themfor me except my

mother. Ihad to keep a close eye on them. ” --Terri

“I was one ofthose mothers who had to know everything about her kids. I

didn ’t let them alone Maybe I did that to make wfor bringing him into our

lives. ” -Confirming Grow Member # 2

“I was especially careful about knowing where he was in relationship to where

my kids were He told me he’d take them awayfrom me in a heartbeat. I

couldn ’t take any chances. That seems so strange... thejudgejust handed

them over to him. Now I have that to worry about without being able to control

who they’re with or what they’re doing. ” -—-Faith

“She didn ’tgo anywhere without one ofas [designated safepersons] except to

Girl Scouts orfor FFA and both places she had to call me when she got there

andshe had to call me when she was leaving so I would know exactly where she

was going, how long it was going to take and ifthe car broke down I’d know

where tofind her. ” -—Amy

Six participants used outside activities not just as a means ofkeeping the kids

away from the violence but also to engage them with positive role models.

“The kids are active in spam, Scouts, after-school club, stufl'like that. Isign

them wfor anything I can. Foryears, I knew they were safe ifthey were at
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those kind ofthings-—plus thefact that they learn good lessonsfrom the

coaches and the grow leaders. They get tutoringfrom the mentors in the after-

school club. That’s allpositives in their lives, andsomething they sure

wouldn ’t getfrom their dad ” —Qui’Ana

“They spent a lot oftime with myfolks and at my sister’s. My wholefamily

likes to go camping. They’re good about taking the boys with them, and the

boys love it. It gives them a sense ofnormalfamily. ” —Confirming Grow

Member # 4

All the mothers expressed that their children were a constant a source of

concern, and major factors in the decisions that they made. They believed that they were

protecting their children from the perpetrator to the best oftheir ability, given the

circumstances.

It is clear fi'om the actions taken by participants that they desired that their

children be safeguarded. The above statements and the passion participants emoted when

talking about their children is evidence that these women are little, if any, different from

mothers not exposed to violence in their devotion and extreme connection to their

children. This supports the premise of Field and Cook (1994) and Porter (2002).

Theme # 8: Particimts desired, and were often proactive in seekmg’, outside help

despite their fear. Amy, Barbara, Catherine, Donna, Evelyn, Faith, Geena, Helen,

 

Iris, Jackie, Kate, Linda, Michelle, Nancy, Opal, Penny, Qui’Ana, Rita, Stephanie,

Terri

Seventeen participants were proactive in seeking help for themselves and their

children, and went to extended lengths attempting to prove their statements were true.

These strategies were not always rewarded, and participants were not always believed,

consistent with the findings of Dalton (1999) and VerSteegh (2000). Moreover,
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participants expressed confusion at what more they might have done to protect their

children.

“I’m like what did I not do that needed to be done? When my daughter did tell

me who was responsiblefor herpregnancy. Icame home, Isent them

someplace safe I called the police I called thefamily doctor. I took her to get

her medical help. Iset w the appointment to seeyoupeople, andnowyou ’re

telling me that I’m not capable ofdoing what needs to be done. I’m the one

that called thepolice and told him [abuser] to get out ofhere I think I have a

right to be angry. ” —Amy

“I was seeing a counselor at that time [at a domestic violence serviceprovider]

and I told her ‘I’m going to tell him to leave because Ican ’t...I’m not going to

take that anymore ’. ‘Well, she said, make sure someone else is there so that he

doesn ’t go offon you’. But I thought, I don ’t want to involve anyone else So I

didn ’t andI told him to get out and he said okay. I couldn ’t keep w the [house

payment] so I called to get into a safe house...you know, a woman ’s shelter, but

there was no room anywhere Iactually hadto live in my car untilIcame to

this shelter. Ihad afew restless nighm I used to have a lot ofhawk with [my

son]. He would run awayfrom school, that kind ofthing. At that time, he was

a teenager getting very tall and very aggressive...he would run awayfrom home

for three days at a time You know, I tried to get help. I called the ETA and told

them I needed a caseworker [andsome help]. [CPS worker]...she said that I

could be charged with neglect ifI didn ’t swervise him right. I told her I

neededsome help...so what did she do? The woman came with apolice oflicer,

got him out ofbed, put him in handcuffl' and dragged him ofto afoster home

He was only doing what he saw done to me [In Juvenile Court] thejudge says,

‘there is no such thing as a bad kid...only badparents ’. They were going to try

to put me injail ” —Kate

“I turned him in to Protective Servica. Igot a PPO. Igot theparentingplan,

and the kids spilled everything that had been happening to them. I told them

everything too...not realizing it would be used against me [in court]. I was

pregnant at the time I went to counseling. I did everything I could think of

Nobody could make him stop. Ifinally had to move out ofstate iftheyfind

me, so be it. Butfor now we’re safe ” —Terri

“I did everything I could Igot into fire shelter, Ifiledpapers with the court, I

cooperated with thepolice What more couldI have done? How canyou say I

didn ’tprotect them?” —Confirming Grow Member It I

“I took my baby to the doctor...myyoungest to get him checked The doctor

noticed the marks on him, so he hadme callprotective servica. [Perpetrator]

had hit him with a switch [because] he wouldn ’t sit down in his high chair. I

told [the doctor what had happened]. It wasjust too much. I wasn ’t thinking
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that they’d take the kids awayfrom me, you know? Ijust thought maybe if

somebody else told him he’d stop and think about what he was doing. [CPS]

came over to the house and sat down with me, told me that it was abuse, and

that kids that little couldn ’t know enough aboutpunishment and why they

couldn ’t act w, and that we was wrong to do that. I though ‘we’? I didn ’t do

nothing. I mean like why would I call them ifI was guilty ofhurting my kids?

Thatjust doesn ’t make sense, does it? I tried to keep himfrom doing it, you

know...I told them that I was at work and that I didn’t do it, but they saidI was

still responsible. They knew he [perpetrator] wasn ’t doing right by me Imean

they knew the cops had been out when he wouldget to yelling and throwing

things...busting w theplace So they said that by me staying there I was

hurting the kids. So they said I didn ’t do what Ishould to protect them. ” --Iris

“I even requested a drug tether so I couldprove to them I wasn ’t using drugs.

[Perpetrator] had told them I was a drug addict. They believed him and he got

the kids. The only way to prove my innocence was to do it through testing and

the tether. It was embarrassing to have to wear it, but at least that waspr

enoughfor them. He still hasjoint custody, but they live with me most ofthe

time ” —Confirming Grow Member # 2

“He accused me ofdoing drugs and they [CPS] wrote down that I was doing

drugs and I told[CPS] ‘well, why don ’tyou give me a tat then...ifyou think

I’m doing drugs why don ’tyou test me?’ [CPS] accused me oflying andIsaid

‘well, why don ’tyou give me apolygraph test? Anything she come w with I

wouldcome w with an answerto try andraolve andshe didn’t wantto resolve

no issues. ” —Barbara

“Everything I’ve done isfor my kids. I moved out, took all the money Ihad and

Igot aplace to live...andItried as quickly aspossible to normalize life and]

gotpushedfrom every direction. [CPS said] I needed to go to a shelter [because

he continued to stalk her]...and ifI didn ’t they were going to come andget my

kids. ” —Catherine

Nine participants sought safe shelter through service providers or use of

family/friends. Shelter providers and family members willing to take the mothers and

their children in were clearly valued as a safety valve by the women in this study.

Seeking assistance and a safe place to be was a safety strategy also recognized by Dutton

(1993), Skinazi (1997) and Sullivan (2000).

“I went to the shelter twice Istayed with my mother andmy aunt I don ’t know

how many times. You know...anywhere I thought we were safe ” --Evelyn

123



“Igot helpfrom the shelter to go into hiding. I needed out ofthe county, and

they got me outfast. CPS says I have to go back there so he can see the kids.

I’m going tofight thatfor all I’m worth. I have a goodfriend that lives outside

oftown. [Assailant] doesn ’t know her. She’s my safety valve I can stay with

her whenever I need to. We’ve been with herfor three months now. ” —

Confirming Grow Member # 5

“IfI had to work [second shift], I couldn ’t leave them [the children] with him

when I wasn ’t there It was too risky. So Ihada secretary at the office that

would babysitfor me I would tell her that he was working or out oftown, or

whatever, and she would take them. ” —Terri

Shelters may have been seen as a haven by some, but nine seeking their services

didn’t want the stigma attached to shelter residency, and some believed that their children

would be exposed to poor conditions, restrictive environments, stereotypical

marginalizing, and be forced to leave during the day. Some faith-based shelters serving

the homeless in Michigan do require their residents to be out ofthe shelter during the day

(presumably to seek employment), and, that may have factored into misconceptions about

shelters for victims of domestic violence. Assailants also fed these misconceptions in

some cases, preventing the woman from seeking services earlier. In one case, fear ofthe

shelter environment seemed warranted.

“Ipictured this real run down place, yourpoor kids had nothing to eat and had

to be on the streets all day, you know. People look at themfunny because

they’re in a home like that. I heard that shelters have mice and lice, and bad

food That’s the word on the street. I know difl'erent now, but back then I

believed it. [The assailant] toldme that’s how it was. I’d seepeople hanging

around the doors ofthe Salvation Army, and thought ‘I can ’t do that’ [to her

children]. ” Qui‘Ana

“My sister said the shelter wasqu ofbugs and rats andstuff: No...I’m

serious. .. andyou know, now that I think back how wouldshe know? Butyou

just can ’t think clearly about those things whenyou ’re under attack all the

time ” —Confirming Grow Member # 3

“When he got w to go to work, Ipackedme andthe kids w. Icalledmy

stepfather and he came andgot us andIstayed with themfor a while Then we

started lookingfor shelter, someone to go to. I didn ’t want to stay at my
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modrer’s house because he knows where they live, but I didn ’t want to stay at a

shelter, either. I hadmy mom and step dad, but didn ’t want them hurt. ” —

Faith

“I had no where else to go, andIdidn ’t want to go back to the shelter in [city].

They testified against me to thejudge, and[from that testimony it was apparent

that] they had been opening my mail and monitoring myphone calls and

sharing that information with CPS. ” -— Terri

“I thought long and hard about where we wouldgo. I had no money. I had no

job. I was a thousand milesfrom myfanrily. I had to choose to enter a shelter,

which I heard was infested with lice and rats, or stay and do the best I could I

decided I would take a chance on the lice and rats (there weren ’t any, thank

God), but who asks to beput in that situation?” — Nancy

Other system personnel also sought help for participants’ children. Ofthe

participants who knew who had reported them, CPS had been contacted by: a teacher in

three cases, the police in twelve cases, a neighbor in four cases, a relative ofhers in one

case, and by the victim herselfin six cases. In cases where she herself reported the

violence, some participants reported being stunned at the responses that they received by

the investigating CPS worker. All but four expressed amazement that they were blamed

immediately for the perpetrator’s violence. This is consistent with the Enos, (1996);

Miccio, (1995); and Trepiccione, (2001).

“Tell me what I did wrong!” --Catherine

“I’m not the enemy!” --Terri

“I tried to get someone there to help me../explaining matshe had been seeking

assistancefrom DHSprior to the report]. ” --Linda

“Why wouldIcallthem ifIwasguilty ofhurtingmy kids? Thatjustdoesn’t

make sense, does it?” —Iris

“They treated me like I was a monster mother who hated her kids. Hell, why

wouldI askfor their help ifI was the one hurting them?” --Evelyn

“I told them [CPS] ‘I didn ’t have to callyou. I could have ignored it like some

people would ButI didn ’t, because that is my daughter’... My kids have
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always been more important to me than anything or anybody. [Yet] they told

me ifthey thought I was blaming my daughterfor anything that they would also

then be under the consideration oftaking my children. ” --Amy

In an additional and related area, six women indicated that they had hoped for

help from the medical professionals they had encountered. Insurance requirements also

presented problems for participants seeking help for themselves and their children. Some

medical personnel also inadvertently assisted the abuser in harassing their adult victim.

This finding is supported by the literature (Gondolf, 1988; Zorza, 1998).

“Lastyear Igot cut while docking the boat. It waspretty bad, andIneeded

stitches. He [perp] took me to the hospital I went to the ER with bruises all

over me He stayed with me the whole time. I had a handprint that ran all the

way around my wper arm. The nurse who gave me the tetanus shotput the

needle in right over the handprint. I amjust thinking, please, please help me.

But she didn ’t . ” —Confirming Grow Menrber Ii 5

“[CPS]saidyou have to check with your insurance conrpany. They couldn ’t

give me [a referral]...all they can do is tellyou to callyour insurance company

[to get service authorization]. IfI didn ’t know every one ofnry insurance

agents by name, [phone] number andfamily associations, Iguess Iprobably

wouldn ’tfeel so bad about it. But by having to speak to an insurance company

that means that many morepeople know about the details [ofthe incest]. And

some details I would havepreferred [to not] be out there because that is that

much more ammunition thatpeople can use against my little ones...I don ’t

want my kids hurt. ” -—-Amy

“We wereflying kites and the string ofthe kite slashed across [my son ’s] neck

and left a welt. He went back toplaying right away. I didn ’t think nothing of

it.. .it was nothing. [During the son ’s visit with hisfather that weekend] Igot

home and I had this police card on my door. I had no idea what was going on,

so I called him [police officer]. He came out the next day with two CPS

workers. The accusation was that I cut my son with a knife At thatpoint, I

wasjust hysterical I was crying. He [perp] had taken him to the Emergency

Room. He stated to thepoliceman and the on-callphysician that I had cut him

with a knife [Later my son] talked to the lady [CPS worker and] he said two

different storia. ” -—Helen [Helen ’s children were removedfrom her and

placed with the perpetrator’s sister. They were returnedsome days later afler

her son recounted to police that he had been told by hisfather to tell the doctor

that his mother had cut him with a knife No charges werefiled against the

fatherfor thisfalse report].
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Theme # 9: Mostparticipants seeking helpwere disbelievedndevalpued and subject to

victim blam_rng°. Amy, Barbara, Catherine, Donna, Evelyn, Faith, Geena, Helen, Iris,

Jackie, Kate, Linda, Michelle, Nancy, Opal, Penny, Qui’Ana, Rita, Stephanie, Terri

Fourteen participants reported that when they called 9-1-1 for help, police did not

believe them, but were more often fooled by the explanations ofthe perpetrator. In eight

ofthese cases, police ignored PPO’s and parole violations in their investigation ofthe

call. Caputo (1991) and Saunders and Size (1986) found similar issues in their studies.

“When thepolice got there, he told them I was bi-polar andhad been offmy

medication. I have never had any mental illness. He said that’s why I was

‘confused and hysterical ’ From that day on he’dsay ‘go ahead and call the

cops.. .you know what will happen. ’ Then he’d laugh. Sure enough, when I

called them again, he told them the same thing. They believed him. I heard an

oflicer tell another that ‘It ’s that nutcase again. ’ Iam not mentally ill I have

never been bi—polar or anything else But he convinced them I was. ” —

Stephanie

“Thepolice automatically believed him when he saidI was the problenr. I had

a PPO. He was at my house Fourpeople saw him. But they said they couldn ’t

arrest him because it was my word against his. Even though others hadseen

him and told the cops. Whatgood is the PPO?” —Confirming Grow Member

# 2

“They [police] didn ’t do nothing to help. My sister called them because she

thought that he was going to kill me She called them once and the neighbor

called them twice. My sisterjust lives two houses downfrom our apartment.

The guy downstairs is the one I think called them the other two times. Theyjust

said we needed to quiet down. My husbandsaid it was nothing...just a little

argument. They didn ’t do nothing. ” —Iris

“I didn ’t have a separation order and divorcepapers in theprocess and without

a PP order they [sheriff’s deputies] said they would not do anything to remove

himfrom his home and there was no way that I could keep himfrom his home

Iwas toldin turn thathouldbe better ofl'... thathouldbe betteriijusttried

to work itout with him.” —Amy

“Theypulled him over and let him go...they saidI was crazy. When he would

come to my house they said there was nothing they could do unlas he hits

me..] have a PPO but drere is nothing they can do unless he his me.” —

Barbara
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“He didn ’t want my daughter to leave Basically, I tried toput my daughter in

the truck and he came around, grabbed her [and]grabbed me. [He] threw me

to the ground, and threw my sister to the ground when she was trying to assist.

Three otherpeople [hisfriends]junrped in and it wasjust an all-out brawl

betrveenfive adults and two children watching everything. I wasput in

chokeholds twice and my sister wasput in a chokehold twice We had bruising,

cuts, scrapes...bleedingfrom head to toe...I had trouble breathing. My kids

had bunrps on their heads, and bruises on their arms. And in thepolice report,

[none ofthis] ever happened There is nothing in the report. He didn ’tput in

there [thepolice report] that there were any injuries at all...not even a scrape

We havepictures to prove it. ” —Opal

Eleven participants believed that CPS workers thought that they had mental health

issues. This is consistent with themes that somehow women experiencing domestic

abuse are, as Amy related below, defective. This is also consistent with the idea that it is

easier to blame the victim than accept that some men are violent and that society bears

some responsibility for the plight ofvictim and to correct the behavior ofthe assailant.

Levandosky and colleagues (2000), and Sullivan (2000) found that societal perceptions

and policies regarding adult victims ofdomestic abuse are often based, incorrectly, on a

model ofpathology.

“They treated me like I was abnormal... the caseworker said he thought I

needed help because I was too weak to leave, to protect the kids. ” -Stephanie

“They calledme dysfunctional Ihad to have twopsychiatric evaluations. I

passed both. When they couldn ’t get around thefact that I was sane, they

started testing mefor drugs. When Ipassed those, they didn ’t have much. So

they saidI wasprobably ‘one ofthose women who arejust naurrally attracted to

abusive men ’. Yeah... like anyone signs w voluntarilyfor that!” —-Terri

“[CPS] said thatpeople that have been abused tend to be abusers or choose

morepeople who are like thepeople who abused them as kids. I think it makes

me look weaker or more ‘defective’ as one lady [at CPS]put it. They try to

point out that in your lifetime now where this may have made it whereyou

missed this [signs ofincest] because ofthis reason or with you having been

abused, you wouldn ’t notice an abuser as quickly becauseyou are

automatically drawn to [an abuser]. No, you’re NOTautomatically drawn to

thosepeople! They saidfor me to get into counseling... thatI would not be
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able to help my children. They told me ifI didn ’t get into counseling I would

not be able to do what my children needed done Iamjust scaredfor my

daughter.. .stressed out...Iam NOTcrazy”. —Amy

“It [loss ofchildren] drove a knife through my heart. I mean, mypeople have

always cared about our kids. I was scared Ipanicked I was embarrassed and

disbeliefed I hollered out and begged, and thejudge had to tell me to sit down

or he’d have thepolice take me out. Ijust wanted to know when my kids would

come home. Besides, what mistake did I make? Igo to swportgrow, andI

know this was not ‘nryproblem’. Iam not broken. I don ’t need to befixed I

amjustfine. ” —Iris

Seventeen participants described being questioned about why they reported the

abuse to CPS, what role they played in the abuse, and many times, despite evidence to the

contrary, were not believed. All expressed being surprised at the fact that they were

being blamed for something over which they had no control. Field and Cook (1994) had

similar findings.

“The CPS worker toldme that I was under suspicion because Ishould have

known that he [perp.] was molesting my daughter. I never suspected anything.

It happened when I was at work. But she said that ifhe was violent to me, I

should have known he would do something to the kids. ButIdidn ’t know... if

only I had! But nobody would believe me. I wasjudgedguilty right then and

there ” —Linda

“I called them to report his treatment ofthe kids. Nobody would help me, but I

thought maybe they would at least help the kids. So I called... I made the

decision to call andfollowed through on it. Then when they show w, they

accusemeofbeingpartofit. [windw havingnry kids taken away. IamNOT

the enemy! IfI was, why wouldI have called them in thefirstplace? I’m NOT

the enemy! The courtpapers say that ‘Ifailed to protect, that Iprobably would

return to him (yeah, right), and that in spite ofthefactI’m an educated woman

Icouldnotben'ustedtoactin thebestinterestofmy children. ” —Terri

“There is nevergoing to be a time where I doubt my children or where Iam

‘going to pick’ somebody else over them. They have to know that! Protective

services has done nothing but question where my motives are: Am Igoing to

side with him eventually? Am Igoing to pick him later over my kids? When he

is let out ofprison, will I talk to him again? Even after everything they have

been told[and everything I did to make sure he went toprison], they are still

threatening me” —Amy
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“I hadmy children at myfriend’s house, where [they could] catch the school

bus in the morning [participant had moved out ofcounty]. I couldn ’t make the

housepayment. Igot another house [through the domestic violence service

agency]. But I didn ’t want to take my son out ofschool so I had him go over to

[friend’s] house in the morning to catch the school bus. The case worker got

really madsaying that [nryfriend] wasn ’t a daycareprovider and[I] shouldn ’t

have my kids there overnight to catch the school bus. Thejudge goes, ‘well if

that’s the case, then that means that grandparents can ’t have their

grandchildren, that means that aunts and uncles can ’t have their nieces and

nephews, [and]I’m not going to use that, and that [complaint against the

participant] is going to be strickenfrom the record’. So thejudge actually did—

sided with me about [it] because it didn ’t make sense ” —Barbara

“[CPS] and thepolice officer automatically made mefeel like I did this even

though I kept stating to them [I hadn ’t]...and even though I kept stating this is

what happened...this is what happened...I have witnesses. That same day they

went out to see [the witnesses] and they came back andsaid ‘well, areyou

relatedto any ofthe witnesses or...?’. Imean they, this man triedto make me

feel like ‘you ’re lying I don ’t care whatyou say. I believe thatyou did this” [cut

son with a knife]. —Helen

“When I was doing my drops [drug screens], she [CPS worker] would say

there’s no way I could drop clean all this time [a year and a half] and[accused

me and the workers at the clinic] ofcovering w my screens. She switched my

daysfor drops ..she wouldn ’t let me drop at night [she worked during the day],

so I almost endedw losing nryjob, I almost lost my apartment because I had to

cut my [work] hours andso Isaid I can ’t do this no more, so I called her back

to court. I called her into court and said obviouslyyou don ’t believe [the results

of] these drops...we need a new system. So I asked thejudgefor a tether. So I

wore thatfor three months. ” —Qui’Ana

Seventeen participants voiced their frustration and confusion when faced with

expectations that they should have been able to make the violence stop, and that their

efforts to protect their children were ignored. Many verbalized that they had done

everything they could, and expressed that if they could have made it stop, they would

have. This finding is consistent with the patriarchal underpinning ofrole expectations

and subsequent victim blaming delineated by Czapinski (1993), Delgato (1999), Epstein

(1999), Freeman (1982), Jacobs (1998), and Myers (2002).
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“They (CPS) said Ifailed to protect them. Well, they weren ’t there when I

arrangedfor them to stay at mom’s because I knew it (the beating) was conring.

They weren ’t there when I hid them out at afriend’s to prevent himfrom killing

us all They have no clue what I did... where were they when I needed their

help?” —Catherine

“Nobody understands thatfeeling when your kids are takenfrom underneath

youfor somethingyou know in your heart andyou know in your mindyou did

not do butyou are still accused andpeople look atyou. I mean the whole world

was against me ” —Helen

“What was Iswposed to do? I couldn ’t make him stop...no matter what I

tried, it didn ’t work. He did what he wanted and nobody could help me. Igot

the PPO. I calledPS and the cops. I took the beatings to spare my kids. I tried

to keeppeace in the house. I tried to protect them, and now they blame me?

