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Abstract

The Crucible: Violence, Help-Seeking, and Abused
Women’s Transformations of Self

Lora Bex Lempert

Sociologists have long understood that what people do in
specific interactions both expresses and reflects historical
and social structural forces beyond particular encounters.
This research analyzed the ways that hierarchical
male/female social arrangements are routinely established
and maintained in abusive relationships. Narrative analysis
and grounded theory, two qualitative methodological
approaches were applied to the data. The data collected
included 32 in-depth interviews with participants in support
groups for women in abusive relationships. Research
attention was directed to power negotiations continuous in
the on-going interactions between abusive men and their
female partners as manifested in definitional dialogues in
which the violence was both constructed and reconstructed.
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Chapter One

". . . a fairy tale story ending in hell."

Wife abuse is simultaneously a personal problem, a social
problem, and a political issue. Definitions and policies
relating to wife abuse as a social phenomenon have been formed
under changing political and historical contexts of gender

relations. Wife abuse first emerged as a social problem
following the feminist campaigns against rape in the 1970s and
it quickly became reconstructed as a "family problem" severed,
in part, from its original feminist political analysis.
Feminists had attempted to illuminate the whole system of male
power, not just physical violence, that battered women
claiming that one assault did not a "battered woman" make. In
her study of feminism, family violence, and social control,
Linda Gordon (1988), for example, maintained that women became
abused because of a socially determined inability to escape,
because of a lack of economic independence, because of
ineffective law enforcement policies, and because of a
diminution in the self-confidence of women in violent

relationships. My own research on women in abusive
relationships provides additional illustrations of the ways in
which macro level male domination affects micro level

heterosexual partnerships.

The problem of wife abuse is extensive and widespread. In a
1985 national survey of married couples Straus and Gelles
(1986) reported that 30 couples per thousand admitted to
Severe violence in their relationships in the previous year.
Applied to an estimated 54 million couples, this translates to
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approximately 1.6 million women experiencing severe, that is,
"wife beating" abuse each year in the U.S. alone. From

multiple data sets, Lenore Walker (1979; 1989) estimated that
50% of all adult women have been victims of violence at the

hands of their intimate mates on more than one occasion. This

increases the estimate to 20 million adult married women

potentially at risk for repeated violence. Stark and

Flitcraft (1988:300) stated: "We can safely estimate that
between 20% to 25% of adult women in the United States have

been physically abused at least once by a male intimate, that
is, between 12 and 15 million women." Further data indicated

that morbidity due to violence against women by their intimate
partners caused "21, 000 hospitalizations, 99,800 days of
hospitalization, 28, 700 emergency department visits, and
39, 900 visits to a physician each year" (Medical News &
Perspectives 1990:943). Battering may be the single most
common source of serious injury to women -- accounting for
more injury than auto accidents, muggings, and rape combined
(Stark & Flitcraft 1988; Medical News & Perspectives 1990). In
a New York Times (1991) article on the American Medical

Association’s formation of a national Physicians Campaign
Against Family Violence, the United States Surgeon General,
Dr. Antonia Novello, was quoted as saying, "The home is
actually a more dangerous place for American women than the
city streets." The fact that "wife abuse" is so public in its
impact and yet remains so widespread, so systematic, and so
long-term marks it as both social and deliberate (Stark,
F l i t c r a f t , a n d F r a z i e r 1 9 7 9 )

Since the 1970s, feminists have articulated the gendered
nature of the social problem of wife abuse and the need for
helping resources to address it, including safe houses,
Shelters for abused women and their children, counseling and
advocacy. Once in place, these measures demonstrated
Considerable success in rescuing women during acute periods



of violence, but they did not remedy the problems of
violence against women in intimate environments. Nor have
they met the on-going needs of women in violent
relationships, needs that are not always acute. The power
of deciding what constitutes help and support for abused
women has remained largely in the hands of interested and
concerned feminists reacting to institutionalized violence
against their sisters.

I have taken a different approach in my research on the
help-seeking processes of battered women. I asked the women
involved to identify their needs and I related their
responses to their changing definitions of self across the
(sometimes long) trajectories of their abusive situations.