The caseworker (CPS) said it was nryjob to control him and my kids. How

couldI do that? Sure my kids haveproblems. But so do low ofother kids. I

resent somebodyjudging me when they don ’t know.. . when they aren ’t offering

any help. Theyjust conre in and say I have aproblem. Well, I’m here to say it

wasn ’t myproblem. They could have helped but instead theyjust blamedme

andtooknrykids. Thejudgesaidhe expectedmeto do whateverittookto

protect my children. I’m tellingyou Ididjust that. Whatever it took... ”—Terri

Four participants who had their children removed reported being threatened by

workers if they called CPS too often or objected to their treatment, and eleven indicated

they had critical information withheld. Six others were refused information on their

rights, and were asked if they were considering taking back the perpetrator. This is

despite the fact that the victims in those cases had filed for divorce, were cooperating

with police and prosecutors, and had no intention ofallowing the perpetrator back into

their lives. CPS suspicion ofvictims is expected, given Trepiccione’s findings (2001).

In Jackie’s case, CPS, the police and the prosecutor’s office were forcing her to live in a

shelter, refusing to enforce her order ofcustody, and scaring her children in order to get

her to give them information about a shooting involving her boyfriend. Jackie was at

work at the time, and claims no knowledge ofthe particulars surrounding the shooting.
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This is consistent with the reports ofAron and Olson, 1997 and Kauffman-Kantor and

Little (2002).

“They saidifIdidn’t quitcallirrg them allthe time it wouldbe worseforme and

the kids. They said that ifI knew what was bestfor me, I wouldjust let them do

theirjob andshowwfor court and thejudge would take itfrom there ” —-

Jackie

“I tried several times to get them to tell me what rights I had or what options I

had... you know, what could I do tofight the removal ofthe kids. The guy

[CPS caseworker] said ‘the best thingyou can do is waitfor us to contactyou.

You no longer have any rights. To make a bigfuss will only make things worse

We’ll be in touch ’. Then he hung w on me. ” —Evelyn

“They told me that iffor any reason that they think I’m in theprocess of

forgiving him or trying to take his side they are going to consider me as

culpable as he is and that they can remove my children. I didn ’t do anything

wrong. Why am I being threatened now? I’ve done everything that I know to

do. I’ve done everything thatyou’ve [CPS] told me to do. I didn ’t doubt my

daughter...I never questioned whatshe said Ifthey [CPS] open their eyes,

they’d see that I’ve alreadyfollowed their line ” —Amy

“They [CPS, police] said that they had allegations that my brother was looking

to kill my children andme [He was beingpursuedfor allegedly shooting the

participant’sfiancé and her daughter was hurt in the incident]. They said that

since I had domestic violence with my boyfriend they wanted me someplace

here [shelter] until my brother turns himselfin. The thing is, they think I know

something about this, but Idon ’t. I think they want me to stay here because it

makes me uncomfortable. Because myfamily...we don ’t do guns, we don ’t do

knives, we don ’t do that...so this is a really big shock. Oh my God! Where did

this comefrom? What has happened to nryfamily? My daughter... her dad

took herfrom me andI went to the childswport building andIgot copies of

my custodialpwers showing that I havequ custody ofher. I called the police

andwentoverto his house, asking ifthey wouldmeetmetheresothatIcould

get her back. He had called CPS. AndCPS told him he could keep her. They

are not letting me have any contact with her. [CPS] said ‘we can ’t keepyou

from going over there andgetyour daughter because legally, you still havefull

custody ofher’. [But] ifIgo over to his house topick w my daughter they will

call thepolice andI willgo tojail Meanwhile, CPS told my daughter their

uncle wastryingto killthem.” —Jackie

“(Male CPS worker]said ‘we have allegationsyou cutyour son with a knife I

want to see every knife in your house’. [I said] ‘that’sfine Everything is right

here’...I never once stopped to sayyou can ’t do this, you can ’t do that. I mean

it was really hard because they tried to take [daughter’s] clothes offto see ifshe
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had bruises or whatever. Shejust automatically started crying...she didn ’t

want nobody touching her or anything and it wasjust really hard At that

pointmit wasn ’t the lady [Female CPS worker] that was doing this to her...it

was the man and I was like, ‘I don ’t thinkyou have a right to touch her...I

think that ifsomebody is going to it should be the CPS lady’. And he was like

‘well, ifyou ’re not going to let me touch her, open w her shirt’...Isaid ffine,

do whatyou have to do’. LikeIsaid it was very hardfor me and her.” -—

Helen

Ten participants had been implicated in his violence. Most ofthe white women,

but few ofthe black women voiced anger or Stu-prise over that implication. All ten

women expressed being confused over what more they could have done to protect the

children. This finding was consistent with those of Epstein (1999) and Fordham (2000).

“[When he wasfrnally charged] they chargedme withfailure to protect. We

were charged at the same time Every court date we had to go togetheryou

know because the court they ran concurrently so when he showed w, Ihad to

show up. [Sarcastically] It wasfabulous. ” —Catherine

“Failed toprotect... That’s what they say I did I weigh 137pounds andhe

weighs 260. Istepped in between him andmy kids. I took the whippingfor

them. How is that notprotecting them? How can they say I don ’t love my kids?

They are the only reason Istayed and took it. ” —Stephanie

“I don ’t understand how I could have done anything differently at that time

The cops wouldn ’t arrest him. PS wouldn ’t talk with him. Theyjust saidI

neededparenting classes. Isaid ‘trust me, I’m not the one who needs

parenting classes ’. They told him Isaid that. Ipaidfor that commentfor a

long time They were the ones whofailed Theyfailed toprotect any ofus!” —

-Terri

Five ofthe women in the study were charged with child endangerment or neglect,

specifically on the presumption that they made a conscious decision to expose their

children to someone they should have known was violent. This was a finding ofthe court

in the case of Campbell v. State (2000). Participants expressed not understanding how

their assailant’s actions were their fault. Participants’ attempts to get help from the very

systems that accused them ofendangering their children were ignored. This left the
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women confused, hurt, angry and frightened for their children. Many women expressed

being devastated by charges that they were an unfit, abusive or neglectfirl parent.

“Child endangerment, that’s like saying I was the one bustingw thefurniture,

shooting ofa gun in the house. I called thepolice I tried to get him out ofour

lives. What more was Iswposed to do?” -—Barbara

“Being accused of; you know, hurting my own child That hurtedme because I

would never hurt my own, you know... I would spank them, ifthey did

something that they wasn ’t swposed to, a sinrple spanking I will do. But asfar

ashurtingnryown childlikethat, Iwouldneverdothat. Ilovemybabiestoo

much. ” —Faith

“They said I was a bad mother. They might as well have taken a gun and shot

me dead A badmother! Ilove my kids. They’re everything to me They said!

was responsible ‘cause my son got intofights at school Well, that’s what he

saw his daddo to me. Yet I’m the bad one [didn’t teach him that. [taught

him better. But when that’s what he sees... ” —Confirming Grow Member # 3

“It’s like they’re saying all these things andIjust want somebody...somebody

just explain to me that ifI was doing everything to protect my children... I

mean it got to thepoint where I wouldn ’t leave my children home with him

[perpetrator]... Ifelt I wasprotecting them. Ifelt it when I went down there

andgot that PPO...that I was protecting them. You think ofneglect [she was

later charged with endangerment]...I think ofbarefoot, dirty kids unattended

to...don ’t nobody care aboutMama doing ofin the streets, nobody looking

after them...that’s neglect. But they are telling me I neglected my children

because I didn ’t leave a domestic situation. ..I was trying!” -—Geena

“[After having her daughter checkedfor sexual abuse threeprevious times with

negativefindings]...I took my eight-year-old daughter into the hospital because

I was concerned [returning redness,swelling in genitalia] . ..the CPS worker

told me I was under suspicion because Ishould have known that he

[perpetrator] was molesting my daughter. It happened while I was at work! I

tried to get someone to help mefigure it out [the threeprior negative

aaminations]. Ishould have known he would do something to the kids? I

didn ’t know...ifonly I had! But nobody would believe me I wasjudgedguilty

right then and there That hwpened in May...she [CPS worker] didn ’t even

come out until this last October to do a report. [The children were removed

three months later, in January] I had the kids with me the whole time w until

January. She told me they will be wards ofthe state because ofwhat he did to

them, and because of[thefact that] my decisionsflipped-flopped a lot” [in

regards to staying with him in the absence ofany evidence ofmolestation or

charges beingfiled against him]. -—Linda
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Despite having no history of substance abuse, five participants were required to

successfully complete drug testing regimens that sometimes went on for years, despite a

history ofnegative tests. Sometimes, perpetrators were successful in creating this

situation, by filing false substance abuse claims against her. In some cases, his substance

abuse was reason enough to have her tested, and tested repeatedly. This finding that she

is somehow defective in her assigned role as primary protector is supported by the studies

of Field and Cook (1994) and Levandosky and colleagues (2000).

“I had to go to testing once a week. My ex told them Ihad a drugproblem.

They gave the kids to him based on his assertion that I used drugs. Idon ’t use

drugs and never have I have neverflanked a drug test. I went once a weekfor

eight months. They took his wordfor it. He beats me w, accusa me ofbeing

an addict, andgem the kids. How is that right? It took me ayear ofparenting

classes, drug testing, counseling and work-first requirements to get my kids

back. Meanwhile, he’s living with his mom andmy kids. ” —Confirming

Grow Member # I

“Ihavetodoarandom drugtest...every weeklhavetocallandtellthemmy

name and tell them I’m [calling about] the drug screen and ifIgetpicked that

day I have to go down and take a drug test. I’ve takenfour and they have all

come back negative, you know. ” —Geena

“I hadto gofour times a weekfor ayear...never hada dirty test. [don’t do

drugs. I don ’t do that. ” —Qui’Ana

“I had to go to drug and alcohol screening, Ihad to go to [get] apsychological

evaluation. Child and Family Services. . .came and watched meparent. I didn ’t

mind any ofit...that wasn ’t the point. Thepoint was that there should have

been some sort ofpunishment involved [for theperpetrator] and there wasn ’t.

That was like ajoke to him and he knew it. You know, every court date when it

was swposed to be, you know, things were swposed to be completed they

weren ’t, he’d give some excuse and they’dgive him some more time

Meanwhile, Igot more time [under swervision],for that extended time even

though I had done what I was swposed to do. [The reasonfor the drug testing

was] the CPS worker said that he couldn ’t do anything to my husband

[sanctions] he didn ’t do to me. ” —Catherine

Some plans included requirements that appeared to have little or no connection to

her fitness as a parent. Consider Qui’Ana’s report, below.
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“I used to have bad teeth. But I knew thatMedicaid didn ’tpayfor dentures. So

I couldn ’t get my dentures, so she court-ordered me to have my teeth pulled I

had thirty days to get them pulled I was told that I had to have my teeth pulled

because they were unhealthy, and ifI was unhealthy, I couldn ’t carefor my

kids right. I was doing drops [drug screening] so I couldn ’t take medicationfor

thepain. I didn ’t dare take the chance ofdropping dirty. I was in drug testing

at the time, even though I have never used drugs. Igot tested twice a weekfor a

yearandahaltl With havingtogettestedIhadtohavemyteeth allde

without anypain killers after. So anyway, I had to go to work and tough it

out...you know the holes where the teeth were, I hadgauze wads in my

mouth...couldn’t talk...the smell offoodmade me sick. Ihadto go to work

after because I needed toprove I could work andprovidefor them. I had the

surgery, got an abscess...I mean nryface was out to here andI had to go

through that surgery. It was verypainful Thepoorpeople at the dentist’s

thought the guy was killing me. That was two rough weeks... but Idid it. I’d

do anything togetnry kids back.” —Qui’Ana

One participant (Catherine) and one confirming group member reported that she

was arrested along with the perpetrator because the police believed that the crisis was a

matter oftwo people fighting. Police were oblivious to her defensive wounds. In

addition, reports filed by police defined the incident as something other than what it was.

“You know in the [news]pwer when they list all the mesh and burglar-id and

stufl? There we are... cops responded to a ‘domestic dispute’ at [addras]. I

couldn’t believe it. What the hell is a domestic dispute? Is it a man swinging a

baseball bat at his wife...the mother ofhis children? Because that’s what

happened When the cops got there, I had afencepost in my hand I had to

keep it infront ofme to keepfrom getting hit. I was using it tofen[d] offthe

blows. Thank God he was drunk or he’d have killed me His aim was a little

off But because I had thefencepost, they arrested us both. What was I

swposed to do? Let him beat my brains in? He goes to the hospitaltoget a

detoxandis releasedwith a warning. Iwenttojail” —Confirming Grow

Member # 1

Although she was expected to care for and about her children as a mother, when

the children were removed from her care, little concern was given to the emotional

trauma she experienced as a result of losing her children. Five participants expressed

their panic and griefover not knowing how their children were, whom they were with,

where they were, or ifthey had what they needed to comfort them.
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“I was beside nryself My kids were God knows where God knows who they’re

with, ifthey ’re alright...my son didn ’t have his medicine... the baby didn ’t have

my breast milk. She’d never hadformula. Did they know that? I called and

called No one would tell me anything. Sometimes they would thank mefor my

concern, like I was reporting a missing stop sign or something. Most ofthe

time they never even called me back. I begged them to tell me ifthey were all

right. . .to comepick w the breast milk I’d saved I begged them to come and

get his medicine He has seizures without it. No one would listen. It was like I

was talking to a brick wall ” —Confirming Grow Member # 2

“For thefirst like month and a halfI had no clue who she [CPS worker]

was...thefirst time I went to court...I didn ’t know who she was...never met her.

She was swposed to do a home study [but didn ’t]. ” —Qui’Ana

“I did everythingpossible to get myselfwhere Ineeded to be [I] was calling

three andfour times a day and leaving messages. I wanted to know what [was]

going on with my kids. ” —Helen

Eleven participants believed that they were deliberately kept in the dark about

their cases, and were given conflicting information from their workers. This resulted in

many surprises in court for the families involved. Porter (2002) found similar issues in

her work.

“She [the CPS worker] told me flrat she thought I was doing a greatjob with my

parentingplan. Everything she told me to do I did So I went into courtfeeling

reallypositive When she got w on the standshe said I wouldprobably seek

out another batterer andso my ability to parent my kids was unlikely. Isaid to

my lawyer, ‘that’s not what she said! ’, but I never got a chance to question it. ”

—Confirminggrow member # 2

“Thefirst time I knew I was being charged with neglect was when Igot to

court. They handedme thepapers right therejust before the hearing. My

aaorney acted like he knew, but no one ever said anything to me. I thought I

was going to testify about the assaults. I knew nothing about losing my kids

until right then and there The second time I went to court I’m showing my

attorney thepaperworkfor the PPO, Ishowed her I was in domestic violence

counseling, Igot the kids enrolled [in counseling] andshe ’s like ‘good. ..that

will look goodfor thejudge, maybe they will do aplannedparenting agreement

and this will be all over with ’...and I’m thinkingplannedparenting...it must be

that they’re going to send the kids home and let me start this thing. It didn ’t

work out that way. ” -Geena

137



“Ifound out he had been molesting my daughter in the courtroom. The CPS

worker testified that she had taken my daughter to the doctor, and real-matte -

of-fact-like she said there was no question thatpenetration had taken place and

that [my daughter] said it was her daddy. They gave thejudge a reportfrom

the doctor while I was sitting there, destroyed, [in] disbelief, stunned My

attorneyjust sat there Isaid ‘didyou know about this? ’ but he didn ’t answer

me. No mother should ever have to go through that. I will neverforget that

moment...never. ” -—Evelyn

“They won ’t tell me anything but ‘that will have to dofor now. ’ I have no

rights in her (daughter, incest victim] medical care, hispunishment, anything.

I do however, have to continue to clothe her,feed her, take care ofher child

and make sure that she has insurance and everything else topayfor her bills.

But I have to help themput my husband behind barsfor the rest ofhis life but I

have no rights to know what has gone on. ”—Amy

Sixteen participants described the failure oftheir attorneys to adequately represent

them in court, and being told by both attorneys and judges that they may not speak on

their own behalf. The examples they gave regarding the behavior ofthe attorneys was

nothing short of appalling. This devaluing ofwomen as property ofthe patriarchy is well

established in the literature (Bent-Goodley, 2001; Stark & Flitcraft, 1995). Their voices

and presence were suppressed in the court.

“He was MYattorney. He was swposed to represent me Heplayed solitaire

on his laptop in court. He told me not to say anything. He said all this was

preliminary. He told me I’d be afool to testify. I’d write things downfor him

that I thought would be helpful Heput them in his briefcase None ofthat was

everpresented in court. I actually pushed them into investigating [a charge of

molestation by her ex-husband]. And now, they’re trying toput me on the

registry as aphysical sexual abuser [despite thefact she has never been charged

with anything]. Hell, why wouldI askfor help ifI was the one abusing them?

They treat me as ifI was a monster mother who hated her kids. Ilove them

more than anything. I couldn ’t believe it. My [new] lawyer am like I’m

bothering her every time I call her. One time after court, me, myparents, my

lawyer, and what was swposed to be my kid’s lawyer...we were on the elevator.

She [guardian ad litem] says ‘well, I think I know what comes next and it stam

with a t and ends with an n [termination ofparean rights]. Andmy lawyer

turned to her andsaid ‘well, I could have toldyou that three months ago ’. I

snwped Isaid ‘I’m doing everything I’m swposed to do. My goal is to get my

kids back...don ’tyou tell meyou’re going to terminate my rights’. Andmy

lawyer didn ’t say anything more She should have defended me...she should
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have said ‘that’s inappropriate’... Imean it was totally unethical I couldn ’t

believe it. ” --Evelyn

“My attorney told me the best thing Icoulddo was to sit quietly. Iasked him H

Ishould ask others to testify on my behalf He told me it wasn ’t necessary. I

asked him HI could write a letter to thejudge He said that was the worst thing

I could do. I had tojust sit there He never did anything to help me. Thejudge

was making decisions that afl'ected my kids... me... and he knew nothing about

us. Ifelt so helplas. ” —Donna

“Got to the last hearing andmy attorney...she didn ’t want me to speak... the

judge asked me Hthere was anything I wanted to say andI told him no because

I was listening to my attorney. ” -—Geena

“Ifell out in the courtroonr. Thejudge toldme to sit down and be quiet. When

we went back they gave me a lawyer...but he didn ’t do nothingfor me Hejust

toldme to sit there and be quiet. But he never, like said anything to defendme

Nobody defendedme He wasjust there to collect his money. ” —Iris

“When wefirst startedgoing to court [perpetrator] was there They’d bring him

in and I’d be there sitting close to him. At that time, I would be afraid to speak

to anybody...how Ifelt, because I was never allowed to. I wouldjust shut w...I

could have told them that this man was very abusive...but I couldn ’t say that

with him sitting infront ofme atfirst. And when Ifinally got the gut to say

something. ..I kept telling my attorney ‘say something! ’. My attorney said ‘shut

w...don’t talk in this courtroom’. My attorney told me that. He would tell me

to beprepared when Icome to court, and I wouldget there and he wouldn ’t

want to hear anything Ihad to say. [I thought] okay.... ” —Qui’Ana

Other issues with attorneys were described. Eleven participants reported that

attorneys did and said little to represent them, ignored information that could have helped

them, and seemed to lack education about domestic abuse. Often, perpetrators were able

to hire lawyers that were quite competent. Participants reported that the public defenders

they were assigned were less prepared, did less to represent their clients, seemed

distracted and were interested only in getting paid for their work.

“Imetmyattorneyforthefirsttimetheday we wenttocourt. Hetoldmetosit

quiet and let him do the talking. So Idid Hejust sat there, playing solitaire

He never made any objections, never called any witnesst [even thought I had

given him all kinds ofinformation and contact]. My husband hired his own
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attorney. How couldIfight that? He has all the resources. I had nothing. I

guessyou get whatyoupayfor. ” —Confirming Grow Member # 5

“I tried to contain...keep my conrposure and all that stuffand not, you know,

lose it in court. And the attorney...he was swposed to be MYattorney. He was

swposed to represent ME. Heplayed solitaire on his laptop in court. He told

me not to say anything. He said it was allpreliminary. He told me I’d be afool

to testify. I’d write down thingsfor him that I thought would be helpful He

put them in his briefcase None ofthat was everpresented in court. —Geena

“My attorneyfell asleep in court. I mean sound asleep. He apologized and

said he had been on duty to the court all night. Well, that’s not myproblem.

Meanwhile, I’m being made out to be this maniac that can ’t be trusted to raise

her own children. Imight as well have gone in without an attorney,for all the

good he did me.” —Confirming Grow Member # 2

“Igot a court-appointed attorney. I honestly didn ’t think she believedme I

don’t think she gave it her all Iknow Imade a mistake Igot into abusive

relationships [2]... but [it was with] the [very same]people [to whom] they gave

custody ofmy kids!” —Helen '

Seven participants had similar complaints about the court-appointed attorneys

hired to represent their children. The most common complaint was that the attorneys

spent no time with the children, and made assumptions without speaking to the children

in any meaningful or developmentally appropriate way. This is consistent with the

findings that most court workers are operating in a faulty paradigm or do not have

enough training to represent victims appropriately (Aron & Olson, 1997; Dalton, 1999;

and Gordon, 1988).

“The kid’s attorney never even talked to them until 15 minutes before court. He

didn ’t know them Hefell asleep in court andhad to be woke w. Were we

boring him? This was inrportant stufll The kids said he asked them their

names and age, Hthey loved me, loved their Dadmdid they get along with me,

with him...Hthey loved their grandpa & grandma. That was it. What kind of

representation did they get? They didn ’t know him. He didn ’t know them.

How could he speakfor them?” —Confirming Grow Member it 5

“The kids attorney spent less than twenty minutes with thenr. My daughter

asked me who thatguy was. He never had even met them until the day we went

to court. How can they say they know what’s best? Ifound out near the end of
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ourprotective services case that he was swposed to see the kids once a month,

well he never, he never did that; he was swposed to come out to our house, he

never did that; he was swposed to have an interview with them before ourfinal

court date, he called me the morning ofthe interview and said, “Letjust do a

phone interview. ” At the time, my oldest one is six, myyoungest one is two, do

you get a lot out ofa child on thephone? You know what I mean, thanks, it did

a lot ofgood (laughs). I don ’t mean to laugh, you know what I mean, the, it’s,

the whole thing has been such ajoke. It’s no wonder women go back. ” —

Catherine

“The attorney assigned to my children was answering his e-mails in court.

Right there, in the courtroom. My sister was sitting behind him and watched

him do it. He wasn ’tpaying attention. He never talked to me, never talked to

the kids about what they wanted That’s not right. Hejust took his check, and

went to the bank. I wonder how he can sleep at night. ” —Confirming Grow

Member # I

“They [guardians ad litem] come over andsee my son two days before court.

We go to court every three months and they don ’t see him at all during that

three months. Two days before court they go over there and then when they go

into court they act like they know him andthey don ’t. They’re ‘acting in the

best interest’ ofa child they’ve never even really met. My son calls her the

chocolate lady... he doesn ’t even know her name ” —Penny

Theme # 10: For most participants, ng's got worse wh_en th_ey left the relationship.

Amy, Barbara, Catherine, Donna, Faith, Geena, Helen, Iris, Jackie, Kate, Linda,

Michelle, Opal, Penny, Rita, Stephanie, Terri

It is assumed by the general public that women will be safer ifthey leave the

situation. Research (Enos, 1996; Fleury et al, 2000, Meuer & Webster, 1997; Mills,

2000; National Council ofJuvenile and Family Court Judges, 1998) does not support that

assumption, and seventeen participants in this study and three confirming group members

indicated that they were not safer just because they left the relationship.

“Oh, yeah... it got worse I didn ’t think that waspossible. This last time, when

he almost killed me, Ihad been gonefor almost six months. He broke in to the

house and was waitingfor me Ifit hadn ’t beenfor the neighbor, I’d be dead

It wasn ’t thefirst time since I left he got me He knows where Iam and has

saidhe canfrndme anytime he want. Well, lethimtry itfromprison.” —

Confirming Grow Member # I
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“He came over to my sister’s house. He knew that’s where I wouldgo. I

thought he might not dare to come there, but that didn ’t stop hint. ”—

Confirming Group Member ll 4

“You know, I never thought he was capable ofkilling me until I left. Now I

know he’s capable ofanything. What used to be a beating became attempted

murder. ” —Confirming Group Member # 5

Batterers continued to threaten, stalk and harass thirteen participants and three

confirming group members afier they managed to escape the relationship. This is

consistent with the findings ofMeuer and Webster, (1997).

“He’d sit in his car across the street. One day I came home tofind the cat

dead...he’d hung it in the tree in the backyard. He hung it on the same rope

the kid’s swing is on. Igot it down before the kids got home, butyou know, it

just broke my heart. I knew what the message was...we were next. ” —

Confirming Group Member # 2

“He’s made like ninephone calls here Uromprison] and I’ve talked to him

twice and both times he’s been told not to call here again. Thepolice told me

there is nothing they can do to prevent himfrom calling his home. I went and

got apersonalprotection order. I went to the detective andI told them this is

going on...I cannot have this because this is notgoing to be helpful to my

children. Obviously, calling thepolice does me no good. I’m getting letters

from him that he is sending through otherpeople, wanting me toforgive him of

stuffandI’m turning them over to thepolice. ” --Amy

“Hefollowed me to work, the grocery store, whatever. As soon as he heard on

thepolice scanner thatIhad called infor help, he’d leave. They never could

catch him. ” Confirming Group Member # 4

“Hestillfollowsme. Ihavetoridethe busto work, andhefollows the bus. I

have complained, the bus driver has complained, but his attorney says he has a

right to usepublic streets. Thejudge is supposed to hand down his decision

next week. I hope he makes him stop. I know one ofthese days, he’s gonna

finda way togetme. I’dmove, butthejudgesayslam not allowedto, untilthe

custody stuffis allfigured out. ” —-Catherine

“He slashed my tires againjust last month. MyMom saw his car around the

corner. When we went back to check it out, my car had twoflats, and his car

was gone. ” -Confirming Group Member It 2
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In ten cases, the perpetrator filed false reports in order to retaliate for her leaving,

or to try to threaten her with the loss of her children if she did not return to him. In three

additional cases, the perpetrator enlisted the assistance ofhis family in this effort. These

reports sometimes led to charges against the mother for kidnapping. This is consistent

with the findings of Edelson (1992) and Pence and Paymar (1993).

“HehadhismothercallCPSandtelldtemeasabusivetomykids. Me! I

don ’t even believe in spanking. I have never hurt my kids. But he knew this

was a way to get to me. They came out and investigated, and said everything

wasfine. But then when Ifiled charges against him, she called them again.

They didn ’t take my kids, but she let me know it was one ofher options. His

mom and dad kidnapped me, took me in their van to their house, and kept me

lockedwfor six days. They called CPS and said Ihad abandoned the kids.

They said I never came topick them w after the visit with their dad. The

worker never even bothered to check tofind out where I was. Theyjust gave

temporary custody to my a-husband. That took about six months to straighten

out, and they never got into any kind oftrouble because they said it was my

word against dteirs. ” —Confirming Grow Member # 2

“When my son ’sfather was mad atme and trying to get custody, they were

doing whatever it took to get me in trouble. They would call CPS and make a

report...I wouldget wind ofit and call them and tell them, ‘come on out’ my

door is open ’...you know?” —Linda

“His Mom called them [CPS] on me because ofwhere I was staying at

[boyfriend’s home]. Because she don ’t like him...so she called ” —Michelle

“When I left hint, he claimedIhad kidnapped the kids. He called thepolice

and they [CPS]foundme at the shelter. They twk the kidsfrom me andgave

them to him. I tried to explain that I was leaving him because ofthe abuse, but

the officerjust said that ajudge wouldsort that all out. Another time, my

husband’s dadphysicallyput me in the van and took me w to my mom’s house

and said [told CPS that]Iabandonedmy children. So they endedw getting

guardianship over them. Lastyear my husband was choking me, my daughter

seen it and it scared her so I left andI went to the shelter andmy mother-in-law

pressed kidnapping charges on me so Ihadfelony kidnapping charges on me. ”-

- Barbara

Two moms and two confirmation members were charged with kidnapping when

they left the relationship with their children. Participants saw this as a “Catch 22,” where
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whatever they did was judged to be wrong. If they stayed in the relationship, they were

failing to protect their children. If they left, they could be charged with kidnapping, and

in some cases, they lost the custody oftheir children to the perpetrator. This issue has

been identified in the studies of Dalton (1993) and Sisco (1993).

“He hadfiledfor kidnapping charges against mefor taking the kids out ofstate

without his permission. He called the police [where he thought I might try and

hide] and CPS to report me as an abusive mother who had kidnapped her

children, and they gave him my address. He showedw and took usfrom the

house at gunpoint. He came to the house, showed me the gun, said ‘getpacked

whatyou havetoforafewdays.’ Iaskedhim toleave, thatwedidn’t wantto

go, buthesaidifIwantedtolive,andeantedthekidstolive,IwoulddoasI

was told. [believed him, and heforced us into the van. He helda gun to the

head ofmy three—year old in thefront seat, andhe hadme sit in thefarthest

seat in the back. He toldme to keep quiet and nobody wouldget hurt. ” —Terri

“I left in the middle ofthe night while he was asleep. I had everything I dared

packed and hidden in my sister’s garage. My older son was at a sleepover at my

sister’s. I quietly took the baby out ofthe crib and slipped out ofthe back door,

down the alley and into her car. She drove us to a shelter in [an adjacent

county]. He hadfour counts ofdomestic violence, and two ofassault and

battery. Iwastoldby CPSthatifIdidn’tleave, they wouldtakemykids. Idid

leave. Within two days, he hadfiledsomepapers with the court, andI was

charged with kidnapping. Canyou imagine? Kidnapping. So I was damned if

Ididanddamnedifldidn’tlleavel.” —Confirming Grow Member # 2

Joint custody orders were commonplace, and were characterized as another

‘Catch 22’ situation for the women in the study. They indicated that they were being

held responsible for protecting their children when in the relationship, but the judge was

giving the batterer access to the children without having her there to protect them. For

ten ofthe women, this fact created incredible guilt and anxiety. Some related they

wished they had not left the relationship, in that no one was present to defend or protect

the kids. Five reported significant health and emotional issues with their children when

they returned from visitations with their father. Joint custody provided the abuser full

and unsupervised access to the children in more cases than not. Dalton (1999) found this
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to be the case, as well. In the case of Kate, her abuser was willing to have his son

arrested to gain his testimony in court.

“The only way I couldprotect them is ifI am there. When thejudge granted

himjoint custody, my heartjust sank. I was their only protection against him.

I thought ifI left, ifIgot rid ofhint, I was doing what was bestfor all ofus. As

it turns out, I handed the kids over to him on a silverplatter. I let those kids

down. Ishould have stayed with him. ” —Stephanie

“How can I congfort them? They come homefrom visits with him all messed

w. My son has stopped beingpotty trained My oldest criesfor three days

before visits. They beg me to go with them. They beg me to let them stay home.

It rips my heart out. But the court says he deserves to see them. What about

their right to a safeplace to be?” —Confirming Grow Member # 2

“My err-husband andmyfive-year-old’s dad.. .they worked together. They were

trying to get the boys awayfrom me and used the domestic violence cycle that I

had been through with each one ofthem against me [in court, seeking custody].

Why can youjust walk into someone ’s life and take their kids away when...I

thought I was doing everything right toprotect my kids. You ’re going to sit

there and let this man hit me butyet when Iget w andfeel like Iam doing the

right thing...Iam moving out ofthis home awayfrom these abusive men and

taking my children to a saferplace...they gave him [my son] to the very man

who was hitting me Iknow they heard all the testimony in court. I know the

judge did andIknow that everything on paper was the truth...[it] is what

happened in my life I didn ’t lie about anything on thatpaper. I didn ’t lie

about being abused by these men. I didn ’t lie about moving to three different

places within my kid’s life and no...I wasn ’t stable But how areyou going to

be stable and be with someone that is abusingyou? You can ’t. So Ifelt like I

was doing the right thing by getting w and moving...butyet all this was being

used against me in court. Myparental rights were taken away and then they

gave custody to hisfather [the abuser]. ” —Helen [This perpetrator currently

has a warrant outfor his amtfor beating his new girlfriend and burning

down her house]

Theme 11: Available resources limited m'cimpts’ options and mtmtors often

ensured that resources Emained unavailable. Amy, Barbara, Catherine, Donna,

Evelyn, Faith, Geena, Helen, Iris, Kate, Linda, Michelle, Nancy, Opal, Penny,

Qui’Ana, Rita, Stephanie, Terri
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Resources, whether to be able to leave, provide for the kids, protect them fi'om the

abuser through legal options, or get them the help they needed were slim to non-existent,

according to the participants. Nineteen women (all but Jackie) and all confirming group

members stated a lack of resources limited their ability to leave safely, sustain

independence, access services or get quality representation in court. This finding is

supported by the work of Davis & Srinivasan (1995) and Zorza (1991).

“It’s so hard to thinkyour kids may not have enough to eat. I imagined myself

atsow kitchens. WhatMom wants thatfor their kids? I didn ’t. So without

the money I needed to providefor them, I was stuck, and he knew it. ” —

Confirming Grow Member # 3

“It took me six months to save wpennies to be able to leave...to get my driver’s

license without him knowing....get my moneyput away where he couldn ’tfind

it. IfIjust could have left a week sooner, my daughter would still be alive

How can Ifight him in court?... He has all that money and Ican ’t aflord a

lawyer, and the one assigned to mejust colleen his money and never does a

thing to help us. ” —Penny

“He [perpetrator] is in contempt ofcourt because I have swervised visits but he

[perpetrator] is not letting me see him [son]. I don ’t have the money...that’s the

whole thing. IfI had $150 every time I[have to] walk into court I would do

that...but that’s the only thing holding me back [from seeking legal action to

see her son]. I try to turn to the resources that Iknow could help me but there

is not a lot out there They [CPS] says ‘do you want to take a budgeting

class?’...A budgea'ng class ain ’t going to help me Imean LegalAid... ’oh, you

make too much moneyl’...Imake $17,000 ayear. [pay $128 every two weeks

in child swport. Ipay 375 every two weeksfor medicalfor all my children.

(They don ’t qualifyfor Medicaid). So I’m working. I have barely enough topay

the rent and[electric] bill and thephone I don ’t have cable...I don ’t have

luxuries I can ’t afford. IfIgo out andget anotherjob, they willprobably take

my daughter because I’m not spending any time with her. I work 8 to 5...!

don ’t know what else the system wants. ” —Helen

“When it came to [daughter]getting helo [special education services]for her

problems, [he refused]. In our school system, you have to have both parents’

signatures to get help. When wefound out that both ofour girls were legally

blind [like I am], he said that he was ashamed that he ever brought them into

this world There is so much out therefor them now. I never knew [prior to

escaping the relationship] about halfofthe stuffthat Iamfinding out about. It

was his intention that I notget the help. ” —Amy
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“You come to a point whereyoujust sayyou [have to] try [to make the

relationship work] butyou can ’t do anymore butyou stick becauseyou got

nothing else It doesn ’t seem likeyou got a whole lot else to do, you know? By

that time, Ihadgotten to thepoint thatIknew the marriage was over, buthas

stuck in South Dakota with nofamily, no nothing...alone [But] it was normal

for me ” —Nancy

“He had a lawyer, he had a car, aplace to stay, and hisparentspaid his bills.

Anything he needed they gave him. I had to beg himfor money to buy school

clothes. ” —-Confirming Grow Member it 2

“I had no home, no car, nojob, no money, no anything. I couldn ’tjustw and

leave How would I take care ofthe kids?” -—Donna

“I didn ’t have anyplace to go...no money, no house, no anything. I was

trwped ” --Faith

The women in the study feared not being able to provide for their children if they

attempted to leave. Housing was the most frequently mentioned resource that

participants listed as most important to them. They feared that without being able to

provide shelter for their children, they could lose their children under charges of neglect.

For domestic abuse victims, their ability to escape is influenced significantly by available

resources. The lack of safe, affordable and decent housing was the reason cited most by

women (nineteen ofthem) both as a reason to keep them living in the relationship, as

well as a barrier to them after they left the relationship. When participants were

successful in escaping, they often lost their home, their apartments, and entered shelter.

One woman returned after having spent a night with her children in a car. These facts are

depicted in the following chart on the housing issues encountered and the number of

participants experiencing the situation when they separated from their abuser:
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TABLE 2: HOUSING POST-SEPARATION

SITUATION NUMBER EXPERIENCING

 

Lost house couldn’t pay mortgage

Lost apartment (couldn’t afford)

Entered shelter

Entered TSH through provider

Moved in with relative/friend

Kept house

Moved to cheaper apartment

Lived in car ~
N
N
M
O
\
\
O
\
I
O
\

 

These data underscore the critical influence on housing that results from

separation from the batterer. Neglect charges against the mother may result from her

inability to provide adequate shelter post-separation.

“I had nowhere to go. I was isolatedfrom anyone who used to care about me

He made sure ofthat. Ihad three small kids. Was Iswposed to live on the

strees? Whenyou live infarm country, there are no sheltersjust around the

corner. ” —Barbara

“They basically said I was a bad motherfor not leaving him [perpetrator]. They

said that ifI cared about the kids that I would have left. I told them I did

leave...lots oftimes...but thatIdidn’t have no where else to go. I told them I

couldn ’tpay my bills ifI left. They said there was ways to helppeople like me,

andthat ifIhadtriedIcouldhavegotten out. They didn’t understandthatit

just isn ’t that easy. ” --Iris

“I left with literally the clothes on our backs and that was it. He desaoyed

everything ofmine, bustedw thefurniture, trashed the house He has ajob

andgetspaideverytwo weeks. Ihadaparttimejob thatpays $5.75an hour. I

had no car, noplace to live, no way to buyfood, and ifit hadn’t beenfor the

shelter, I would have been living on the streets. What mom wants her kids to

haveto livein ashelter? Who wanfltoraisetheirkids on thestreets oratthe

Rescue Mission?” -Confirming Grow Member # 5

“We spent one night in the car. I went back the next morning [to perpetrator].

I couldn ’tput the kids through that. I didn ’t know we had a shelter here in

town. I wish Ihad” -Confirming Grow Member # I
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“Where was Iswposed to go? I had noplace The kids shouldn ’t have to live

in a shelter. I wasn ’t going toput them on the streets. We had a home It

wasn ’t great, but it was home They deserved to live in their ownplace ” -

Nancy

Theme # 12: Batterers were @le tofisuccesstfullv mflpulmm Barbara,

Catherine, Donna, Evelyn, Helen, Iris, Kate, Opal, Penny, Qui’Ana, Rita, Stephanie,

Terri

Six participants originally believed that the batterer’s felony history and/or the

PPO they had obtained would be enforced and would provide them with some measure of

security. In more cases than not, participants reported that police did not protect her in

spite ofhaving a readily available history upon which to rely. Nineteen ofthe batterers

had firearms in their home, six ofthem illegally, due to a criminal history. Fifieen of

them used a weapon to injure/threaten the survivor. This is consistent with the findings

ofthe FBI (2002), Phillips (1992) and Myers (2002).

Police were sometimes oblivious ofthe danger she was in, and her attempts to

escape. In the cases of six ofthe women, parole status and PPO’s were ignored. In the

case of Catherine, police provided information to the abuser that allowed him to find her

when she tried to leave with her children.

“When the police came out, I told them he was on parole, that he had weapons

in the house when he wasn ’t swposed to, and that he had threatened me with

them. [I said] ‘you need to help me He is calling my work, he is threatening

thepeople I work with, he is afelon and has a housequ ofguns, you need to

help me’. The oflicer’s response was that he has a right to bear arms. I

basically was in hiding. ..under an assumed name...I called the State Police,

and they took a report. They [State Police]put in the report where I was right

down to the room number andgave a copy ofthe report to him [perpetrator]. ”-

- Catherine

“Hejust keeps violating his parole Like he won ’t show w and they will send

him back...ofl'and onfor twentyyears this has been. He was going to trial and
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he wanted me and the kids there to testifyfor him. We were all subpoenaed

She [CPS worker] snagged my oldest son right out ofschool andput him in

handcuffs and[brought] him to court because she thought he broke his

subpoena, but we didn ’t know we were subpoenaed I don ’t know...maybe

because I had such a hard time [with CPS] but I’ve always toldpeople at work

ifit was to ever happen again, ifI had the choice to get hit or turn him in, I

wouldget hit. Because it hurts [a lot more] gettingyour kids taken away than it

does a cowle ofbruises on my body. ” -—Qui’Ana

“Ifelt like there were two sets ofrules... onefor me and onefor him. He was

freakin ’ on parole But they did nothing. ” —Confirming Grow Member # 3

“He come over a lot. He wasn ’t swposed to...Igot a PPO. He threatened me,

my sister, everybody...acting like afool Tell us he’s not letting me go, and that

I won ’t ever leave him. I called thepolice atfirst but they always say he’s got a

right to be in the neighborhood Far as I know they never even talked to him.

He got to keep the apartment. He makes more money than I do. He can aflord

it. I was the one had to move [in with her sister]. ” —Iris

“The neighbor called the cops, he’d[perp.] say I was hysterical that I was

crazy, and they [police] would tell him to get me some help. Ofcourse I was

crazy! Who wouldn ’t be after nineteen years ofthat kind oftreatment? But I

NEVER gave w trying to protect the kids. I did everything Icould Who was

swposed toprotect US against him?” —Rita

Four ofthe twenty perpetrators had formal military or police training. It appeared

that this was a factor in determining whether or not he would be subject to sanctions. It

also provided the perpetrator with techniques he used to abuse his victim.

“When thepolicefound out he was a Marine and hadserved in Kuwait, it was

like, ‘hey, he did his time... he served his country... he’s a hero’. He had all

this training about how to handleprisoners. He knew how long to make me

squat against the wall until my legs wouldjust burn and I wouldscreamfrom

thepain. He knew I couldn ’t get away... I couldn ’t even stand or walkfor

hours after. The one time he caught mepackingw the kids he left me there so

long Ipassed out. Then he threw water on me andI’d come to. He’dput me

back in the squat undleassed out again. This happenedfour orfive times in

a row. ” —Catherine

“He was apoliceman. Who was going to arrest him? His buddies? I don ’t

think so. He’dget a quiet warning to hold it down...that neighbors could hear

us ‘argue ’ That’s a pretty one-sided argument. The most help Igotfrom the

police was an officer [who] slipped me a card to [a domestic violence shelter]

while they were talking to [her husband]. He whispered ‘memorize this number
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and call thesepeople ’ I did Iguess looking back, he may have saved my life

Nothing hwpened to him, no charges were everfiled but at least Igot out. ” -—

Confirming Grow Member # 4

“They [police] heated me like I was the one that beat him w. He’s in the

Army. Obviously, I’m not as good as him or something. That’s the way they

made mefeel They didn ’t arrest him. He’sArmy. He’s too important. They

took his word over mine because he’s Army...he’s been through all this

training and ofcourse, you know, he can ’t lie ” —Opal

The courts, in their effort to encourage relationships between children and their

fathers, are sometimes unwitting accomplices to the batterer in his desire to control and

stalk the victim and the children. In the case ofboth Barbara and Penny, court-ordered

visitation was ended when the abuser became aggressive with visitation center staff. Yet

the court forced the women to accommodate the abuser to allow visitation, and in the

case of Catherine, awarded his parents the role of supervisors during visitation. Seven

others indicated that the abuser had shown no prior interest in establishing a relationship

with his children until it became apparent to him that seeing the children was the only

way left for him to continue a relationship with the mother. Sometimes, the abuser used

the visitation as a means ofthreatening her with harm to her children, or an attempt to

convince her to return to him. This is consistent with findings ofDalton (1999), Paymar

& Pence (1983), and Zorza (1998).

“When we were kicked out ofthe visitation center [due to his violence], I was

told I had two choices: drive [80 miles one way to another center], split the cost

[in orderfor him] to see his kids, or agree on a neutral thirdparty. The CPS

worker called me w andsays [my err-mother in law] is going to swervise [his

visitation]. That’s a neutral thirdparty? Hefought meforparenting time

[again] this summer[and won]. [But] he hasn ’t seen my kids in three months. ”

—Catherine

“He sits there and says his kids are everything to him. Since when? He hadn ’t

paid any attention to them since the day they were born. He tried

to get me to have an abortion when I was carrying them. He told them they

were stupid... that he wished they ’s never been born. He told my daughter that
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he did everything he could to make sure she didn ’t live to take herfirst breath.

Now that we have escapedfrom him, he says he needs them, and that they need

him. Yeah, right. ” —Stephanie

“He went seventeen months without seeing them. When they were little, he

wouldscream at me to keep the {fucking little bastards’ quiet. They cry when

they have to visit with him. They don ’t want to go. They beged their attorney

to get them out ofhaving to go, but he told them it wasn ’t w to him. In court,

he stated that all kids deserve afather. But that’s what they didn ’t hear. He

isn ’t afather. He’s a monster. ” —Confirming Grow Member # 5

Batterers used the court system to continue to threaten and control participants.

Nine women in the study reported being forced to go to court numerous times to answer

motions filed by the abuser. Some reported having what few financial resources

available to them depleted by the court and attorney fees associated with having to

answer the motions. Others expressed the beliefthat he enjoyed having her forced to

respond, and four believed it was his way to continue to see her. These issues have also

been found in the work ofAyoub and colleagues (1999), Bancroft and Silverman (2000)

and Paymar and Pence (1983).

“He’s hadme in court seventeen times in the last six months. He challenges

everything,fila all these motions. He’s an attorney, so he knows exactly how

to do that. Anyway, I have topay my lawyer (which I can ’t aflord) andshow

w. He knows myfunds are aboutgone It’sjust another way or a new way to

make me miserable ” —Penny

“He’s always calling me back into courtfor one thing or another. It’s always

something. He tries everything he can to keep controlling me” — Confirming

Grow Member it 1

“He was swposed to be wanted by the court...he had an arrest warrant outfor

him, and he and his attorney are right there on thephone [a conference call] in

the courtroom Thejudge never said anything, except that he was aercising

his right to bepresent without turning himselfin. Is that right? Is that legal?