My research attempts to present the experiences of women in
relationships of intimate, interpersonal violence from their
own frames of meaning. It seeks to apprehend the complexity
of women's social constructions of knowledge within these
relationships. While core analytic attention is focused on
the stories of micro level interactions of intimate,

interpersonal violence directed against women by their male
partners, analytical concentration simultaneously attends to
macro level conditions as they affect these interactions.

My theoretical approach was constructed through my own
fusion of symbolic interactionist sociological theory,
feminist theory, and grounded theory methodology (Glaser and
Strauss 1967). Symbolic interactionism and grounded theory
emphasize the importance of respondents’ own versions of
reality, the meanings they construct and apply to their
experiences, the simultaneity of the processes of data
Collection and analysis, and the development of emergent
Social theory. Feminist theory expands upon this
Perspective by placing women and their experiences at the
Center. Thus, in effect, it reshapes the pursuit of
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knowledge. Most of mainstream sociological theory,
including symbolic interactionism, has not been attentive to
gender. Because women’s experiences have not been
considered as separate and distinct from those of men, a
kind of "false consciousness" of the world as it is

apprehended has developed in sociology. Thus, not only has
exclusion silenced women’s experiences, it has also silenced
sociological analyses of them. My research addresses this
void by giving voice to women’s lived experiences of
intimate violence.

For the purpose of this study, abuse was constructed as the
repeated use of physical, emotional, or psychological force
by a man against his female partner in an intimate
relationship. This definition thus includes violence
against both wives and unmarried female partners and
establishes the abuse as a gendered social problem (Loseke
1987). It accounts for violent interactions in culturally
determined and socially sustained heterosexual
relationships. Additionally, the range of force includes a
continuum of abuse (Kelly 1988) from verbal degradation and
humiliation to the severe psychological abuse of threats of
murder and/or suicide, from slaps and pushes to assaults
with weapons. Respondents provided their own definitions
and examples of abuse.

Chapters are titled with statements from the respondents
reflecting the processes and/or information that form the
Substantive content of the analytic discussions within. As
the literature review of Chapter 2, ". . . there’s not a lot of
information out there..." demonstrates, despite research on
the historical, social, and economic bases of women's
Subordination that has examined how hierarchical

arrangements in male/female relationships are routinely
established and maintained, there is little sustained
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research attending to abusive relationships as starkly
reflective of such hierarchical ordering. Further, although
the substantive area of violence against women is both
provocative and compelling and, as such, requires
description and interpretation, much of the research on
women in violent relationships does not rise above the level
of description. Finally, gender blindness is a research
characteristic of many examinations of the legitimation of
violence against women on an interactional level. The
violence becomes constructed as the individual problem of a

particular couple or as a dysfunctional family pattern.
These constructions render invisible the broad social

legitimation of violence against women and the consequences
of that wider legitimation in the interactions per se. My
research attends to these lacunae by examining abused
women’s constructions of knowledge in their social locations
as wives and partners. I analyze the women's understandings
of self, situation, and violence as they are altered by the
lived experiences of abuse. While violence is experienced
individually and idiosyncratically, it simultaneously
incorporates and mirrors social patterns of political,
economic, and ideological relations between men and women.

Where Chapter 2 situates my research within the extant
literature, Chapter 3, "... there’s gotta be a next step. . ."
provides a discussion of the methodological processes used
in the selection, development, and theoretical analyses of
the substantive topic of the help-seeking processes of
abused women. In the ensuing discourse, I situate this
research within both my personal and scholarly careers.

Using two methodological processes independently, that is
narrative analysis and grounded theory, applying them to the
Same data, in Chapters 4, 5, 6, and 7, I configure the
relationships of intimate violence as the metaphorical
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crucibles within which the abused women’s senses of self are

situated and, consequently, transformed. In Chapter 4,
". . . not every person lives like they do in the story
books. . . " I present a narrative analysis of one woman’s
abuse story that serves to represent, as an exemplar in the
phenomenological sense, the other 31 stories in this study.
While the analysis highlights Jane's (a pseudonym) account,
the narrative is representative of the diversity of the
women studied. In Chapter 4, the violence story is told.
This first layer of analysis forms the structural background
against which further analysis is developed. The importance
of this structure to an understanding of women’s experiences
of intimate violence mandated a closer look at the

interactive nature of the violence.