Anyway, thejudge lets him make a statement that he agrees with the court that

our rights should be terminated because ofour ‘w and down ’ relationship. He

made itsoundlikeIhada choice, andlikedbeing beaten up. Heplayedthe

mentallyillcardagain. Myattorneyaskedifhe was undermedication or
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treatmentfor it again, and hejust said he wasn ’t at that time He’s NEVER

been under any treatment. There’s nothing wrong with him except he’s evil ”

—Terri

Fifteen ofthe participants reported legal sanctions against their abusers that

seemed to be insignificant in relationship to the seriousness of the abuse. They certainly

were less than what one would expect for non-domestic assaults. Sanctions such as anger

management classes, batterer’s intervention services, and probation had no lasting effects

toward changing their behavior. Further, the sanctions imposed on her give strength to

the premise that she is being held more or less solely responsible for not only her

children’s well being, but his violence, as well. This is supported by findings ofDalton

(1999). Dalton attributed this issue to the court not understanding the dynamics of

domestic abuse, and the court not taking the crime as serious. In Donna’s case the

perpetrator received sanctions; not for his beating ofher, but for preventing her from

making an emergency 9-1-1 call. In Barbara’s case, her abuser attacked her in the

courthouse, with bailiffs having to restrain him. No charges for that attack ever occurred.

“He gotprobau'on. Six months. SIXMONTHS! He had three counts of

domestic violence [and a wewons charge]. Me and the kids went through eight

years ofhell, Igot minimum ofayear of[proofofpositiveparenting] services I

gotta do, [CPS] handedmy kids over tofoster care, and he getsprobation...

Last week he asked thejudge ifhe couldgo hunting w north this Fall ‘Sure’,

thejudge says... but I can ’t go to my aunt’sfuneral three counties away.

Where’s thejustice in that?” —Confirming Grow Member # 2

“(After being injailfor afew days on a second ofl'ensefor domestic violence]

He changed his waysfor aperiod oftime and then he went back to the way he

was before [On his second domestic violence conviction where he broke

several ofher bones] he got sentenced to 90 some days injail andhe was

released early. My husband attacked me in the courthouse It took six guards

to get him offme Nothing happened to him. My kids were to be at a

swervised visit at the [Social Services] building. My husband had comew

there drunk and all cokedw and was arrested there at the [Social Services]

building. Right then, she [CPS worker] should have [stopped the visitations],

but shejust kept letting them go on like nothing ever happened And then, she
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comes to the house andshe was screaming at me...she was really wset that he

was drinking... andI’m like, ‘it’s not myfault that he was drinking’... —

Barbara

“After he [perpetrator] beat me so badly on thefront lawn andIhad a bruise

from here to here (demonstrated a ten to twelve inch areafrom herjaw tojust

below her breast)... it waspurplefi'om him kicking me Ihad a lump on my

facefrom where he had hit me I went to the police andfiled a complaint and

after a while [when] I didn ’t hear anything so I went to theprosecutor’s office

and I said is anything being done about this and they said no charges are being

pressed I[asked] why and they said they didn ’t think there was enough

evidence [But the other district attorney] he saw...Ishowed him [the bruises

on] my arm and he got [me] apersonalprotection order and this is a lifetime

one He got itfor life, so he can ’t come near me...isn ’t that awesome? [When

asked ifshe was sure there were no chargesfiled, she repeated that there were

none]. Although, Ifound out before me, he was with a women...Imean hejust

did this over and over and over again...before me he was with a woman and he

did the same thing to her and he wasput injailfour timesfor this same

thing...but not, it never happened because ofwhat he did to me ” —Kate

“He had to go to thisprogramfor batterers. It was once a weekfor six weeks.

He wasgoodduringthattirne, butbeatthe helloutofmetwodays afterhis last

class. Think it did him any good?” —Confirming Grow Member # I

“They called it [assault with intent to do great bodily harm]...it’s one step below

attempted murder. It was his second offense He choked me to

unconsciousness, crackedmy ribs. ..he got three andone halfyears. ” —Evelyn

“Theprosecutor charged him with assault with intent to do bodily harm this

time That’s why he gotprison. The times that he was arrested before that it

wasfor domestic violence He never got nothingfor those charges except he

got ordered to a classforpeople who do that. It didn ’t help. He stilljust kept

on doing what he always did ” —Confirming Grow Member # 5

“Well, atfirsttheywantedtogivehimninetydaysandltoldthemno. Itoldthe

prosecutor thisman hastodoatleastayear. He brokemynose, myribs, my

cheekbone, my collarbone...so they sentenced him to one to threeyears. ” —

Qui’Ana

“He went tojail last summerforpushing me andthrowing thephone down as I

was trying to call diepolice...that’s like afelony. They sent him tojailfor one

night [for throwing thephone] and he got out and then served nine months

probation...notfor hurting me, butfor throwing thephone He had to go to

anger management classes. They didn ’t help. ” —Donna

154



“When theyfirst charged my ex-husband he got charged withfelonious assault,

domestic violence,[being a]felon in possession ofafirearm, and habitual

[offender] second[offense]. That was the originalfour charges. For some

unknown reason the day before we were swposed to go to trial (keep in mind I

went and testified like I was swposed to [at the original hearing] andmade

myselfavailable to them), the day before trial I called theprosecuting attorney

andIsaiddoyou want me to come in early so we can review the case or

whatever and he said ‘oh, no...you don ’t even have to be here, I offered aplea

and they accepted’. Fabulous. The only charge that he got stuck with [was a]

felon in possession ofafirearm. They didn ’t even keep the habitualsecond

[offense] and he served eleven months on a tether. ” —Catherine

Ten abusers were granted at least partial custody, even when the court was aware

of his violent tendencies. Women in the study were confused over why the court would

allow custody to someone who had not only beat them, but also abused their children.

The court cases listed in the literature would support that this practice is not uncommon.

“So get this... he beats me, beats the kids, and thejudge says he has a right to

be in their [the kids] lives. Well, he was in their lives. Heyelled at them, beat

them with a belt, and locked them in the basement Yet he has righb'? What

about their rights? What about my right as a mom to know that this monster

will never be alone with those kids? Who willprotect them? This whole system

stinks. It’s badfor the kids, it’s badfor me, and it’s goodfor him. Thejudge

wants to make sure his rights areprotected Well what about ours? Who

protects us?” —Confirming Grow Member # 2

“He beat my daughterpretty severely. It took herprobably a month after I

moved out to grow the clumps ofhair back that he had ripped out ofher head

Ifought visitation the whole time The [swervised] visitation center threw us

out, he violated his PPO, thepolice came and refused to take him tojail and the

visitation center [director] told the CPS worker that he was going to snw and

when he did it wouldn ’t mauer who was there, so we were dismissedfrom the

visitation center. ” —Catherine

“He’s educated andjustputs on the charm and everybodyjust looks into his

eyes and its almost as ifthey’re under his spell. You know he’s w to

something, andyou knowyou have to get ahead ofhim but nobody will letyou.

He has all thispower and he loves it...telling me when I can talk to my son,

when Ican’t...when Ican hug hirn...when Ican see him. He has me on a

chain that nobody else can see but it’s there ” —Penny
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Fifteen participants were involved with CPS in more than one county. This is

possibly due to socio-economic issues or perpetrators moving their victims and the

children to avoid being investigated or charged. This was a theme presented by eight of

the participants. It was another example ofhow perpetrators manipulated systems, and

isolated their families from getting assistance.

“Whenever the law or FIA or somebody would start ‘snooping around’ as he

called it, we would move He’d quit hisjob, spout of?“with some crazyplan and

ofwe’d go. Oneyear the kids were in three different schools. I went twoyears

without knowing one single soulgood enough to say more than ‘hi’ to. Where

was Iswposed tofind help? I didn ’t even KNOWanybody, andI wasn ’t

allowed aphone andcouldn’tgo anywhere unless he was with me” --Terri

“We moved around a lot. As soon as he thoughtsomebody was suspicious, he

wouldpack us wandwewouldbeoutofthere Itdidn’ttakehimlongto

realize where he wasn ’t going to get into any trouble ifthe cops showed w. ” —

-Stephanie

Theme # 13: Drwe treatrnenj by system; between the mothers and their abusers was

evident. Amy, Barbara, Catherine, Donna, Evelyn, Geena, Helen, Iris, Kate, Linda,

Michelle, Opal, Penny, Qui’Ana, Rita, Stephanie, Terri

Seventeen ofthe women in the study stated being perplexed by the extensive

requirements systems placed on them, while their perpetrator escaped responsibility.

They saw this as evidence that there were two sets of rules, and they were on the short

end ofthe deal. All but three ofthe women in this study were required to complete

substantial corrective plans designed by CPS, resulting in the loss oftheir children should

they not comply. These were legal agreements made between CPS and the participants,

and were used to evaluate their fitness to continue parenting their children. No such

plans were required ofthe abusers, despite in most cases, the perpetrator enjoying joint

custody. This finding is supported by Kaufinann-Kantor and Little (2002). Women were
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placed in a situation where they had no choice but to sign the agreement or lose their

children. They expressed feeling being punished for something the batterer did, and

angry at his lack of any meaningful sanctions to change his behavior.

“I had all these things Ihad to do. I was accused ofbeing a badmother. Ihad

to ‘earn ’ my kids back. Nobodyfrom CPS even talked to him about what he

did IfIfailed to protect my kids, then he is responsibleforputting us all in

that situation. Wouldn ’1you think somebody should tell him it’s hisfault?

They ordered me into counseling. I don ’t mind that, because I’m teaming a lot.

But they acted like there was something wrong with me What the counseling

class is teaching me is that there isn ’t anything wrong with me There’s

something wrong with him...but to be told that I was not in my right mind

wasn ’tfair to me Where ’s his counseling? He’s the one with theproblem.

Where was he when I was ordered into aparenting class? He has the kids

every otherweekendandtwonightsa week. IhavetoproveIamagoodparent,

buthedoesn’t. Itook classes,Ididmyhomewor-k, Ireportedintomy

caseworker like I was swposed to. I have my records laid out in courtfor

everyone to see, and hejust sits there I’m obviously a more knowledgeable

parent now than what] was. But]have always loved my kids. Iprotected them

whenfurniture wasflying all over the house I was the one who made sure I

was gettingpunched around and not them. Who watches him when he’s with

the kids to make sure he’s caringfor them like he should? The only thing I

don ’t understand is ifwe both have equal rights as parents, which is what the

courtsaid, andhe beat them andIdidn’t, why amIorderedinto aparenting

plan in order to have them in my home He has to do nothing, andgets them

without quation. ” —Stephanie

“Ifeel like I’m beingpunishedfor something somebody else did It was like

[systems] turned aroundon me instead ofnry husband Nobody looked at my

husband The whole court thing... nobody ever questioned my husband ”

—Donna

“I have thisparentingplan, see? I have to go to counseling, I have to have my

house visits by the caseworker. I have a wrap-aroundprogram. I have all these

things thatIhavepromisedto do in writing orIlosemykids. WhatdidIdo?

You know what he got? An anger management class. He went three Saturday

mornings and then he was done He’s the reason we’re all in this mess. I’m

jumpingaroundallovertowntoprovel’magoodmom, andhegoestoa

Saturday class. Unbelievable I had all these things I had to do. I was accused

ofbeing a bad mother. I had to ‘earn’ my kids back. Nobodyfiom CPS even

talked to him about what he did When they [kids] would see himfor a

weekend, they were not the same little girls I dropped ofl‘lfor the visit]. At

daycare, ...my daughter had a nervous breakdown. Prior to the [last visit], she

[daughter] talked to her therapist and things werefine After the visit, my
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daughter wouldn ’t say a word Wouldn ’t look at her, wouldn ’t get ofl'my lap.

Neither one ofmy kids will sleep in their room with the door closed I had to go

get brighter night lights because they didn ’t want to be in the dark. I was in the

process ofgetting my oldest to stop wetting the bed at night...not anymore You

know, and I can ’t get anyone to understand that this is all related [After the

visit] my oldest daughter, she waspotty trained...she went back to weth'ng the

bed at night. I had toput her back in pull-ws. I had to re-train myfour-year—

old Andpeople [CPS] arejust ‘oh, you know it’sjust a stage ’ No, it’s not a

stage It’s been a stage that she stares offinto space and locks w her legs...like

the lights are on but nobody’s home? It’s not normal. ” —Catherine

“He held the baby over the stairs like he was going to drop her...he ripped her

out ofmy arms and took himfrom me and when I called the cops, he brought

them back. Andayear anda halfago hehitmeandwenttojailforitandhe

was swposed to go back tojail and he never did Theyjust slapped him on the

wrist andsent him to his mom’s. Nothing....he went to a weekend class. You

know it was like one weekend that he had to go to a domestic violence

class...[he was]supposed to go to therapy...never went to therwy. He was

ordered into an anger management class...[according to thefacilitator] the

reason they let himpass the class was that he had quit complaining about his

ex-wife He went through less than what my daughter andI did They [CPS]

said Ifailed to protect them. They [CPS] weren ’t there I arrangedfor them to

stay at mom’s because Iknew it [a beating] was coming. They weren ’t there

when I hid them out at afriend’s toprevent himfrom killing us all. They have

no clue what I did...where were they when I needed help?” —Michelle

“WhatIdon’tgetis thefactthatnobodyeven talkedto him. Imean nobody

ever said, ‘heyyou shouldn’tdo that’. Why is that? Why am Ithe badguy

here? Ifhe is wrong, why doan ’t somebody tell him that? The caseworker

never even talked to him once ” —Confirming Grow Member # 2

“She [daughter, a victim ofincest] started showing like andIcame homefrom

the hospital andshe was throwing w andso I asked her ‘is shepregnant’? I

thought it was a boyfrom school or something, but she don ’t date She told me

it was my husband...then I called ourfamilyphysician and I told him she was

rwed and needed to be seen. They told me that asfar as protective services, the

ChildAbuse Council and thepolice...they all told me that asfar as they were

concerned all theproofthey has was his words against hers. ” —Amy Ed note:

Amyfacilitated a paternity test thatproved her daughter was a victim ofincest.

At the time ofthat test, no charges werepending against theperpetrator, and no

investigation was ongoing. Because ofthe results ofthe tat, theperpetrator

was tried and convicted

“The CPS worker, she bounces back andforth. She tells my husband[the

perpeuator] she wanted to take the kidsfrom me because I ‘can ’t seem to stay

158



awayfrom abusive men ’ and she tells me it’s because ofmy ex-husband’spast

and she tells everybody else something ditferent. ” —Linda

To make matters worse, thirteen of the workers never even confronted the

perpetrator regarding his violence and effect of that violence on the children or adult

victims in the home.

This failure to confront the abuser further condoned the abusive behavior and

supported the victims’ belief that they were alone and without support.

Theme # 14: WMexhibited vgflp'g levels ofunderstanding ofdomestic violence.

Barbara, Catherine, Evelyn, Faith, Helen, Iris, Kate, Linda, Qui’Ana, Rita,

Stephanie, Terri

Twelve women recounted statements and actions of some CPS workers that

clearly indicated a lack ofunderstanding ofthe dynamics ofdomestic abuse of some of

the workers. Aron and Olson (1997) came to the same conclusion. However, some

workers performed admirably.

“My caseworker asked me why I thought ..., husband beats me w. When I told

him that he didn ’t need a reason, he said that I must be missing something. ” —

Stephanie _

“They took my kidsfrom my house after he left mefor dead andgave them to

hisparents. Where doyou think he learned that stufl'? Myparents begged to

have the kids while I was in the hospital All the time thepolice are waiting to

interview me until Igot out ofintensive care His dadshowedw at the hospital

andsaid #1gave them any evidence against their son they wouldn ’t let me see

my kids. ” —Confirming Grow Member # 2

“You know, Idon ’t think they really understandor maybe theyjust don ’t care

Don’ttheygetthat ifI’m in danger, andI’m the mom, the kids aren’tsafe

either? How about ifwepunish the guy that’s responsible?” Confirming

Grow Member # 1

Eight participants experienced different, often opposite responses to their situation

depending on which worker was providing the services. This was particularly true when
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it came to accessing resources required to live. This finding was also supported by the

work ofDavis and Srinivasan (1995) and Zorza (1991).

“The two workers I worked with werejust the opposite ofeach other. Thefirst

one did absolutely nothing but harass and threaten me She never ofleredme

anything but more grief: The second one... the man I have now, he saved me

I’m serious... he literally saved my life He ofl'ered me all kinds ofhelp and

swport. Without him, I’d probably be dead He had come to my home and he

had told me there was abuse going on and he recognized it...hecause I’m the

type ofperson he studied in school...I’m a classic case or whatever. Andso

him andtwo officers hadescortedmeoutofthehouseandthey wentandtold

my mother-in law that ifshe was tofile anypolice reports against me orget me

for kidnwping [again] that they wouldget herfor child endangerment,failure

to protect, neglect andsome other charges, andshe wouldget itforfiling afalse

police report...andshe is not to bother me or my children. ” —Barbara

“In [county name]I had a worker who wouldn ’t return my calls, wouldn ’t

answer any questions...just no help at all When Igot here the case was

transferred to this county. My new caseworker is reallyfabulous. She’sfair,

she listens, she offers encouragement, and whatever help she can getfor us, she

does. ” —Confirming Grow Member # 2

[In thefirst county] “the CPS woman came to the hotel where I was staying

under a different name [for safetypurposes] andshe said ‘I’m going to take

your kids. ’ I mean that was thefirst thing out ofher mouth. By the end ofit,

though, she had completely changed her attitude With [second county] that’s a

whole ‘nother story. He was a lunatic. He constantly compared myselfandmy

ex-husband to himselfand his ex-wife I don ’t think he beats his wife so I don ’t

see the similarity but he did They gave him [perpetrator] an enormous amount

oftime to complete some very simple things. He used to get a once a week

phone call with my oldest daughter and[he] toldmy daughter that I was going

toput him injail, that I was bad, and how did shefeel about that andputflng

her in a terrible spot. I took the tape ofthat conversation to the CPS worker

and it was like...nothing...it didn ’t matter. He[CPS worker] wants me to help

him with his master’s thesis [about how no harm is done] when in my situation.

Oh Lord, he has no business being a PS worker!” —Catherine

“They ’s much better here [than in another county]. All the trouble I had was in

[thefirst county]. Igot an apartment, Igot my kids back, thejudge says I’m

doing good andI’m getting myparentingprogramfinished The caseworker

here is pretty nice, too. She encourages me She treats me like aperson. She

doesn ’t like blame me or anything. They’s much better [here]. ” —Iris
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“(In this county] they gave me referrals to diflerent agencies to help me...so it

wouldn ’t be such afinancial burden. Because, I’m a singleparent, and they’ve

just been very helpful...it’s been verypositive ” —Kate

“[This new CPS worker, she understands]. She told me about other cases. Not

names, or anything,justfamiliar cases that...andI could...why dopeople I

guess don ’t believe me andIguess, you know, I’ve been watching a lot of

different...I’ve talked to people and they say most moms don ’t do whatIdone in

this short amount oftime [completing herparentingplan]. I was in classes

seven days a week...did whatIhadto do.” —Qui’Ana

“Theproblem is that I’m swposed to leave him, but without the money topay

the rent, pay the bills,feed the kids and all...I couldn ’t leave But he [CPS

worker] just doesn ’t seem to understand We have nothing. All Iam asking

for is that ifyou require me to leave, how about getting me what we need to

survive?” —Evelyn

“My worker isfabulous. IfI needsomething, he is right there He helped me

get into transitional housing, he hookedmew with employment counseling, he

made sure we knew where to getfood ifwe needed it. He’sjust swerl” —

Barbara

“[CPS worker}...promised me, you know. . .we ’ll helpyoufinancially, we’ll help

you with anythingyou need but she never did it. ..never once bothered to help

me after she made commitments to me that she would help...with my rent,food

stamps andMedicaid and stuff... you know, I had eviction notices and all that

plus court. I’ve had all those decisions by myselfand nobody was there to help

me like they said drey would ” —Linda

Five participants had dissimilar responses from caseworkers, the courts and police

within the same county. Some ofthe women indicated that when their worker changed,

they received almost opposite levels of support and understanding.

“I used to have a really great caseworker. She took the time to help me think

through things widr my kids. She would encourage me when things were

tough... just really great. But she moved The one I have now is so cold and

crabby. She keeps telling me she can ’t wait to retire I wish she’d hurry w,

because I can ’t wait, either. ” —Confirming Grow Member # I

“I have had a total offour caseworkers in three counties. Ican tellyou that

they are all different. Some arejust about blaming.. . they never seem to get

anything [understand]...somejust want to get the cases closed Then there are

some really caring ones who get what’s going on, and want to do whatever they

can. ” —Confirming Grow Member # 5
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“He [assailant] broke into my home on Mother’s Day...I was working twojobs

andI come home and my kitchen table was in the trees, my clothes were all over

theyard...I had clothes in the trees. My brother was at the house andmy

husband had threatened to kill him and take my children, so my brother went

out through the backyard and went to the neighbors and called thepolice [He

told them my husband was] breaking into my house and [that] I had a

restraining order and the cop told my brother there is nothing they can do

unless he hi3 me [In this county] they arrested him out ofthe house He was

arrestedfor second ofl'ense domestic violence and third degree child abuse and

felonious assault. ” —Barbara

“When she [CPS workerfinally did] come to the house, andshe looks down and

says ‘don ’t get too comfortable here, you ’re not staying. ’ I said, ‘okay, why? ’

and she said it wasn ’t big enough. It was a two bedroom wartment. [But] each

kid had their own bedroom. I[slept] on the couch. She said it wasn ’t

acceptable Thejudge threw that right out. He said as long as the kids have

beds and dressers and lights andgas, leave her alone Butshe brought it w

every time that she wanted me out ofthere ” —Qui’Ana

Theme # l4: Participants eventually lost faith in systems to assist them. Amy, Barbara,
 

Catherine, Evelyn, Faith, Geena, Helen, Iris, Jackie, Kate, Linda, Michelle, Nancy

Penny, Qui’Ana, Rita, Stephanie, Terri

Eighteen participants indicated they had no faith in systems to assist them. Six of

the ten participants of color were included in this group. Three African American

participants made their decision to cooperate with prosecution based on racial loyalty.

According to Jordan (2006), “A key contributor to the high intra-family homicide rates in

the Afi'ican American community is the negative relationship between them and the

criminal justice system” (p. 15). Jordan goes on to explain that racism is a higher priority

issue than domestic abuse for many within the community, and women may choose racial

loyalty over assailant accountability for that reason. This is in line with the findings of

Fagan (1996), Franklin (2000), Hampton and colleagues (1998), Hampton and Yung

(1996) and Sullivan & Rumptz (1994).
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“I couldn ’t send their daddy to prison...that’sjust not right...there ’s too many

ofus in there already and babies need their Daddy’s...even ifthey ain ’t the best.

How would that look.. . how would I explain that? They [CPS] don ’t know me

They don ’t know myfamily. We’re goodpeople They treated me like I was the

reason the kids got hurt. They should have taken it out on him, not me ” —

Iris

Others attributed their lack of faith in systems to their prior, poor experiences with

those systems. This lack of faith was due to their seeking and being denied assistance in

the past. This issue resulted in many ofthe participants believing that it was best to avoid

asking for help. They not only viewed it as a waste oftime, but also believed that the

‘assistance’ they received, at their own request, ended in more pain and suffering than

what they experienced in the relationship. This is consistent with the findings of

Bancroft (2001), Carter (1995) and Waller (2001).

“I knew nobody would help me Ihad called thepolice, askedfor help in

removing him. They would always say that he had righm to theproperty. They

neverbelievedme when Itriedto aplain the dangerhe wasto allofus.” —

Confirming Grow Member # 2

“Just don ’t trust anybody. Ifyoufindyourselfin aposition whereyou need

help, don ’t call CPS...don ’t call thepolice I would have to be three-quarters

dead before I would call anybodyfor help. ..thepolice, ajudge, CPS, anybody.

Idon’ttrustany ofthem. Look what they didto us. Iwouldn’tcallthem ifmy

life depended on it. Ishould have gotten a gun andshot him. We would have

all been better ofifI hadmade that choice instead The Congress or somebody

has got to stop thesepeoplefrom making innocentpeople out to be the bad

guys. Thejudges need to send[perpetrators] away so they won ’t hurt anyone

anymore Instead ofhim getting sent to prison, my kids got sent to afoster

home From there, they go to a home where they have a new set ofparents. I

lose my kids andhaveto hide outin anotherstatesoIcan keep the one last

child I have We gotpunished...the kids and 1. He didn ’t get anything.

Where’s thejusa'ce in that?” -—Terri

“I had a PPO, and he was in myface the whole time Thepolice said there

wasn ’t anything they could do about it because they never saw him. It took

themtwoandahalfhourstosendoutacarthelasttimelcalled Why

bother?” Confirming GrowMember # I
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Women in the study were fairly consistent (thirteen of twenty) in stating that their

experiences with systems would lead them to encourage other women to avoid contacting

these systems for help. They attributed their mistrust to workers expecting them to fix his

behavior. Terri advocated for women to arm themselves and kill their abusers. She

indicated to the researcher that since her children were removed from her and being

raised by a stranger anyway, she wished she had killed her husband. Had she killed him

at least she could feel that she really did everything she could to protect the children. The

findings of Lyon (1999) indicate that women who kill their abusers are more likely to be

believed, treated with empathy by police and courts and more likely to be viewed

sympathetically by jurors than those who are perceived to have stayed in the relationship

out of choice.

“I learned not to askfor help. I learned that ”trough asking and notgeta'ng.

When I asked thejudgefor help, Igot a PPO that no one would honor. When I

asked CPS to help me deal with him, Igot a parentingplan laid outfor me as if

I were theproblem...he got nothing. I asked thepoliceforprotection. They

blamedme or said they couldn ’t do anything. I asked the Friend ofthe Court

for relieffrom making my kids go to see him. They said he had rights. I’m

scared and leery ofprotective services. [But] this worker Ihave now...he ’s

really helpful...andI’m not asfrightened as I was. But would I refer anybody

to them? Not a chance ” —Catherine

“They came in and toldme Ishould try to keep him calm...that Ineeded to keep

my kidsfrom him when he was having one ofhis ‘spells’. They said Ishould

get him mental health services and keeppeace in the house I would tell women

in my situation not to askfor help exceptfor the Center [domestic violence

serviceprovider]. I would tell them ifyou can ’t or won ’t kill him, get w and

disappear with your kids. Go to anotherstate Findsomebody that will take

you in someplace where he can ’tfindyou. Changeyour name...do whatever,

but don ’t trust nobody. ” -Terri

“I was veryfearful because I didn’t know what they could do to me and they

[during an earlier investigation] threatened me withjail [on why she didn ’t call

CPSfor help]. I needed help. I neededsome kind ofswport...some kind of

help toprotect those kids. They were horribleanightmara. Ifsomeone was the

least bit intrepid aboutgoing to get some help...ifthey werefearful at all, they
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wouldjust compound that. Ijustgave w on them...they were no help

whatsoever...none They were useless. I’d hate to see somebody go through

the things that I had to go through. When they say they are there to help, that’s

what they ’re swposed to be doing. ” —Kate

“When thepolice got there, he [perpetrator] told them I was bi-polar and had

been offmy medication. I have never had any mental illness. He said that’s

why I was ‘confused and hysterical’. From that day on, he’d say ‘go ahead and

call the cops...you know what will happen ’. The he’d laugh. Sure enough,

when I called them again he told them the same thing. They believed him. I

heard an officer tell another ‘it’s that nutcase again ’. I am not mentally ill I

have never been bi-polar or anything else But he convinced them that I was.

He [also] claimed he had Gulf War Syndrome...post-traumatic stress disorder

from the war, and that he hadflashbacks. Believe it or not, that worked He

claimed I agitated him and he had trouble knowing where he was. Thepolice

were all sympathetic, and instead ofarresting himfor beating me w, they told

me I needed to be more understanding andtry to keep things calmfor him.

Yeah...unbelievable, huh?” —Stephanie

“My daughter called thepolice on him. He was released onjailfrom a

domestic violence [charge]. He wasn ’t there [injail]for ten days and we called

thepolice [after he attacked her upon his release] and told them he was on

probationfor domestic [violence].. ’he’s done it again ’ and they wouldn ’t arrest

him. Or [at other times when she calledfor help] they’d take him down the

road andsay ‘okay,just walk home and cool of)! ’ But he should have been

arrested Five times out often times we would call on the police and that’s

when protective servicesfinallyjumped in andmy daughter had the courage to

tell themfirst. I was afraid again...I said ‘no, he didn ’t hit me, but then I

though ‘unh-unh ’, and Ifinally told them thatyes, what he ’s been doing. Then

[CSPItookmetocourtthenext weekandsaidlfailedtoprotectmychildren

andthey tookmy kids away.” —Qui’Ana

Theme # 15: When p;arp°cipa_nts wereW.lymthey were able to leave

Amy, Barbara, Donna, Evelyn, Geena, Helen, Iris, Kate, Michelle, Nancy,

 

Qui’Ana, Rita

Participants listed validation ofworkers from all systems as critical to their ability

to escape the situation. The five women who indicated that their workers believed and

supported them indicated that support was a critical factor for them.
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“The most helpful thing was this last worker, he believedme Just to hear him

say he believed me... that was the most help ever, because then I knew there

was hope that someone would be able to help us. He was thefastperson... of

all thosepeople I told... he was thefirst to believe me Ican trust him. He

trusted me That was the beginning ofour healingprocess. ” — Rita

“They were really good Icouldn ’t have askedfor anything betterfrom the

police deparunent. ” ’—Geena

“The detective that arrested my husband...now he was wonderful He was

really good with us. He worked with asfair andI have a lot ofrespectfor

him. ” —Qui’Ana

“My caseworkerplaced the kids with my mom. I was worried that she would let

him see the kids because she never did believe that [perpetrator] would ever do

that to me But the caseworker, he explained to her that lots oftimes thefamily

doesn ’t really know theperson. They may think they do, but they don ’t. It’s all

part ofthe lie Afier that, mom’s attitude changed That was really helpful,

because I needed her, andshefinally was able to see it. ” Confirming Grow

Member # 4

Participants were grateful to workers from all systems that confronted the

abuser with his responsibility for the situation. Three women and one confirming group

member indicated that workers who confronted the abuser bolstered their belief that there

was hope for them.

“Just to hear someone standw to him... tell him he had no right to treat us

like he did That was so healing. Nobody ever challenged him before My

worker actually said ‘Mr. [husband], your behavior towardyour wife and these

children will not be tolerated You can andshouldgo to prison, and ifI have

anything to say about it, you will ’ Wow, thatfelt so good... it made me think

that maybe there was hope She gave me hope ” Confirming Grow Member it

4

Participants were successful in safely escaping the situation when workers and

judges acted on a clear understanding ofher entrapment within that relationship. Four of

the women indicated that when a police omcer, caseworker, judge or attorney recognized

the dynamics ofher situation, they felt supported and able to act.
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“The caseworker, she knew I was trapped She sat down with me, said she

knew I was scared, but that she could help. She didn ’t waitfor me to tell her

that I didn ’t have anyplace to go. Shejust said ‘let’s talk about some options

you have that will break down all the reasons thatyou can ’t be safe ’ We went

through all thefear stuff... where I couldgofor shelter, what kind ofhe? they

couldget us, what kind ofprotection Icouldmeet. all thatstufjl Ifelt like

she would stick with me through it all She did ”—Confirming Grow Member

# 4

Ten participants expressed appreciation for being offered information on services

available in the community, and two participants felt very supported by two particular

services provided by DHS: wrap-around and family reunification. Wrap around is a

coordinated, community-based case management program that engages services in a

systemic manner that are specific to the issues that cheats present, and ensure all service

workers are on the same page with expectations. Family reunification programming is a

systematic, graduated process ofre-integrating the mother and her children into a family

unit.

“I have wrap around services. They come right to the house and everything.

They make sure I know about things in the community that can help me get

back on myfeet. I’m learning a lotandgetting beuer every day. Theyputme

in two classes... the supportgrow and theparenting class. The swportgrow

ismoreliketalkingtoacounselorbecausethey haveallbeen through thesame

things I have so it he?s a lot. ” —Donna

“What was most he?ful to me is that he made sure I knew about the shelter and

the woman ’s center. Without them, I wouldn ’t have made it. ” ——Confirming

Grow Member #3

“Thebestthingismywraparoundprogram. Itmakesiteasy. Ihaveallthese

servicesandonlyhaveonepersonlhavetodealwith. Hearrangafor

everything. Hewantsustosueceedasafamily. IknowthatIhavelearneda

lot, andIthinkincases ofwraparound, theprogram worksreallygood” —

Rita

“I went through thefamily re-unification program. That was the best thing

that anybody could evergo through. They he?you with anythingyou need ” -

-Helen
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“They steered us in the right areafor counseling...but what was not he?ful was

they took andshoved it down my throat.” --Amy

Four participants and all five confirming group members identified human service

workers who assisted in securing housing resources and credited them as essential to their

ability to escape the relationship.

“I needed aplace to stay, and they got me into the shelter. They worked with

me to get an apartment I could afford They saw that Igot childcare money so

that I could work without leaving the kids alone” --Barbara

“I needed everything... a house, a car,food, everything. They made sure Igot

whatIhadto have I’mstill working on the car, but untilthen, theygive me

buspasses when I’m short. ” —Confirming Grow Member it 4

Three participants appreciated transportation assistance, both to a safe place in an

emergency, and also those that led to their independence.

“Hepicked me w, drove me to die school where we got the kids, and took us to

the shelter. He didn’thave to do that. Butby doing that, he savedmy life” —

Barbara

“I needed a way to get to work. My caseworkerfound a donated car that Iam

driving now. She he?edmeget the insurance It isn ’t a Cadillac, but it gets me

where I’m swposed to be!” —Confirming Grow Member # 2

Three participants were grateful to those workers who advocated on her behalf

with law enforcement, and believed that the intervention was key to having the

perpetrator held responsible for his violence, and safeguarding the woman and her

children.

“He [CPS caseworker] talked to thepolice He explained that I was in danger

andneeded to havepoliceprotection. He asked them to do whatever with patrol

cars to keep a watch on the house He told them Igot a PPO and that he hoped

that they would make sure that ifhe [perp.] came to the house, or tried to

contact me in the shelter, that they [police] would arra't him. ” -—Barbara

Two participants also described caseworkers that assisted them in seeking legal

remedies leading to their safety.
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“My FIA worker...she took me over to the courthouse and he?edme get the

PPO. When we went in to talk to thejudge, she came with. He listened to her

talk about how Iam in danger, and the kids are in danger, and he believed her.

When I had asked him by myselftheyear before, he said no. With her there, I

got myprotection order. I was scared to go to the court. Ifelt like it wouldjust

makehirn moreangryandthathe’dgetto usandmaybe even killus. My

caseworker drove me to the court andshe told thejudge that she needed him to

grantmetemporarysolecustodyandtodo whateverhecouldtohavethepolice

keepan eyeon myhouse, in casehetriedtogetbackin. Shewasterrific.” —

Confirming Grow Member # 2

Two participants appreciated those workers who advocated with in-laws to ensure

her protection from harassment and threats as a result ofher cooperation with CPS and

law enforcement.

“My caseworker actually went with thepolice to them andsaid that ifthey

continued to call and harass me, keep threatening me, he would see that they

wereprosecuted The calls immediately stopped No more calls in the middle of

the night... no more calls at work... theyjust stopped That was the extra mile

He’ll never know how much thatmeant to me ” —Barbara

Three participants who received information on wlmt they could expect and the

steps in the processes ofCPS were far more likely to cooperate with services and

experienced significantly less anxiety and mistrust.

“The hardest thing is that things happen thatyou might not know about. Like

they have thae steps that they have to go through, andI have these things that I

need to do. Ifhe didn ’t explain the steps to me, you know, the things mat we

would be doing, I’d be lost. ” —Rita

Six participants expressed being unsure ofthemselves and their ability to provide

with limited resources, and stated they were often exhausted from the processes. Those

workers offering encouragement and support were seen as partners in safeguarding the

children and a source of strength and hope.

“She said thatI wasn ’t a bad mom. She saidshe knew I loved my kids. In

grow, I hear other women talk about how they were told how bad they

were...what afailure they were as monrs. I wasjust so lucky that she got my
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case She’s never accused me or said I was bad ” —Confirming Grow

Member # 4

Two participants whose children were removed expressed being relieved when

their children were placed with those individuals they themselves had used to safeguard

the children from the abuse. Additionally, these women indicated that made them more

likely to work cooperatively with systems as a result ofthe consideration.

“The best thing they [CPS] did was to let my mom and dad take the kids. You

know, at least it was with people they knew and aplace they werefamiliar with.

I understand that they needed to likefigure out what hwpened, make sure I

wasn ’t hurting the kids and stufi‘l I wasjust so thankful that I knew they were

with people who cared about them. ” —Confirming Grow Member it 5

Two participants who had regular contact with workers regarding the placement

oftheir children, and their related well being were significantly less anxious, and were

able to cope with the situation far better than those who were kept in the dark.

“She was really good about taking my calls. She also called me to let me know

the kids were going to school, that she had talked with the teachers, and that

they knew not to let him [perp] take the kids without theirpermission. She

brought me out somepictures they drew, and took somepresents to themfrom

me Thatmeantalotto us.” -—Confirming GroupMembertH

“He let me know aboutall the hearings andstufll He waspretty good about

that. Ifeltlikehewantedtomakesurethekidsandlstayedclose” —Rita

When workers supported women in court, women reported better outcomes for

themselves and their children. Barbara had such help, and believes that made a

significant difference in her experiences.

“My caseworker is going to testifyfor me in court He says that he will do

whatever he has to in orderto makesure thatmy husbandneversees thosekids

or me again. He’s been on my side every step ofthe way. I couldn ’t askfor

anything more than what he’s done Iguess I’m really lucky. ” --Barbara

When law enforcement ofiicers recognized the danger participants were in when

they attempted to get help, women felt supported, safer and better able to escape.
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Barbara and four others expressed that police officers who protected them and held the

batterer accountable allowed them to relax fi'om their hyper-vigilant state.

“Theyjust said, ‘Buddy, you’re going tojail That was it. Ishowed them my

PPOandthatwasit. Thepoliceman askedmeifIwasallright, lookedatthe

bruises on my arnn, checked on the kids and took him of): No question... no

hassle Just took him oflfl After his release, they made sure drey kept an eye on

the house That made it easier to sleep at night. ” —Barbara

Particimt advice for work_§_r_s_

Participants offered advice to workers who will face women like them in the

future. They firmly believe that these suggestions will assist workers who will interact

with women in their situation in the future.

1. Don’t assume I’m the enemw Amy, Faith, Iris, Terri

Participants were unanimous in stating that they felt at times, as ifCPS workers

believed that they condoned, and in some cases, contributed to the violence ofthe

perpetrator. They indicated nothing could be further from the truth. They asked that they

be considered partners in the effort to safeguard their children. They expressed the fact

that they wanted the same thing: what was best for their children.

“Please don ’t treat me like I’m the enemy. I’m not. I want everything goodfor

my kids. Ifyou do, too, then we should be able to work together. That’s what’s

he?ful. I’ll do what everyou say I need to...just don ’t think I’m againstyou,

I’m not. ” —Faith

“Ifthey really want to he?people, they really do need to work in apartnership.

They need to say ‘Okay, we’re here to he?youfind the rightpathways, not to

introduceyou to anotherstumblingbloc ’.” —Amy

2. Don’t issue threats pp fiont. Amy, Barbara, Faith, Geena, Helen, Iris

Threats issued up fi'ont made participants believe that they needed to defend

themselves, and some expressed that feeling led them to keep fi'om cooperating with

CPS. They expressed the concern that decisions were being made without workers
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having critical information that may trigger a different result. Five participants expressed

this was critical to gaining the trust and cooperation ofadult victims.

“Right offthe bat, it was ‘we’re going to have to take the kids. They didn ’t

know anything about what was going on. Ijustpanicked... I mean, it was like

‘wait a minute... doyou even want to know what’s going on herefor real’?

They need to step back andget sonre truthfirst. ” -—Confirming Grow

Member it 2

“I would have done a little more investigating...talking tofanrily members,

really to get a gist ofhow thefamily is or how they operate To be charged with

neglect...that’s worse than having robbery or murder onyour record That

meansyou can ’tprovideforsomethingyou gave birth to. ” --Geena

“I wouldn ’t have started ofl'with the threats. I wouldget my informationfirst. ”

“I would quesa'on. I would question a lot ofthings. You can ’t go in there with

oneframe ofmindandsay, ‘okay, ladyyoudidthis.’ You haveto betwo-sided

You shouldgo in there with twoframes ofmind andsay ‘okay, this is what we

have...this is whatyou’re telling me. You can ’t autonratically accuse someone

andsayyou ’re guilty. ” --Helen

3. Gather information befoream your decisions. Amy, Barbara, Catherine,

Faith, Geena, Iris, Michelle, Nancy

Eight participants encouraged workers to investigate more fully before acting.

They believed that workers automatically assumed that they were complicit, if not

responsible directly for the abuse.

“Don ’tjust automatically think, ‘well, ifshe ’s in the same house with him, she

mustbein on it.’ We needhe?. We needswport. We don’tneedto beneated

like a criminal ” —Catherine

“The threats, intimidation, not offering any services...[she] already had her

mindmadew before she even...it’s like she already made herjudgment, so

whatever... ” —Barbara

4. Showpome empathy. Faith, Iris, Michelle, Nancy, Qui’Ana

172



Five participants expressed the importance ofCSP workers recognizing that she

was also a victim, and that she needed help. An empathetic response was

important for women to be able to experience hope that she could escape safely

with her children, and receive support along the way.

“They [CPS] need to realize the woman is in this... the children aren ’tjust the

only victims and ifthe woman is having it hard, that’s gonna make it hard on

the kids. The last thingyou need is somebody to blameyou... to act maybe like

you ’rejust dirt. I didprotect my kids. They have a goodMom. Ijust need

somebody to understand that I had no choices. I was stuck. I needed he? and

swport to get out, not a lecture ” —Nancy

5. Do no more than is absolutelv necesgagy. Amy, Faith, Geena, Iris, Michelle,

Nancy

Six participants stated that workers not do anything more than what is absolutely

necessary to provide immediate safety for the children.

“Maybe iftheyjust took enough tirrre tofind out what’s really true Maybe if

they have to take the kids away until theyfigure it all out, okay, but then put

them with somebody that they know. Maybe ifthey only do what they have to

until theyfigure it out. It’s so wsetting to everybody when they have to go to...

with strangers. ” --Geena

“I believe what I would have done, because I’m going to school right nowfor

social work...andI believe what I would have done was went in andspoke with

theparent [andfind out] what hwpened Make sureyou have something to

back that [accusation] w, you know? I wouldn ’t have went right [and] accused

theparent ofdoing anything wrong to the child I believe I would have let the

parent stay with her child because that’s what the kids want...they want to be

with their mother or whoever. They want to be with theirparent when they are

hurt. They don ’t want to be with nobody else, especially someone who is not

fanriliar to them. So that’s what I think I would have done... ask questions

before I went in and accused ” --Faith

6. Don’t libel me or mychildren. Michelle, Nancy, Qui’Ana
 

Participants were firrther victimized when described as defective or dysfunctional.

At times, these labels were used in {tom oftheir children. This was cited by three

173



participants, all ofwhom were offended by the adjectives used to describe them and their

children.

“In court and in the reports there were all kinds ofnamesfor us. We were

‘confrontational, dysfunctional... irreffective’. We were labeled like meat. I

mean, that’s so hurtful to hearyour kids andyourseif... yourfamily life

described in labels. We’repeople We’re notproblems. ” --Confirming Grow

Member it 2

7. Pleise respect my cultur_e; Amy, Geena, Iris, Linda, Rita

Four ofthe ten minority participants and one white participant requested that

cultural considerations be made when placing their children, and indicated that services

need to be individualized according to each family’s situation, and not using a cookie-

cutter approach.

“Being black, there are some things that are what we do. It’s not that I think I

know better than anybody else, but I teach my kids to beproud ofwho they are

When they went to anotherfamily, they was white I’m not saying that they was

bad, but they didn ’tfixfoods my kids was used to. They missed our Christmas

family dinners and church. They missedKwanza. Those are inrportant things.

They mean something to us as afamily... a blackfamily. [don’t think that a

whitefanrily couldgive drem what they was used to. ” —Confirming Grow

Member # 1

“They arejudging everybody by one standard Not everybody is the same

They’rejustputting me into [a] classification, [yet] they have never been

through it and [say] this is how we’re going toproceed They can ’t understand

every single thing according to this one little guideline ” —-Amy

8. Explain CPSm. Michelle, Opal, Qui’Ana

Participants believe an understanding ofthe processes involved with CPS allows

women to cooperate, make decisions that are best for themselves and their children, and

limit mistrust and misunderstandings. This was an issue cited by three participants, one

ofwhom was illiterate in written language, and one was blind.

“Hereyou are... you thinkyou might loseyour kids. You don ’t understand

what the meetings [CPS hearings] are about. You don ’t know whyyou’re going

174



to court or what will happen. Somebody says ‘sign this oryou loseyour kids. ’

You sign it, butyou don ’t know what it means. Ifthey canjust take afew

minutes andsay ‘Okay, this is what will hwpen... or this is what might

hwpen ’... at least thenyou can beprepared ” --Confirming Grow # I

9. EggpLain legal processes. Amy, Evelyn, Michelle, Opal

Legal processes are difficult for lay people to understand. Participants were

unanimous in expressing confusion about what was happening within the legal setting,

what the consequences ofthe processes may be, and what rights they had or didn’t have.

The issues for those that offered this advice were literacy and blindness. Evelyn,

however, voiced concern that she was unprepared for court, and believed that proper

preparation may have resulted in a different and better outcome than what she

experienced.

“Okay, soyou get thispaper that saysyou have to go to court. You don ’t know

what will happen. Willyou get to see the kids? Will they decide where the kids

will live? Do they decide who can see them? It was a guessing game...a

horribleguessingganre Ineverknewfrom onetimetothenextwhatwas

going to happen. ” --Evelyn

“There areparents out there that don ’t know where to get the he? or they are

mected tojust do everything right. Ifyou don’t know where to go...how are

you going to get that he?? Asfar as the legal stuff; they [need to tellyou] this

is what’s going to hwpen. This is what’s going to happen during that hearing.