Chapters 5, 6, and 7 provide grounded theory analyses of
these processes. Chapter 5, ". . . it just sort of built up
gradually. . . " delineates the transformation processes begun
in the definitional dialogues between the abused women and
their partners and eventually in the partners’ definitional
hegemony over these negotiations. Chapter 6, ". . . the most
damaging thing is being silent about it..." charts the
respondents’ progressions through the continuous
definitional struggles with their abusive partners, with
their senses of self, and with additional input from
outsiders to whom the women appealed for help. In Chapter
7, ". . . cause it was awhile before I actually figured out
What was going on . . . " the women’s interpretations become
'actionable' when they define the violence as intentional
and directed, and when they decide that the relationships
are not going to change but that they have changed within
them. My analytical approach acknowledges the women’s own
definitional frames and assumes that the actions that they
have taken reflect creative strategies for coping and
Surviving in violent life circumstances. In Chapter 8,
"...it doesn't always end..." I provide a short summary of
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Chapter 2

"...there's not a alot of information out there . . ."

This chapter represents an overview of the primarily

sociological research on domestic violence and wife abuse. It

is not exhaustive in its content, but rather focuses on

seminal work in the substantive area that identifies the ways

that the problem has been constructed and explicates the

development of theoretical explanations for the problem.

I begin with a brief discussion of the effects of naming the

phenomena either "domestic violence" or "wife abuse," moving

to an examination of the constructions of wife abuse/abused

Women including a discussion of who it is that is constructed

as "abused, " feminist constructions, social vs. political

°nstructions, social control and gender, and violence and the

*9°ial control of women. Next I present the theoretical

*structs of wife abuse including psychosocial theories, the

°ulture of violence theory, social learning theory, general

Systems theory, and feminist theory concluding that section

With *Yºmbolic interactionism. Lastly, I review those works

which "*st directly relate to my own research, that is, those

which **amine the problem of intimate, interpersonal violence

against Women from their partners by looking at the abused
Woment S Serises of self.



zºº is ::t Terely a

i. i.i.e.: 1388). It

*:::::::s and int

*::::::::s ºf those e

*:" ---- * --+::::.ers. Furthe;

** **** - " -**.*. pr:tlers a

*** --- .
~ ::: .3°ts fe::::---> S



2.1 "Domestic Violence" vs. "Wife Abuse"

Language is not merely a passive form of communication (Todd

and Fisher 1988). It is an active force shaping the

constructions and interpretations of experience and the

constructions of those events that come to be constituted as

social problems. Further, language and naming affect the ways

that social problems are brought to social attention and

remediation. Following the lead of early anti-rape activists,

during the 1970s feminists identified and brought the health

and safety issues of "battered women" and "abused wives" into

the public arena. Although historically women have suffered

violent affronts to their persons and psyches by husbands,

fathers, and male siblings, it was not until the 1970s that

these actions were constructed as the social problem labelled

"spouse abuse" (Schechter 1982; Loseke 1987; Kelly 1988).

Prior to these feminist definitions, the violent behavior was

just "life" and, consequently, was handled on an individual

basis rendering the social origins and gendered nature of the

violence invisible.

The attention that feminists, and feminist scholars, brought

to violence against women prompted a definitional shift and

"domestic violence" became the buzz word for the phenomenon as

it was brought to sociological prominence by Straus, Gelles,

and Steinmetz (1980) and, thenceforth, adopted in mainstream
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representations. Although it remains salient in popular

discourse, the term is a actually a misnomer, reflecting as it

does one theoretical construct of family violence, the culture

of violence theory promoted by Straus, Gelles, and Steinmetz,

and is not reflective of the particular, and gendered,

experiences of women whose lives are dominated by intimate,

interpersonal violence.