They don ’t explain toyou what’s going to be the long-term thing ifit’s done this

way [or that]. Ishowedw at this hearing and thejudge looks at me [and asks]

‘doyou understand what a respondent is and thatyou are not a respondent’? I

havenevereven heardtheword [say ‘no, nobodyexplainedthattome’.” --

Amy

10. Wave to remove my kids, place them with my fa_mily or those Iknow I ca_n

Q'Lst to care for them. Donna, Evelyn, Michelle

Three participants described a strategy of seeking out safe individuals with whom

they could leave their children at times when the perpetrator was most likely to assault

the women and her children. The women in the study indicated that if children needed to
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be removed, that workers consider placing the children with those individuals who had

provided a safety net prior to CPS intervention.

“Sometimes they don ’t think they have a choice They think it’s best to take the

kids until it all gets worked out. I understand that’s theirjob. But when there’s

family that are willing to take the kids, do that. Ifthey go intofoster care then

they lose all their security..Jamily’s a securityfor them. I had a worker rip my

babyfrom my arms. No bottle, no blanket, none ofher toys. She went

someplace with people who didn ’t know what she liked, what her routines were,

how she did things. She wasn ’t even ayear old She must have been terrified.

I cried and criedfor her. I knew she had to be scared to death. She didn ’t trust

people she didn ’t know... you know, she was at that age where they don ’t want

nobody but their mama. Now why would they do something like that? Who

does that help?” --Confirming GrowMember # I

11. fl you need to remove my kids keep me informed ofhow they are. Donna,

 

Evelyn, Michelle

Three participants requested that workers who do remove children stay connected

to the mothers, giving them periodic information on how the children are, and the status

oftheir cases. Mothers who had that type ofrelationship with their workers reported less

anxiety and more incentive to cooperate with services.

“Just don ’t leave me in the dark. That’s the worst thing...not knowing. Igot to

know that my kids are okay... that they are eating, sleeping, going to school,

getting congfort and love They are with people they don ’t know. What is being

done to comfort them? How are they? Are they okay... are they sick... do they

know what’s happening? Are they crying? Are they together? It was the worst

kind ofnightnrare...the wondering. Ifthey can keep somebodyfrom going

through that... that would begood ” —Confirming Grow Member # 2
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CHAPTER V

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

SUMMARY OF RESULTS

_Fi_tn_ess of the Theories:

This study was inductive in nature in relation to the assumptions within the

theoretical framework of the two foundation theories: Neo-feminism and Human

Ecology. Neo-feminist theory assumptions include

Oppression: Women in the study described being oppressed by their assailant and

ecosystems designed to protect them and their children.

Gender as a basic organizing concept: Women in the study were held to different

standards and received disparate treatment as related to their expected roles and

behaviors.

Class and race as organizing conc_epts: Women in the study responded to their

situations in ways that were framed by racial experiences and access to resources.

Centralify, normalcy and value of female experiences: Participants reported
 

having their experiences ignored, denied, devalued and were silenced across systems.

Gender relations as a commnent ofanalysis: The women in the study had little

support from workers not educated on the dynamics ofabuse within the family.

Women and family areMMle: Women in the study were held almost solely

responsible for the welfare oftheir children, to the exclusion ofthe male in the family

unit. They were expected to act in all-knowing and all powerful in their parenting.
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Womenfiare glued only for their contribution to the family: When women in the

study behaved in ways that defied the norm that they always can and are expected to

protect their children, they were viewed as defective.

Human Ecological assumptions include

Systems are interdgpgpdent: Women and their children represented in this study

were reliant on systemic support. They fared poorly when those systems experienced

disconnect in philosophy, perspectives, and awareness as they related to the reality of

domestic abuse.

Systems are interrelated: The interaction with one system often resulted in the

intervention services ofother systems. In the case ofthe women in the study, related

systems sometimes joined forces against her, using similar faulty paradigms.

Families are systems: As the families represented in the study responded to the

violence by their assailant, they acted as systems would be expected. They processed

feedback, adapted, and acted based on cost-benefit analyses.

Environments change: The nature ofthe relationships recounted by participants

changed over time, as did their belief that systems would support them, and their ability

to access such services.

Systems pmsely wt: As the environment changed for families represented in

the study, they adapted using cost-benefit analysis, purposefirl decision-making, and

adjusting their behaviors, perceived realities and expectations accordingly.

System interaction occurs at a variefy of levels: Micro. me_s_o, exo. gig! macro:

As individuals each player within the family assessed and adapted to the violence, using

coping mechanisms that either were based on surviving the violence, or in the case ofthe
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abuser, perpetuating it. At the meso level, the family members interested in living fiee of

the violence attempted to interact with the abuser in ways that would limit or avert the

negative consequences of the violence. At the exo level community systems became

involved for the sake of eliminating the issue, as they perceived it to be. At the macro

level, women were faced with societal norms that did not fit with their lived reality. That

clash ofnorms and perceptions had extensive consequences for them and their families.

Ecosystems with more respprces are better able toWe; Women in

the study expressed that the lack ofresources and support determined the quality oftheir

outcomes. Their decision-making processes were so adversely effected by limited, non-

existing, or non-functioning resources that their decisions, to an outsider without personal

references, appeared illogical. However, when given access to adequate resources, the

women in the study were able to fimction in a more ‘logical’ manner.

Summary ofThemes:

It is clear that the women in the study were unable to stop the violence, and at the

mercy of systems that often failed them. They were placed in a ‘Catch 22’ situation,

faced with societal norms that did not fit their realities, and left to fend for themselves.

“I’m damned ifIdo anddamned ifIdon’t... eitherIam abusing my kids by

staying with him, or Iam abusing [nry kids] when I can ’tfeed them. ” -—

Stephanie

“I think that’s a social issue, because so many women are basically told to run

a household That’s what Idid That’s what I wanted to do, you know? AndI

think that when I, when I left—whatpeople don ’t realize is that women like me

have been beaten downfor so long, we have no seif-respect...no seif-

worth...more self-loathing than anything and ifyou’ve spent all theseyears

fighting all ofthis, you haven ’t been out getting a career, you haven ’t been

studying or whatever andyou walk our the doors ofhome and all ofa sudden

you are a mother ofthree with noplace, no car, no this, no that...trying to

make it in a world where there ’s nojobs, and housing is mensive There

needs to be more like...nrore things to he?. That’s all ” --Nancy
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“I don ’t trust the system. You know, I’ve raised the question more than

once...ifIsend my kidsfor visitation andhe beats the crap out ofthenr, are

they going to charge me withfailure toprotect again? Iguess my biggestpeeve

is that they threatened to take my children awayfrom meforfailing to protect

them and then they turn around andgive my ex the same rights as any divorced

father. How is thatfair? How is the system workingfor the kids? Ijust don ’t

see it. ” —Catherine

Women in the study were exposed to intense, multifaceted and ongoing abuse.

Their stories may seem extreme to lay persons, but statistics provide evidence that their

experiences are all too common (Bachman & Salzrnan, 1995; Browne, 1993; Fantuzzo &

Mohr, 1999; Federal Bureau of Investigation, 2002). Their experiences have been

ignored or denied within the patriarchal systems and resulting values (Andrews &

Brewin, 1990; Enos, 1996; Ewing & Aubrey, 1987; Sullivan, 2000). The experiences of

the researcher over the course ofthe past twenty years of service also underscores the

prevalence and severity of abuse expressed by the participants. The resulting effect of

this concept in practice is that women are often the victims of severe, prolonged, and

deliberate abuse perpetrated against them by men and condoned by a patriarchal system

ofoppression.

Women in the study described being courted by a perfect person who was kind,

caring and invested in the relationship, and were surprised by a changing environment

when he turned violent. Perpetrators exploited the vulnerabilities ofwomen who were

often alone and lonely, without resources, often subjected to prior abuse, sometimes with

special conditions that limited their ability to access and receive support, and only after a

committed relationship had been established. This is consistent with earlier findings

(Sullivan, 2000) and disputes the assumption that she is somehow attracted to abusive

men and knows exactly what she is getting into. Participants had also developed within
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that relationship an intense love for the assailant. This is not an uncommon adaptation in

other hostage situations (Graham et al, 1994). In most cases, the abuse began slowly

and escalated over time.

Women in the. study attempted to make sense ofhis behavior, and internalized this

confusion in the form of self-blame. This self-blame was found to be present in earlier

work (Mills, 2000; Porter, 2002). Participants attempted to adapt to the situation, and

integrate the reality into established norms. They expressed difficulty in establishing

congruency between society’s beliefs and their own reality. Family and religious values

added to this confusion. This confusion has been documented in prior works (Dobash &

Dobash, 1979; Ver Steegh 2000). Society ignored their plight, and denied the existence

ofthe violent situation (Zorza, 1998). This left participants little references applicable to

their situation. In addition, perpetrators were deliberate in using isolation and hiding the

evidence oftheir battering to prevent her from receiving assistance from those who

would be willing to intervene.

Fear was a major reason that women could not leave their situation. Perpetrators

used a variety of oppressive techniques to keep the women living in fear. Threats of

death and injury to her, him, her children, her family and her fiiends were primary.

Participants expressed the beliefthat the safety ofthose they loved was solely in their

hands. This supports the findings ofDavidson (1995), Dobash and Dobash (1979),

Edelson (1985), Goodkind and colleagues (2004), Myers (2002), Phillips (1992), and

Walker (1984).

Second to the fear ofdeath or injury, women feared that the assailant would

abduct the children, and perpetrators were quick to use this threat as a solid strategy to
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prevent the women from challenging them or attempting to leave. This also is supported

by the literature (Jones, 1994). Women also feared for their pets, with good reason

(American Humane Association, 1994). They were clearly cognizant that they faced

increasing danger when they tried to leave, as Sullivan (2000) found, as well.

The assumptions that women can and should just leave or that they could stop the

violence ifthey chose ignores the reality of their situation, and assumes they can secure

their safety simply by leaving. This clearly is not the case (Enos, 1996; Sullivan, 2000).

The fact that perpetrators used abduction would seem to discount the assumption that

mothers who are also victims do not love or care about their children, else they would not

find that particular threat as powerful as it was. Women were unanimous in expressing

their devotion to and love for their children. This is consistent with the findings of

Davies, et al (1988) and Schechter and Edelson (1994).

There is an assumption among workers and court personnel that mothers

minimize their children’s exposure to the violence, or deny that the children knew ofthe

violence. This is seen by systems as proofthat women in abusive settings are defective.

In this study, all the women interviewed knew that their children had witnessed the

violence in some way, and expressed the concerns they had regarding the consequences

of the exposure. They readily described feeling somewhat at fault for the exposure, and

included in their concerns post-separation exposure to the perpetrator as being of greater

concern than that which occurred before they left the relationship. This was expressed as

fear for the children, who up until their leaving the relationship had the protection ofthe

mother. Their fears generally centered on whom would protect them from the abuser

when they enjoyed joint custody rights.
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Many ofthe women described feeling that they had somehow failed the children

not just during the violence, but even more so after the relationship ended. They

described being overcome with griefwhen their children were removed, and also when

they were exposed to the perpetrator legally by the courts. Ironically, they believed that

by forcing their children to be further exposed to his violence under court order, their

children were being punished for something out oftheir ability to control. This fear of

post-separation abuse is consistent with earlier studies (Lyons, 1999). It would seem to

dispel assumptions that mothers were oblivious and/or ambivalent to their children’s

exposure to the violence.

Women also verbalized that their children were paramount in their considerations

and decisions. This is consistent with the findings of Roberts and Burmans (1988). They

made considerable efforts to make peace in their home, and used a variety of strategies to

adapt their environment toward that end. Most ofthe women described using compliance

as a means to assuage the perpetrator. They related that they did what their assailant said

to do, walked away to avoid confiontations, and remained agreeable. They scheduled

their daily routines to fit the moods and schedules ofthe assailant, and accordingly

arranged their children’s schedules in an attempt to keep the children fiom contact with

the abuser and out of harrn’s way. They also attempted to train the children to stay out of

the assailant’s way and limited contact between the children and the abuser.

The women described being hypervigilant, watching for signs that the assailant

might become violent, and paid intense attention to where the children were relative to

the abuser’s whereabouts. This is consistent with the findings of Walker (1993). Several

ofthe women used outside activities as a secure place for their children. These included
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after-school curricular activities such as Scouts, clubs and sports. Some ofthe women

described their belief that these activities not only protected their children during their

involvement, but also provided a learning setting with mentors that would introduce their

children to a non-violent lifestyle.

The participants used other outside resources to secure safe care for their children,

including family and fiiends, and some described knowing the signs ofhis escalating

violence to the degree that they could remove the children to one ofthese safe houses

prior to the violent episode. These strategies clearly show significant attempts to

safeguard the children involved. It should be noted that the perpetrators did not take into

consideration the children in their behavior. This supports the findings ofAnderson &

Cramer-Benjamin (1999) that abusive men are less likely to exhibit positive parenting

behaviors than non-violent men.

Contrary to the assumptions that women in violent relationships either do not

attempt to access services, the women in this study repeatedly sought assistance, even

though they were fully aware that to ask for help and not get it placed them at increasing

and significant danger. They were often the reporting individuals to CPS. They called

police numerous times. They sought provider services and acquired PPO’s. However,

when these services were unable to decrease the danger, and when they were blamed for

the abuse, participants reported being reticent to seek further assistance. Participants, in

fact, adapted to services that placed them and their children in greater danger by not

calling on them again. This would appear to be protective ofthe children, and a logical

response.
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The assumption that services are readily available was challenged by a number of

participants’ statements. Some were denied safe shelter due to capacity. Some

participants lived in remote areas where services were either unavailable or difficult to

access. Others were so isolated by their abuser that they were unable to access services.

Many were stalked and monitored to the degree that they were unable to get all the

children out ofthe house at one time, or were placed under such surveillance that they

didn’t dare seek outside help. Some women were fed misinformation about services that

fi'ightened them away, often told to them by perpetrators as well as those they trusted.

These women, trapped by their situations, still attempted to get help in other ways. . .

through physicians, family members, friends, teachers, and religious institutions. These

efforts to get help are consistent with the findings of Dutton (1993), Skinazi (1997), and

Sullivan (2000). Interestingly, these attempts at non-traditional means of safeguarding

children were not only devalued, but sometimes were viewed as dysfunctional behavior

by the courts. A discussion ofthat phenomenon follows later.

It should also be noted that women stepped between their assailant and the

children, causing injury to the mother, as they advocated for the child and often took the

beatings intended for the children. Participants also revealed that these efforts to protect

their children resulted in escalating the violent behavior ofthe perpetrator. The strategies

the women in the study reported using seem clear and convincing evidence that they

attempted to safeguard their children albeit in what may be considered non-traditional

means, but were successful to some degree in protecting their children. This supports the

findings of Sullivan (2000). In addition, participants suffered personal injury and
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suffering to prevent their children from being hurt. These actions do not seem to be those

ofwomen who aren’t dedicated to protecting their children.

As Phillips (1992) explains, people who have not experienced domestic abuse

often find it confusing and diflicult to understand the economic, social and psychological

factors that limit her options and influence her decisions. Pfouts (1978) describes victims

ofdomestic abuse as having to process their options and base their decisions on a cost-

benefit analysis. This was clearly the case with the participants in this study. They

discussed having brainstormed options, weighing the potential consequences oftheir

options, considering the historical context ofthose Options, and foremost in their minds

was the well being of their children first, their family and fi'iends next, and finally,

themselves.

Access to adequate financial and sustaining resources was key to the experiences

of the women in the study. Only one woman in the study was able to escape without

incurring financial obligations she could not handle. Poverty was the result of leaving for

all but this one participant. Most lost their homes, many were forced into shelters, and

some were unable to provide adequate food for their children. All but three ofthe

participants who retained some custody oftheir children spent considerable time on

welfare to provide for the basic needs oftheir children. This supports the research of

Bent-Goodley (2001), Davis & Srinivasin (1995), Sampson (1997), and Zorza (1991).

Transportation issues were present in the lives of all but three ofthe women in the study

post-separation. Participants anguished over these issues prior to successfully leaving the

situation, and after, as well. They voiced the fear that their children could be

permanently removed from their care ifthey were unable to provide for them. Some
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were unable to get custody oftheir children back, or experienced significant delays in

getting them back, even though they had successfully completed their parenting

agreements, because oftheir inability to provide adequate shelter, food, heat, and

clothing. Their fears in this area were well founded therefore, and support the research

ofDutton (1993).

Family and religious values placed in the context ofthe patriarchy also were

profound factors in the women’s decision-making. Some participants expressed that

family members (both their own and the assailant’3) put pressure on them to keep the

family intact. Additionally, the assailant’s family often did what they could to prevent

participants from seeking legal recourse, including threatening the participants. In the

cases of some ofthe women, religious tenets that positioned ‘good’ females as

subordinate to males were used to convince participants to stay and try to work it out. In

these same cases, divorce was seen as an act against the family and God. These factors

are consistent with the research of Kasl (1990) and Unterberger (1989).

Several ofthe participants were influenced by the stigma attached to single parent

families. Seven ofthem voiced the beliefthat children needed two parents to be

successful. In a few ofthe cases, participants expressed sympathy for childhood friends

that had grown up without the benefit ofboth parents. Some believed that children

without two parents were looked down on. From a cultural aspect, one black woman

expressed that the number ofblack children growing up without a father in the home

placed them at a disadvantage, and she didn’t want that for her children. Another

believed that because she had two boys, she could not teach them what they would need

to know to become men.
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Another issue that was particular within racial considerations was the statements

of some black women, who believed that to seek legal recourse against their black

assailant would be evidence ofracial disloyalty. Social structures, in particular law

enforcement and the legal systems have been shown to be much more punitive toward

men ofcolor (Franklin, 2000; Schechter & Edelson, 1999; Stark & Flitcraft, 1995; West,

1999). Sullivan and Rumptz (1994) had documented this phenomenon within their

earlier studies ofwomen ofcolor. Hill (2002), in his meta-analysis of overrepresentation

ofminorities within the child welfare setting, fmmd that children ofAfrican Americans,

as well as those ofNative and Hispanic Americans, were more apt to be removed than

their white counterparts. Another observation made by the researcher was that black

women in the study were far less apt than their white counterparts to be surprised or

angered by their treatment, victim blaming, oppression or lack of systemic support.

Participants, despite their dire situation, were women ofhope. They sometimes

made decisions based upon the desire to make their relationships work and to save their

families. They believed the assailant’s claim that the violence was caused by the

victims’ behaviors. Participants expressed that they thought ifthey just did something a

little more or a little less, a little better, a little differently, the violence would stop. This

is the same message that they received from society, the courts and CPS: that they had

the ability to fix the situation, that it was there obligation to do so for their children’s

sake, and there were opportunities to prevent failing. This supports Mahoney’s research

(1 991 ).

Participants also were concerned about the threat ofabduction. Their assailants

assured the victims that they would take their children but them ifthey attempted to
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escape, and that they would do so either legally through a custody fight or illegally by

filing false reports with CPS or taking the children and disappearing. Some participants

had this happen to them, so their fears appear to be well founded and supports the

research ofJones (1993). The threat also resulted in some mothers being reticent to seek

social services. This supports the research of Bancroft (2001), Carter (1995), and Waller

(2001). It is also another example ofhow perpetrators were able to manipulate systems

into unwittingly supporting their abusive behavior, ensure isolation ofthe women, and

kept both the mothers and the children in danger.

These factors effectively entrapped women into staying in the relationship, and

surviving with their children in the context oftheir reality. When taken into

consideration within this context, the decisions ofparticipants not only seem less

confusing, but in fact, appear rational and appropriate. This makes training an issue of

critical importance for all individuals who have power over these families, in order to

give them the tools they need to make decisions that result in the women and children

being safer, not more imperiled.

Women expressed the variance in understanding and subsequent services between

workers. This is a key concept, in that it underscores the randomness of decisions

regarding participants depending on the personal references and beliefs ofthe worker to

which they were assigned. Earlier research by Huxtable (1994) and Porter (2002) would

support this finding. Workers are enabled to operate under faulty paradigms by the

societal view ofwho is responsible for the abuse, the safety ofthe family, and the quality

of the dyadic relationship (Gordon, 1988).
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The conflicting responses by workers to the same case is cause for concern that

indeed, as Gordon (1988) found, workers are arbitrary in their approach to cases, and are

in need ofeducation on the dynamics ofdomestic abuse. For women lucky enough to

have been served by a worker who had a solid understanding oftheir realities, the results

were positive for them, and in particular for their children. For some that were not so

lucky, the results had catastrophic consequences for all involved. It should be noted that

the gender ofthe worker made little or no difference in how they responded. It would

seem that it is a matter of education, not gender.

Nearly halfofthe women in the study sought assistance from CPS to safeguard

their children. Other women reported being referred by police, physicians and teachers

concerned over their welfare, and that ofthe children. Regardless ofhow they became

connected with CPS, all ofthe participants reported being blamed by the helping system

for the abusive behavior ofthe assailant. They were met with threats ofremoval oftheir

children from their custody, intimidation, charged with Failure to Protect and in two

cases, child endangerment. This was highly unexpected by most ofthe white

participants, who believed in the system to support them until after the first encounter.

Given those experiences, participants overwhelmingly stated that they would not advise a

woman in their situation to contact CPS or to trust them ifconnected through another

source.

Participants reported that the actions ofworkers, who seemed unaware ofthe

reality oftheir situation and acting on their own misperceptions, further endangered their

children, and themselves. Some perpetrators moved their families very quickly to avoid

further contact. None ofthe workers save one confronted the perpetrator with the
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responsibility for the violence. All ofthe women received some sort of sanctions for

their efforts to get help, and all but one indicated that they and their children were in

greater distress and danger due to the interaction with CPS. This is consistent with the

findings of Spear (1996).

Many participants indicated that their worker was less than supportive in

scheduling services required in the parenting plan. Four ofthe women indicated that they

themselves researched and sought out the services that would meet the requirements of

their plan. The reason for this is unknown, but could be related to beliefs that the women

were lost causes for whom services would not make any differences. This would be

consistent with research of McCroskey and Meezan (1997), and would be further

indication ofpersonal references and beliefs ofworkers being the basis for decisions. It

could also be evidence of believing that the women were somehow defective.

Many women reported being called dysfunctional, defective, and abnormal. They

were told that they were ‘the type’ drawn to abusive men, disbelieved, required to take

psychological exams, ordered into counseling and screened for substance abuse. One

participant reported her worker indicated that her assailant must have had a reason to beat

her. It was clearly easier for workers to address her using a fiamework ofpathology

rather than accept the fact that the assailant’s abuse was deliberate, calculated, and cruel.

Bowker (1999), Fugate (2001). Levandosky and colleagues (2000), and Sullivan and

colleagues (2000) all question a pathology-based framework for assessment ofvictims of

domestic abuse as scientifically sound. Yet clearly, most women in the study were

assessed based on the belief that they were somehow defective and illogical.
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Some participants reported that their motives and intents were questioned. Some

workers indicated that they believed that they would ‘choose’ their batterer over their

children, and that they had not and would not be able to protect them. Participants

reported that they were accused ofbeing complicit in the abuse oftheir children. In some

cases, women were expected to have known and condoned things that happened to their

children when they weren’t even home at the time. This happened to women who

themselves called CPS to request their assistance.

These findings are supported by the research of Field and Cook (1994), who

found that victims are often accused ofbeing able to stop the violence if they wanted, and

ofchoosing their batterer over their children. Aron and Olson (1997) and Kaufmann-

Kantor and Little (2002) found that victims are sometimes seen as complicit conspirators

in the abuse oftheir children. Sullivan and colleagues (2000) also reported that victims

were perceived to have ‘allowed’ their children to be hurt. This complicity conspiracy is

the result, according to Dohm (1995), of society and helping systems viewing the victim

solely as being part of a parental unit, rather than another victim ofthe assailant.

Most CPS workers held participants responsible for the abuse oftheir children.

This assumption of guilt was based on the fact that workers apparently believed that they

should be able to control the assailant and ifthey didn’t it was because they chose not to.

If they ‘chose’ not to, then they were further perceived as sacrificing their children’s

welfare, and deserved punishment. Within this framework, then, CPS workers threatened

and intimidated the participants, and treated them as co-assailants. The experiences of

the women and the CPS framework for assessing victims has been documented by Davis

(1991), Dobash & Dobash (1979), Enos (1996), Gordon (1988), and Miccio (1995).
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Several participants were charged with Failure to Protect. As Magen (1999)

described this phenomenon, the underlying assumption ofthe word failure is that

circumstances are within one’s control and there is an opportunity to succeed. The

results ofthis study would indicate that the circumstances ofthe women were not within

their control, and there was no discemable way in which they could succeed. Although

one may argue that the word ‘failure’ is just a semantic, it would appear rooted in the

greater societal misconceptions about the dynamics ofdomestic abuse and the

expectation that victims will always be able and should protect their children (Enos,

1996).

Participants expressed being devastated at the charge that they were unfit parents,

unwilling to protect their children, and willing to sacrifice them to their assailant. This

was clearly a personal blow to the women who had, by their accounts, spent most oftheir

waking moments in fear and struggling to find a magical combination of strategies that

would ‘fix’ the issue, and safeguard their children, as society would expect ofthem.

Two ofthe participants were charged with child endangerment. This was the

result ofwhat was perceived as the participants knowingly placing their children in

danger from the abuser. This also goes to the misconception that women will choose a

violent partner over her children (Jacobs, 1998 and Magen, 1999). Interestingly, CPS,

and law enforcement have been shown to treat women who killed their assailants with

greater kindness and empathy than those who remained in the relationship (Lyon, 1999).

In fact, two ofthe women in the study lamented that they had not resorted to homicide.

Participants were required to complete parenting agreement plans that included

counseling (firrther evidence that she is defective), parenting classes (proof that she was
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seen as unfit as a mother), extensive drug screening (an indication that she is in an altered

state) and psychological testing (indicating that she is mentally deficient). At the core of

the plans were the assumptions that they were abnormal and needed fixing.

The plans were required only ofthe women in the study, even though in most

cases, the father was the assailant and still involved with the children. Assailant motives

and fitness, however, were not perceived as requiring a parenting plan. This could be due

to the fact that CPS workers see the victim as more manageable and less ofa threat to

their own safety than the assailant (Farmer, 1997). However, McDonald (1988) may

argue that it fulfills society’s need to punish the women for not living up to roles

expectations set in patriarchal norms. The fact that fathers were not confronted or

sanctioned, by CPS requiring them to complete similar plans, supports earlier research by

Appel (1997), Dohrn (1995), Enos (1996) and Scott (1996).

Some ofthe plans seemed extreme, with components that did not necessarily

correlate with parenting skills. Qui’Ana was forced to have her teeth pulled before

having her children aned to her. The worker indicated that her teeth were unhealthy,

and therefore a health risk to her children. Qui’Ana had no money for the procedure, and

endured excruciating post-operative pain without the benefit of analgesics. Her dentures

do not fit her, and she has had no money to return to the dentist to have them fitted.

Many ofthe women were forced into drug screening regiments even though they

had no history ofsubstance abuse. For some, it meant passing a drug test every week for

over a year, despite the fact that their tests in that time were never positive. One CPS

worker told a participant that the reason she was required to be tested was that her

assailant was being tested (due to documented substance abuse). Participants reported
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that sometimes their plans were extended when perpetrators and/or their families filed

false claims against her with CPS. Participants experienced delays and additional

requirementsasaresultofthefalseclaims. Aeoordingtothewomenandthepaperwork

theyshmedwithflreresearcher,noneoftheseclaimswereeversubsmnfiated Penceand

Paymar(l993)reportedthatflrisisaconnnontacficofbattererswhouseitasatoolto

continuetostalhharassandconn'oldreirvictims.

Womeninthesmdywhohadflleirchildrenremovedreportedconsistenflythat

they were extremely worried about their children, frightened over what may happen to

them, who was caring for them and how they were doing. Some participants went over

three weeks without knowing where their children were, ifthey were all right, and what

theycouldexpectintermsofalegal rulingontheirrights. This isanexampleofanother

‘Catch 22’ women expressed. They felt blamed by CPS for not caring about their

children while in the abusive relationship, yet were punished and ignored when they

attempted to gain information from CPS regarding their welfare. Two women met their

worker for the first time in court.

Some women reported that flrey were told by CPS workers not to call, to wait for

inforrnation,andto ‘stopbotheringthe stafl‘.’ Oneworkertoldaparticipantthat ifshe

continued to call, ‘it would go very badly for her.’ Sometimes, the first time that the

womenknewthatthey werebeingchargedwithanything, oreventhatchargeewere

possible, was when they got to court on what they believed was the assailant’s hearing.

By withholding information, CPS again displayed the beliefthat the women could not be

trusted, and punished her for behaving as one would eXpect a concerned parent to

respond
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Bograd (2000) and Tjaden and Thoennes (2000) found that women ofcolor were

more likely to have children removed than their white counterparts. In addition, black

women are known to be more likely to have their children placed in homes with white

foster parents. However, in this small study, there was no difference found in that regard.

Thismaybebecauseofthesmallsamplesizeorbecauseboththeblackwomenandthe

white women in the study were, for the most part, poor. The work by Bograd and Tjaden

andThoennesregardingpoorwomenbeingmorelikelyto sustainsanctionsbyCPSthan

those ofmiddle to upper class means may have more to do with the women in the study

than race. However, the sample did not allow for any considerations in this regard, the

to small sample size and no comparative group. The findings ofBent-Goodley (2001),

Bograd (1994) and Sullivan and Rumptz (1994) as to being labeled as poor parents and

defective in some way applied equally in both racial groups.

Some participants indicated that when they contacted police for assistance, law

enforcement officers believed the perpetrator’s excuses for the crisis. In eleven cases,

participants reported that they were believed and felt supported by law enforcement. In

four ofthe cases in which participants were not believed, the perpetrator was able to

convince the officers that the victim was to either to blame or was somehow defective.

Some assailants were successful in claiming that the participant was mentally ill, on some

kind ofmedication, or that they had started an altercation. Additionally, three

participants were arrested, either with the assailant (a dual arrest) or alone as a result ofa

false claim against them. This is consistent with the findings ofCaputo (1991) and

Saunders and Size (1986).
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In many cases, probation and/or PPO’s were ignored or discounted. Many ofthe

perpetrators had weapons in the home, and some participants recounted that in spite of

the fact that assailants possessed firearms illegally, the police ignored that violation. In

addition, PPO’s were not honored in more than halfofthe cases. Participants in four

cases believed that in their case, the fact that the assailant had a military record, or had

police training allowed them to manipulate law enforcement officers or escape sanctions.

In several cases however, participants reported that the police were helpful,

understanding and were instrumental in their being able to successfully escape. In two

cases, the women reporting this indicated that they credited the police officer with saving

their lives. Ofnote is that these officers are from jurisdictions in which there has been a

concerted effort to educate officers, leadership from the chiefs ofpolice, and a

cooperative relationship between service providers and law enforcement.

In three cases omcers and CPS workers blamed her for his violence to the degree

that charges were filed against her for child endangerment or neglect. In all three cases,

the charges stemmed from the perpetrator’s violence, and her ‘involvement’ through not

being able to stop the violence or protect her children fi'om him. Again, this victim

blaming is centered in the definition assigned to the circumstances based on a belief that

they could and should have stopped the abuser from being violent (Dalton, 1999). It is

centered in failing to identify them as victims, as well as the children. This

mischaracterization ofvictims and the process of lumping them into a parental unit with

their assailants results in injustices.

Participants overwhelmingly reported being silenced and sanctioned by the court

and their own attorneys. They reported their court experience as one of terror, confusion,
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powerlessness, and oppression. Their attorneys told them to sit quietly and to show no

emotion. The attorneys were reported consistently as having said or done little to assist

their clients. Three attorneys played solitaire or answered e-mails on their laptop

computers during hearings. Prosecutors dropped charges and accepted pleas without

informing the victims. In two cases, judges threatened mothers when they displayed

emotion. The fact that the mothers were in jeopardy of losing their children at this time

was apparently discounted. This is another “Catch 22’ that women identified, and is

supported by Smith and Coukos (1997). They were expected to be all-concerned and all-

powerful in order to protect their children fiom the assailant, yet those same instinctive

emotions and activities expected outside the court were sources ofdiscipline in the

courtroom.

In court, attorneys, judges and the assailant indicated that they believed she was

over-reactive, hyperemotional, vindictive, unfit, unreasonable and illogical. Some were

accused ofhaving mental health issues, abusing illegal substances, and neglecting their

children. Meanwhile, the perpetrator appeared calm, described by the women as smooth,

charming, and ready to do what ever it takes to be a good father to the children. This is

also a documented phenomenon in the work of Smith and Coukos (1997). Court-

appointed attorneys rarely represented the women in the study with any vigor, and in

some cases, the attorneys were involved in behaviors that would be considered highly

unethical. In two cases, attorneys fell asleep. In one case, the woman’s own attorney

engaged with opposing counsel in making fim ofthe victim while riding down with the

victim in an elevator after a hearing.
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Guardians ad litem were similarly mefiecfive in supporting the children. Most

women reported that the guardian only met their children right before the hearing, asked

themnothingofany significance, andinflneecasesflnguardianseitherdidn’tspeakto

the children prior to custody determinations, or interacted with them in developmentally

inappropriatelyways. Inonecase,flreguardiandeterminedthattheywouldinterviewa

three year old over the phone. Interviewing three year olds face to face is diflicult

enough. They typically divulge information in experiential means, given their lack of

language skills. Obviously, this guardian did not have the education needed to

effectively speak for the child in court.

Women who had the advantage ofan attorney who specializes in domestic abuse

cases, and who exhibited a clear understanding ofdomestic violence fared much better in

court. None ofthe seven women who had services from these specialists had complaints

about their representation. This concept is supported by the work ofEnos (1999), who

described the issue as one ofpatriarchal ideologies, and the beliefthat mothers could stop

theabuseifthey chose,andthatparentsareperceivednotasindividuals,butasasingle

parental unit (Delgato, 1999, and Myers, 2002).

Whentheyweresanctionedatall inthecorntmostperpetratorswereorderedinto

batterer’s intervention and anger management programs. These programs were often

shoerhhaumdanceandcompfianceintheclassmomallthatwasneededmwmplae

the program successfully. This is problematic, given the United States Department of

Justicereportthatthesetypeaofprogramshave Iittletonoefi‘ectonflrefittmebehavior

ofbatterers (2000). This is most likely due to the fact that batterers are master

manipulatorsandtheyfinditeasytoappearlogicalandcompliant(Pence&Paymar,
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1993). In all but four ofthe cases, the mothers received significantly more severe

sanctions than the perpetrators, and given less time to comply.

Assailants often used fatha’s rights arguments to further their manipulation ofthe

courts and continue to control their victims. As Pence and Paymar (1993) found,

assailants were masterful in using, and usually convincing with this tactic. Participants

ovemhelminglymponedbeinghauledbackmcomtrepeawdlymmswerpefifions,

complaints and custody challenges. This is consistent with the findings ofBancroft &

Silverman (2000) and Zorza (1998). These challenges were in spite ofthe fact that a

majofityofflreperpetatorslmdshownfiflleormintemainpmenfingprimtothe

separation, asfound byZorza(l998). Thewomeninthe shrdy,alreadyunderfinancial

duresshadfiuleornomoneympayauomeysandmmtfeegandofienendm’ed

ineffective representation in court. This was the finding ofEdelson (1992), as well.

Thecourtsboughtintothefather’srights arguments forthesemen, inspiteofthe

fact that abusive fathers are less involved in their children’s lives, less affectionate and

more punitive than non-abusive fathers (Anderson & Gamer-Benjamin 1999; Holden&

Richie, 1991). Itiswell documentedthatbattererswillusetheirownchildreninorderto

hurt and control the mother (Dutton, 1992; Pence & Paymar, 1993), and will blame the

victim in court for keeping them from their children (Adams, 1989; Gondolf, 1998).

Theseweredreexperiencesofmostwomeninthis study. Womenvoicedtheirlackof

faithinajustice systemthatfailedher,herchildren,andsupportedthebatterersintheir

abilitytocontinuetheircontrol overthem,continuetoexposethechildrentoviolence,

andallowbattererstoescapesanctions. Thesefindingsareconsistentwiththoseof

Appe1(1997), Caputo (1991) and Dennis and colleagues, (1995).
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Women in the study indicated that workers who blamed them for the abuse,

accused them ofnot caring about their children, and system failure to recognize the

assailant’s behavior for what it was and hold accountable were the issues that often kept

themandtheir childreninperil. Theybelieved they wereina‘Catch 22’ which many

describedasa“damnedifldoanddamnedifldon’t”situation. Theywereconfusedas

towhytheywereseenaspartandpareeloftheviolence,andfrustratedatnotgettingthe

helptheyneededtoprotectflleirchildren. Theirfi'usu'ationiswellfomded,accordingto

Aron, et al (1997), Dalton (1999), Porter (2002), Stark (1995) and Waller (2001).

Thewomeninthesmdyadaptedovertimetosystemfailmebygivinguphope

thatanyonewouldorcouldhelpthemandflreirchildren. Theyexpressedfeeling

powerless and isolated. Over time, they believed that the only power with influence over

theirsituationwastheperpetrator. ThisisconsistentwiththereportsofBancrofl(2002),

Carter (1995), Porter (2002) and Waller (2001).

Womenweresupponeddifl‘erenflyaccordingtothedifi‘eremerersmwhich

they were assigned. Thisisconsistent withthefindingsofHuxtable (1993)um

(2002),andthequalityofassistanceseemedtobedirectlyrelatedtothetrainingworkers

hadreceivedinthedynamicsofdomesu'cabuse. Oneparticipantindicatedthatthe

workerwhomshemeditedfmsavinghafifehadexptesaedwhnflmhemcogmndher

situationasadirectresultofaclassflrathehadtakenincollegeondomsticabuse. This

wasatoolthathehadfoundoutsidetherealmoforientationtrainingforhisposifion

ThisismnsisMwithflnfindingsofAmnandOlwnflmmwhichtheyfoundmost

workers have few tools and references tint enabled them to be effective in helping

women and children safely escape the abuse.
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The women in the study indicated that helping workers did the following things:

Believed them, confronted the perpetrators, recognized their entrapment, offered services

and referrals, provided resources they needed to escape and provide for their children,

engaged with and advocated for them with other systems, protected them from

harassment from the assailant’s family, helped them get a PPO, provided information on

processes and expectations, offered encouragement to them, placed the children with

thosemeyUustediftheyhadmbermnoMmainmimdwnmctwithflwmafiammov
al,

tesfifiedasmthedynamicsofabusemmmtmstedmepapeuatormomredPPO’sand

enforced parole and weapons violations.

Womenwhowereforumatetohavethesupportofeducated systemworkers

mdicatedthatthesupponofthoseworkemwasthepfimaryreasondreywemablem

successfully leave the relationship, and some credited these same workers with saving

theirlivesandthelivesoftheirchildren. Itisfiomthebackgrormdandactionsofthese

workers that this research may benefit thow in the helping fields.

Participants in the study gave the following advice to workers that may intaact

with women in their situations:

0 Don’tassume I’mtheenemy. Chancesareexcellentthatlwantandneed

your help. Treat me as sputum that wants what you do...what’s best for

my kids.

0 Don’tissuethreatsupfront. Findoutwhat’sreally goingoninthehome.

Bewaryoftheassailant. He’schmmingconvimingandprobably

alreadysuccessfulatmaniptflafingothersmoreexperiencedthanyouare.
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Show some empathy for us. . .we’ve been through a lot. I may seem

hysterical and maybe illogical to you. That’s because I’ve been terrorized

for so long, I’ve had no one to rely on but myself, and I’m trying to protect

my children in the middle ofan all-out assault.

Please don’t do any more than what you know is necessary. If there’s a

way to limit the stress on Mom and the kids, try to pursue that path.

Please don’t label my children and me as dysfimctional, defective,

abnormal or problematic. We’re people, not pathological problems.

Respect my culture. I have a unique blend of experiences, beliefs and

realities. I may not do things exactly as you would, but that shouldn’t

mean that it’s wrong. There are things about us that you don’t know. Ask

me, and I will tell you my reasons for why I do things they way I do.

When you require things ofme, please require them ofmy assailant, as

well. I’m not the only caregiver in this process. If there is fault with my

parenting skills, certainly there must be fault with his, as well.

Make my parenting agreement reasonable and related to the issues at hand.

Please explain your processes and expectations to me. I do not understand

them, I do not work in your system, and sometimes I am unable to read the

materials you give me. I know it takes time, but the firture ofmy family

depends on my understanding ofthese things.

I believe that I have been a good and protective parent within the context

ofmy situation. Please note those things that I have done that are

evidence that I have tried my very best to care for my children.
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If you have to remove my kids, please place them with someone I trust. I

knowwheretheywillbethesafestbecauselhavehadtofindthem safe

places inordertoprotecttheminthepast. Recognizemyexperiencesin

this area can be ofhelp to you, and limit the trauma to the kids.

Keep me informed as we go through the process. You may have to

explainthingsto memomflnnonceaslamfiightenedthatyouwill take

my children, and I may not ever have them again.

Make resources that help my children and me leave safely available to me

ifyoucammgivemesuggestionswherelmightfindthem. Ineednotto

just survive this ordeal, I need to provide for my kids.

Recognizethatwhatmayappearashysteriaonmypartisacmallyasign

that I love my children and am beside myselfover the prospect of losing

them. I may seem illogical and over-reactive. I may call you a thousand

times. Itisfintherevidencethatllovemykidsandamscaredtodeath

that I will lose them.

Don’ttakeitasasignthatlcannotbetrustedorbelievedifIamwary of

you. Systems have failed us in the past, workers have disbelieved us, and

Iknowthatwhenyouleavelmayverywellbe alonewithhim. [haveto

think aheadandplan forthebestwaytoavoiduspaying dearly foryour

intervention.

When you give him custody rights, you remove my ability to safeguard

them. Please ensure that someone is checking on how he is interacting

with the kids. Listen to my children and my concerns about their well
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being while with him. Remember, this is a person who has done some

really terrible things to us.

0 Above all, his violent behavior is a choice on his part to hurt us. I didn’t

make that choice. . .he did. I cannot control him, just as I cannot control

you. Idonotwishtobehmt,andIcertainlydon’twantmykidshurt

either. Don’t lump me into a group with him. I am a different person, and

I deserve to be considered as an individual, not another passive assailant.

CONCLUSIONS

There is no argument that some adult victims ofdomestic violence also abuse

theirchildren(Magen, 1999). Itisalsoacceptedthatsomewomenchoosetoreturntoa

violent relationship although they have the means to leave and financially sustain their

family withoutfearoftheirassailant. Intheseextremecases, ifthechildisendangered,

removal forthesakeofthechildreniswarranted. Someoftheparticipantsinthestudy

wemthemselvesvictmuzedbyanabusivepmenhmdonewishedthatshehadbeen

removed from her childhood home. However, a mother’s ability to care for her children

hasbemshownmdrmnaficaflychmgewharflreabuserisremovedfiomthehomeand

sheispmtectedfiomhimmdmppofledmherefl‘oflmbecomeself-mfliciemmnos,

1996; Humphreys, 2000).

Additionally, as Enos and Humphreys (2000) found, the availability and

wmpmhensimofsuvicesthflmbasedonbaflaammhbifitymdasflstwomen

to supporttheirchildrenpost-separationwerekeytotheirabilityto safely leave. Women

inthestudyalsorelatedthatasasignificanrisme. CPS mustdeveloplanguagethat

accmfielyexphhsandfiameaflieisswofdomesficahmewimindrecomplexmnmmOf
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the issue, to ensure workers make informed choices and decisions (McGill et al, 1999)

that hold the perpetrator responsible for the violence, and engage the resources and

support victims need to change their situations. In addition, other systems that have

dramatic influence on the welfare of these families must also review those policies and

pmceduresthatholdwomenhostagetotheirassailanhthatarebom ofapatriarchal and

oppressive perspective ofwomen and their roles in society.

______p___Resultsofthe Ex loration ofWW

“When the variables offear, retaliation, familial pressure, lack ofresources,

 

shame, identity loss, victim blaming and poverty are changed, women will be able to

successfully survive and thrive” (Bowker, 1999). Women in this study, as evidenced by

their answers, certainly agree with Bowker.

The purpose ofthis study was to explore the meaning ofdomestic abuse survivors

assigned to CPS and other systemic interaction, the situations in which intervention

occurs, and the intended and unintended consequences ofthe intervention. The

significance ofthe study was to give voice to domestic abuse sm'vivors, inform policy,

assist practicing human service workers from a variety ofsystems, and identify

alternative methods that may be more helpful to all involved. Within the meaning

assignedmflwhexpmimflnwomen’sstoflesmflresmdyfotmdthefoflowing

assumptions to be faulty.

To assume that the interaction ofsystems is protective ofchildren is clearly

challenged by the experiences ofthe women in this study. Systems repeatedly failed the

womenwhorequestedassistancenumeroustimes inthehistoryoftheirabuse. Most of

the children in the study are currently having unsupervised custodial relationships with
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someone that society expected the victims to protect them from during the relationship.

It is ironic that mothers were expected and required to protect their children fi'om their

perpetrator, yet the assailant was given access to them without anyone present to protect

the children during their visits with him. It begs the question, ifhe was considered a

threat then, why isn’t he now? If he wasn’t really ever a threat, why was she and in some

cases is still being punished?

The assumption that systems are protective of adults experiencing domestic abuse

is also suspect given the stories ofthe participants in the study. Interventions sometimes

were not only unhelpful, but in most cases exacerbated the danger the women and their

children were experiencing. Many were disbelieved, blamed, threatened, ridiculed,

silenced, and discounted. They were left to endure additional beatings that resulted in

near death because police officers did not recognize the danger. The women were left

sitting next to their assailant in court, with attorneys that did little to protect them or the

interests of their children. They were, in effect, alone and endangered.

Society also assumes that women subjected to abuse are better off ifthey leave

the relationship, and assumes that they can, ifthey choose. Women in this study revealed

their multiple attempts to leave, and the systemic barriers that made a successful escape

impossible. The women discussed the extraordinary fear that lived with, and the

knowledge that without the resources ofaffordable housing, gainful employment,

transportation, childcare and quality legal assistance they were unable to feed and house

their children, and risked losing them to a perpetrator who had the resources to provide.

Many reported extreme pressure from the batterer, his family, their religion, and at times

even their own family to stay in the relationship. The cards were stacked against them.
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The women in the study related their all-consuming efforts to protect their

children. Yet they are assumed to be choosing their batterer over their children ifthey

are unable to leave. The women reported a purposefirl seduction by the assailant, which

effectively entrapped them in a relationship only after there was a significant

commitment that was not easy to undo. Once successfully committed to the relationship,

women struggled to make sense ofthe science fiction novel that became their day-to-day

life. Their resources were limited as they were isolated progressively each day, and

sealed off fiom those who may otherwise have offered them hope.

The mothers in this study were held almost exclusively responsible for the welfare

of their children. Women in the study were expected to protect children from another

caretaker in the home. It was a source ofconfusion for the participants: the lack of

understanding for the fact that if they aren’t safe, the children cannot be, either.

Participants wondered out loud in their interviews what they should or could have done,

and why social services, law enforcement and the courts could not or would not

recognize that they were also victims.

Society assumes that if victims want to leave, there are supports that allow them

to do so just through their choosing to access them. Clearly, this was not the experience

ofthe women in the study. Shelters were full, personal protection orders were ignored,

assailants escaped sanctions, attorneys failed to adequately represent the women or the

children, and resources that would allow them to feed and shelter their children were

scarce, at best. To add insult to injury, the very systems that were expected to be

available and support them blamed the victim for the abuse, and levied sanctions

including legal charges against them when they did request assistance. There were two
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consistent exceptions to this finding: domestic service providers and specially trained

attorneys.

All but three women expressed gratitude to their domestic violence service

providers, and credited them with their ability to leave and garner the resources that they

needed to survive. They described support and services that were relevant, non-

judgmental and safe. Likewise, those women who had attorneys with specialized training

on the dynamics ofdomestic violence fared better in court, and regardless ofthe outcome

ofcourt hearings, felt supported and well represented. It would seem that the quality of

support is dependent upon the degree to which workers understand the reality ofdomestic

abuse and the victim’s ability to access affordable, but high quality legal representation.

Women in the study also challenged the assumption that mothers in abusive

relationships do not make significant or successful attempts to protect their children.

Participants described making decisions based on the welfare oftheir children. They

stepped in between the batterers and the children to protect them. They took beatings for

their kids. They used what control they could exert over daily schedules, routines, and

outside activities to keep the children fiom contact with the assailant. Participants trained

their children in safety strategies. They chose surrogate caregivers with the kids’ safety

inmind. Theyusedcoachesandteachersasmentorsfortheirchildren. Theyattempted

to leave. . .repeatedly.

Sigm'frcance fogystems

Beyond giving voice to survivors, this study attempted to identify issues that may

assist workers from a variety ofsystems to support sm'vivors and their children in ways

that lead to their safety, self-sufficiency, productivity, and ability to create and thrive in a
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healthy environment. The women fiom the study clearly identified suggestions that they

felt would assist women and children needing and seeking safety.

They asked to be treated as a partner in securing a safe environment for their

families. They asked not to be threatened, and that systems understand that batterers can

and do manipulate workers and systems. They identified the need for empathy for

themselves and for understanding of their situations. They requested restraint and that

they not be labeled. Participants asked for understanding oftheir cultural realities. They

asked that they not be subjected to sanctions that their assailants were not, and that

parenting plans be reasonable and relevant. They also requested explanations of

processes and expectations. They asked that they be credited for those things they did to

protect their children, and placement for their children with individuals that they knew

could be trusted. Participants requested that they be kept informed, and have access or

referrals to resources that would allow them to escape. Additionally participants asked

for understanding oftheir hysteria, and their lack of faith in systems to help them. They

also asked that courts review the policy of giving custody rights to assailants. Above all,

they requested individuals in systems understand that the person who should be held

responsible for abusive behavior is the individual that chooses to abuse.

Poterg’alfsolutiogs

0 Education: It is clear that those workers, police officers, attorneys and

judges that had extensive training in the dynamics ofdomestic abuse

responded in more helpful and just ways to both the victimized mother

and their children. Domestic abuse is a complex and difficult issue to

understand. The training ofthese groups must be comprehensive and
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ongoing, and allow for opportunities to practice integration into mock

cases, with feedback and support of specialists in the field of domestic

abuse.

Legislative Action: The Violence Against Women Act at the federal

level, and child abuse laws both on a federal and state level need to be

expanded to require minimum mandatory sentencing guidelines for

perpetrators, requirements to safeguard children and their mother post-

separation from the abusive father, and reasonable time for women who

are attempting escape to stabilize before their children are removed. In

addition, guardians ad litem must be required to become licensed and pass

training on domestic violence prior to being assigned to children’s cases.

Legal Sanctions: If a woman is to be accused ofnot protecting children

from the danger that is the assailant’s violence, the abuser should first be

convicted ofendangering the child. Any failure by the courts to sanction

him serves to reinforce the ability of the batterer to continue to abuse.

The author advocates mandatory sentencing requirements for domestic

abuse convictions that match those ofnon-domestic assaults.

Joint Custody: If courts believe that mothers should have protected their

children from the abuser’s violence, courts should also be held to the

same standard, and protect the children from the abuser, as well. Joint

custody or unsupervised visitation places the children in the same danger

that the victim was expected to prevent. It should be expected ofthe

courts that they act in the matter ofprotection based on the same standard
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upon which they hold the mother. Therefore, courts should not grant

unsupervised visitation rights to abusive fathers.

Removal from the Home: Rather than remove the children, the assailant,

who is the source ofthe violence, should be the one displaced. Once the

assailant is removed, strategies to contain him from further accessing and

damaging the children are essential. If the victim is safe, the children will

be, as well.

Termination ofparental rights: Ifthe assailant is so dangerous as to be a

threat to his children, his parental rights should be terminated, not hers.

Affirmative Defense: Some states (Iowa, Oklahoma, Texas and

Minnesota) have already adopted this legal option. It would allow

mothers to legally argue under this defense that to have intervened

beyond her attempts to protect her children would cause greater,

retaliatory harm due to the domestic violence. Michigan is not one ofthe

states that has adopted this defense.

Assigning Responsibility: Battered women cannot, nor should they be

expected to, stop an assailant’s violence. Only the assailant can do that.

Expecting anything else further traps the victim and her children, and

significantly decreases the odds that they will ever safely escape. All

systems must adopt processes that assign responsibility to the assailant,

and sanction him within the context ofthat responsibility.

Supporting the Successful Escape: Services and resources that fill in the

gaps ofthose assets victims lose when they leave the relationship are
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essential for their ability to provide and thrive. Emergency shelter,

affordable housing, capable and competent legal services, gainful

employment, transportation and childcare are all critical factors. Funding

for these services at levels that ensure no women is forced to stay for

economic reasons will allow them to leave and still provide.

Cultural Considerations: Systems workers need education on the cultural

issues that factor into the decisions that abused women make. These

factors, including concern over racial disparity in the correctional system,

and over-representation in helping systems require that all systems be

under greater pressure to hold the assailant responsible through their own

systemic functions, policies and procedures.

Societal Considerations: The public needs education on the dynamics of

domestic abuse, in order to change their belief that somehow the victim is

to blame for the abuse. Communities need to be aware ofwhat services

are available, why they are important, and how to support those who are

in the situation in ways that are helpful. Violence awareness education

for young adolescents will give them references upon which to base a

healthy relationship.

Patriarchal Norms: The patriarchal norms that allow and sanction women

to be seen as subordinate, hysterical, illogical and defective contribute to

systems’ failure to protect and support the women and children in abusive

settings. These norms are detrimental to the ability ofwomen and their

families to succeed. Unrealistic, disparate and unjust expectations and
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beliefs regarding women’s roles, equality, familial hierarchy, and inherent

worth must be challenged and changed at all levels.

Limitations of the Study

The sample in this study was small, and with all qualitative research, has inherent

difficulties with replication. Recruiting was difficult, and many declined the opportunity

to be part ofthe study. Absent in this work is the voice ofthe batterer, the children, and

workers from related systems. It is unknown what their contributions may have meant to

this work. The women were ofonly two races, and so results cannot be even slightly

generalized to women of other races. Women experience domestic abuse within the

context oftheir etlmic communities. Since more women ofminority ethnicity are socio-

economically disadvantaged, the literature supports the fact that they will come to the

attention of social service institutions more frequently than their wealthier counterparts.

The number of individuals who refused to participate in the study appeared to be

linked to their trust that they could and would be protected by the researcher. In the case

of the study population, women expressed mistrust in systems that had failed them

numerous times before. It is very possible that the population believed that like others

within a ‘helping system’, the researcher would also fail them. It is unknown what their

contributions may have meant to this study.

The methodology required that the researcher understand and be able to relate

with accuracy the meaning ofthe words ofthe women in the study. Within that concern

is the researcher’s own experiences in serving women in abusive relationships. The

epoche in this document outlines the concerns this issue raises.
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The questions asked of participants were those designed by the author in an

attempt to gather relevant information. To what degree that the questions were the ‘right’

ones, or the manner in which they were delivered could influence how participants’

stories were told. The facilitation ofa semi-structured interview and use of participants’

own words, as told by them, was designed to address this issue. Beyond that, it is unclear

if indeed the questions were the ‘right’ ones.

The accuracy ofthe information provided by participants was dependent upon

their ability and willingness to be honest in telling their stories. Likewise, the author had

to rely on recruiters fiom victim services to avoid hand-selecting those cases that are not

representative ofmost abused women and their children. To what degree they did not

hand-select cases, I cannot attest.

The art of recall is problematic, as humans tend to conceptualize events and

circumstances in ways that allow them to cope and at times, memories are faulty. Many

ofthe women in this study were at the time of interview, fighting for their children. They

would be understandable defensive and under duress, given their situations. What

influence these factors had on the responses ofthe women is unknown.

This study was situated in Michigan. Other states may have statutes and

procedures that would facilitate very different results than those reported in this study. In

addition, as this study was completed, the Michigan Department ofHuman Services was

revamping the Structured Decision Making tool. This may change the way in which

victims ofdomestic violence are assessed. The department has also rolled out a new

program that structures the decisions made on families within a community roundtable.
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This program has had mixed reviews, and is too recent an endeavor to know what effect,

if any, it will have on victims of domestic violence.

Women experienced services in several different counties, and reported that their

experiences changed between counties and indeed, within counties. The degree to which

their experiences are typical across the state is unknown. Recently, Michigan’s state

workers were offered early retirement, in an attempt to reduce state payroll expenses.

This created a CPS workforce that was restructured, streamlined, and vastly devoid of

more experienced workers. It is unknown what effect, if any, this had on the cases

represented in the study.

High profile cases of child abuse resulting in the death ofchildren have caused the

Michigan Department ofHuman Services to come under public scrutiny and criticism for

failing to adequately protect children in its services. To what degree that has influenced

the decisions made by workers involved in the representative cases is unknown.

rtunities for Future Rem

First and foremost, research on the role ofpersonal experiences and perceptions

that may color the decisions ofworkers in their response to domestic abuse victims is

essential ifwe are to take faulty paradigms out of the equation for survivors and their

children. Further, research that delves into these perceptions as they relate to patriarchal

norms is important. Researchers interested in the extent of issues raised in the study may

wish to expand the sample to other racially diverse groups, and include batterers and their

children, as well. A larger sample may yield other important results.

The effects ofpolicies such as Joint Custody, Structured Decision Making,

Permanency Placement, Failure to Protect, placement ofremoved children with
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perpetrators and/or their families, Dual Arrest and Affirmative Response are of interest,

and little data exist regarding these options. Included in that research may be discussions

with adults who as children experienced the consequences ofsome ofthese policies.

The quality of legal representation the women in the study experienced was of

significant concern to the researcher. It would appear that access to quality

representation, either through their financial ability to hire quality representation, or

through access to a network offiee or low-cost specialized attorneys determined the

outcomes for the women in the study. Reports of attorneys falling asleep, playing

solitaire and answering e-mails on their laptop in court raise the question ofcompetency.

Studies that would allow observation ofattorneys and guardians ad litem in court settings

and record the quality of representation they provide for victims ofviolence may yield

answers to the concerns this study raises. Likewise, studies that track and report judges’

decisions may yield data on the degree to whichjudges understand and respond

appropriately to victims ofdomestic violence and their children. In a related issue,

research that documents the degree systems interact with parents as equally responsible

for the well being of children, and not just in cases ofcustody, are warranted.

In this study, I was amiss in not collecting more information as to why

participants were unwilling to participate in the study. Were more white women reticent

to participate? Were more black women less likely to participate? If either are true, what

is the reason for the differences in the willingness to participate?

Studies on the batterer’s strategy ofpurposeful seduction and that of seeking

individuals who may be particularly vulnerable may yield information on the ways in

which perpetrators seek their victims. More studies are needed that determine the degree
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to which perpetrators are diverted into programs that have been proven largely ineffective

with this population, such as anger management and batterer’s intervention.

Research that would document the degree to .which PPO’s, weapons and parole

violations are ignored also may be merited. More research on the effects ofjoint custody

and weapons-related violence by perpetrators may yield data on the extent to which

perpetrators ofdomestic violence are involved in the use ofweapons and to what degree

the women and children are affected by the presence ofthreats they may bring.

Research that would outline the training judges, attorneys, law enforcement and

service providers are provided as part oftheir career preparation may indicate gaps

between what is provided and what is needed. Additionally, there are materials provided

to these groups to be used as guidelines. For instance, the National Council ofFamily

Court Judges has produced a benchbook forjudges on cases of domestic violence and

custody decisions. How manyjudges have read these materials and/or use them?

Studies that would explore the ways in which different courts share information,

for instance, between criminal court and family court, may provide a clearer picture of

whatjudges know in each court about behaviors that are addressed in another court, and

how they integrate this information into their own rulings. Are domestic violence

charges entered into another court made known to judges making custody decisions?

What weight are they given, ifthey do factor into custody decision?

The women in the study reported being assisted by some workers to which

participants credit as having saved their lives. A study ofworkers like those who were so

effective in assisting victims may tell us what they know, or how they operate. This
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information would be invaluable to new workers coming into the field, and to those that

may not be effective in supporting domestic violence victims.

Policy Implications

As Trepiccione (2001) stated, “Children cannot be protected without protecting

their caretakers as well (p. 10).” This study firmly convinces me ofthat fact. I also agree

with Scott (1996) who indicated that the answers to this complex issue is in the

elimination ofpatriarchal norms that prevents an honest look at the power struggle that

exists in male-female relationships. To correct this problem, the first move rests firmly in

the courts. Alksnis (2001) asserts that the failure ofthe courts to facilitate just outcomes

only serves to foster the practice ofmale violence. In addition, I believe that violence

will continue to be perpetuated, as children observe systems that ignore or discount the

violence they experience. These children are the next generation ofpotential abusers and

future victims. By ignoring the person responsible for the violence, we teach children

that it is all right to abuse, and we teach future victims that they may expect to be abused,

and that there will be no help for them, when it happens. Courts must assume and carry

out their responsibilities to “hold fathers accountable and punish them for their abusive

behaviors” (Enos, 1996, p. 263).

CPS workers must change their paradigm, as well, recognizing that “it is

particularly shortsighted to remove children from the care oftheir battered mothers

without first trying to remove or change the source ofthe domestic violence risk, the

batterers” (National Council ofJuvenile and Family Court Judges (NCJFCJ), 1999, p.

19). The NCJFCJ added that service providers have a responsibility to ongoing internal

fact-finding to determine whether diverse families are served with fairness and respect.
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Confidentiality and privileged communication are sacrosanct to the women who

suffer the abuse. All systems must pledge to understand and act in a way that protects the

safety of adult and child victims ofdomestic abuse. Private information in the hands of a

batterer who is relentless in stalking his victim is a weapon that we can ill afford to give

him.

Attorneys must be diligent in their defense of battered women, and seek the

knowledge that will enable them to understand and represent them in a way that is just.

Police ofiicers must continue to make strides in their informed and just response to

victims of domestic violence. Training for these workers is essential, and must be

uniformly part and parcel oftheir preparation for their careers.

The practice of victim blaming so prevalent in the stories of the participants, and

well documented in the literature must stop. Children must not be placed with

individuals who are known to be violent, or their relatives. CPS further must require the

male caretakers in the home to successfully complete and comply with parenting

agreements at the same level as their female counterparts, if they are to have future

contact with the children.

All systems should review their practices and policies to ensure that women and

their children are not labeled as defective or dysfunctional. Attorneys need to be

educated in the dynamics ofdomestic abuse, and represent their clients with the vigor and

expertise that anyone in our legal system deserves. So, too should guardians ad litem be

expected to understand and represent their young clients in ways that support their safety

within the context oftheir lived experiences. Additional research with adults effected by
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domestic violence as children may provide information on what is best for children

witnessing domestic abuse.

Prevention programs that teach young people the characteristics of supportive vs.

abusive relationships is key for young people with poor references to what a healthy

relationship looks and feels like. We owe the next generation no less.

Domestic violence victim service providers are encouraged to discuss the issues

surrounding victim responses to their abuse and how those behaviors are conceptualized

within community systems. I would posit that by insisting that their behaviors are logical

without educating other systems as to why they behave in the way they do decreases

credibility. In my opinion, it does a disservice to merely claim that victims are not

defective. I believe that framing victims’ experiences in terms ofhostages is a way in

which to frame their behavior that fosters greater understanding.

Additionally, I would respectfully argue with my colleagues that the behavior of

victims and survivors is outside ofnormal expectations, but that it also should be

expected. What individual subjected to their experiences would not have some negative

consequences? What person would not have some psychological affects fiom such

treatment? I believe that we need to acknowledge that in some terms, that do not blame

victims, but provide a reference as to the logic in their choices and behaviors. In this

way, victims are less likely to be perceived as simply defective, but rather deserving of

understanding and support.

Finally, for those who suffer in isolation and silence, we owe an array ofeasily

accessible services to assist them in their desire to escape. The services must include the

resources necessary for them to survive and thrive beyond the separation. They will be
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reticent to leave ifthey think their children will suffer as a result ofa decision to separate

from the abuser. We can continue to blame them unfairly, or we can support them in a

way that ensures they can care for themselves and their children. Just like the abuse,

victims do not have the power to change our choice of behaviors. Just like the batterers,

we are the only ones who can.
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Appendix A

Dear Colleague:

I am asking your help in locating former clients fi'om your agency that may be

interested in participating in a research study that is the basis for my doctoral dissertation.

The study will examine the concurrent issues of domestic violence and failure to protect.

The research is designed to explore the lived experiences ofwomen who had their

parental rights temrinated under failure to protect charges Specifically, participants must

be: female, victims ofdomestic violence, mothers whose rights were terminated as a

result of failure to protect charges, and interested in participating in a study on their

experiences. The goal of the study is to lend victims’ voices to the growing cache ofdata

being collected on the intersecting issues of child witnesses to violence and domestic

abuse. Currently, there are no studies that provide data from the perspectives ofthe

women involved.

I would like to interview a total of nine women statewide, of various ethnicity and

socio-economic backgrounds. The interview, with your permission, would take place in

your facility, and would take about two hours. Participants in the study would receive a

small token gift in recognition ofthe time spent in the interview.

The study is authorized by Michigan State University, and has been reviewed and

approved by my doctoral committee (ofwhich Dr. Cris Sullivan is a member). If you are

willing to assist me in locating these women, or have questions regarding this study,

please contact me at (231) 894-6236 and leave a message, or contact me via the coalition

listserve. As your part, you will be asked to contact the client, verify eligibility, share the

purpose ofthe study, get permission to share her contact information with me, and pass

on that information if she agrees. In addition, I have enclosed a University approved

Informed Consent Form that you would be asked to review with the participant prior to

her agreeing to participate. I will also review again the consent form, answer any

. questions she may have regarding the consent process, and will obtain the required

consent signature prior to the interview. Thanks for your help in this matter.

Sue Johnson, Every Woman’s Place, Muskegon
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APPENDIX B

Interview Topic Guide

Tell me about:

0 The history ofthe abusive relationship?

0 How you feel about your children?

0 What your children knew about the violence?

0 What you did to protect them from the violence?

0 How your children influenced your decisions at that time?

0 Your experience with Child Protective Services?

0 Your experience with the police and the courts?

0 What happened to your assailant?

o How the interaction with CPS affected you and your family?

0 What was helpful to you in your interaction with CPS?

o What was not helpful to you in your interaction with CPS?

0 Anything else would you like to say about this subject that I haven’t asked

you?
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APPENDIX C

9mm

Introduction: My name is Susan Johnson. I am a doctoral student at Michigan State

University, and am doing a dissertation study as my final examination prior to being

awarded a doctoral degree. A dissertation is a research project that results in a published

document. You are being asked if you would like to be part of this study. You probably

have questions about what it would mean to you to be part of the study. This form may

answer some of those questions. I will be glad to answer other questions that you may

have that this form does not. Please read it carefully. If after reading this, if you would

like to be part of the study, you will be asked to sign it. If at any time after the interview,

if you would like to speak with me, you may contact me at (231) 759-7909, or at home

(231) 894-6236, or by e-mail at ewpmuskegon@hotmail.com.

Interviewer Credentials: In my current position, I have worked with survivors of

domestic violence for eight years in both a counseling and administrative role. In my

four years of graduate classes at Michigan State University, I have been prepared by my

professors to be caring, supportive and sensitive to the special circumstances that you

have experienced. You have the right to be treated with dignity and respect. I will

honor that right.

Purpose: The purpose ofthis study is to gather information on the experiences of

women who are victims ofabuse and have had contact with Child Protective Services.

Interviews with women who have personal insight and stories to share about their

experiences will be used to gather the information.

Time Commitment: The interview will take about two hours, and will be tape-recorded.

The tape recording will be written into a report that will be given to you to read. The

report will state exactly what questions you were asked, and how you answered them. It

will take about a half-hour to an hour to read it. The tape recordings will be kept locked

in a safe until after the study is finished, and the review process is complete. Once that

occurs, the tapes will be fed through a shredding machine. By signing this form, you are

giving me permission to tape record our interview.

Volunteering for the Study: Women are being asked if they would like to volunteer for

this study. You have the right to choose to be part ofthe study, or decide that you do not

wish to be part ofthe study. If you choose to be part ofthe study, you can change your

mind at any time before the dissertation is turned in to the University. If you change your

mind, the answers you gave would not be used in the report. There is no penalty for

deciding not to be part of the study. If you decide to be part ofthe study, you can choose

not to answer any question that you feel you do not wish to answer. Again, there is no

penalty for choosing not to answer a question.

Privacy: Your name, address, phone number or any other personal identification will not

be given out to anyone in the written report. You will be given a false name in the
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document to protect your privacy. I am the only one who will know who you really are.

I am required to protect your privacy to the maximum extent allowable by law, and I will

do so.

Contact Persons: If you have any questions or concerns about this study, please contact

the primary investigator Dr. Cris Sullivan. You may reach her at Room 130, Psychology

Building, Michigan State University, Lansing, MI 48824. Ifyou have questions or

concerns regarding your rights as a study participant, or are dissatisfied at any time with

any aspect ofthis study, you may contact—anonymously ifyou wish—Peter Vasilenko,

Ph.D., Chair ofthe University Committee on Research Involving Human Subjects

(UCRIHS) at (517) 355-2180, fax (517) 423-4503, e—mail: ucrihs@msu.edu, or regular

mail: 202 Olds Hall, East Lansing, MI 48824.

Risks to you: Sometimes telling your story can bring back painful memories. If that

happens to you, you can get help. The staff, here at this agency, has promised to provide

you with fi'ee counseling, ifyou ask them for it. Below is a statement on other types of

injuries and protections:

Costs to you: Your participation in this research project will not involve any costs to

you or your health care insurer.

Awards: Ifyou choose to participate in this study, you will be given a $20.00 gift

certificate to a local store.

Your signature below indicates your voluntary agreement to participate in this study:

  

Participant name date
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