The sociological construction of domestic violence as

formulated by Straus, Gelles, and Steinmetz (1980; 1986) and

further developed by Gelles (1987; 1985; 1983), Cornell and

Gelles (1985; 1983), Shupe et al (1987), Seltzer and Kalmuss

(1988), Giles-Sims (1983), and others, as an identification

label of social phenomena, transformed the social dynamics of

family violence into individual aberrations with social

origins. The domestic violence label focused research

consideration on presumed initiating conditions for violence,

such as alcohol, unemployment, personal histories of abuse,

personal psychopathologies, and so on, and did not focus

research attention on the social processes or outcomes of the

violent interactions. This analytical blindness created a

levelling effect that reduced all forms of family violence to

dysfunctional interactions. By equating various forms of

family violence, the distinctions in form are collapsed and

the dimensions of gender and power that are fundamental to

understanding wife abuse are obscured. Due, in part, to the
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reductionist effects of the label, research attention has been

directed to family histories, intergenerational transfers of

violence, and behavioral problems and macro conditions of male

dominance affecting violent micro interactions have frequently

been neglected. A deleterious effect of this construct was

that in attending to individual configurations and solutions,

domestic violence researchers often seemed to miss the social,

structural, and political nature of the problem of intimate,

interpersonal violence directed against women by their

partners.

In part because it lacks any gender analysis, the use of

"domestic violence" to describe the phenomena of violence in

intimate, interpersonal relationships has also had

particularly grave consequences for women. The domestic

violence construct implied an equality of power and resource

control within husband-wife relationships and, consequently,

masked the nature of patriarchy and hierarchy in most family

relations. It was insidious in its ability to affect how this

violence against women was conceptualized.

My research puts women in a central position and views the

"wife abuse" phenomena as qualitatively different from

"domestic violence." In my research and analysis, wife abuse

is viewed as a location of convergence of broader patterns of

discrimination against women -- economic, social, and
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political. Further, wife abuse is identified as a gendered

social phenomenon perpetrated by men against women in their

social locations as wives. Wife abuse, or battered women, are

terms that more adequately reflect the specific social

phenomena that is the subject of this research.

Having pointed out the effects of the naming process used to

Construct this problem, I now turn to a discussion of the

constructions of wife abuse and abused women including

feminist constructions, social vs. political constructions,

Social control and gender, and conclude with violence and

Social control.

2.2 CONSTRUCTIONS OF WIFE ABUSE/ABUSED WOMEN

"he major problems faced by abused women are often socially

°onstructed as a result of social and cultural conceptions of

"9men, marriage, and family. Who abused women are, what is

done to help them, what resources are made available to them,

what Sociologists, other researchers, and the lay public

"known about abused women are all products of social
C - - -9nstructions of Women, marriage, and family.

I - - -*eological constructs about the causes, origins, and

S - - -*tions of wife abuse are often contradictory. Most reflect
t -

he +nadequacy of research on the phenomena of wife abuse
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which focuses on what women in violent relationships do rather

than how they interpret the violent actions and events or the

social conditions that affect both their interpretations and

their resultant acts. Ideologies, nonetheless, affect social

policies. The policies that social institutions produce

reflect the dominance of certain values and normative concepts

of social problems and their remedies (Estes 1981).

In the next section, I present ideological constructions of

wife abuse and abused women. I begin with a discussion of who

it is who becomes constructed as an "abused woman," followed

by feminist constructions of the problem, and social as

Compared to political constructions. The last two sections

are concerned with the social control of women through gender

Constructions and through the use of violence. The chapter

°loses with an examination of the research on the "self" of

abused women.

*.2.1 Who are "abused women"?

*ntimate, interpersonal violence against women occurs in all

*9Cio-economic groups (Margolin et al. 1988; Stark and

*tcraft 1988; walker 1979, 1989, strauss et al. 1980; Davis
***, Schwartz 1988; Hofeller 1983, Morgan 1981), although
Selles and Cornell (1985) suggested that abuse is more likely
to

- - - - - -9CCur in those families characterized as having low
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socioeconomic status. Whether this is, in fact, accurate or

whether middle class families have access to more resources

and can, therefore, keep the events more private is yet to be

determined and may be indeterminable. Hickey (1990) reported

that working women with "strong, independent identities" were

just as likely to be victims of intimate violence from their

male partners as uneducated, unemployed, dependent women.

In their 1988 epidemiological review of the social problem of

wife abuse, Stark and Flitcraft (1988) found no consistent

personality profile identified for battered women and no

evidence of the learned helplessness syndrome advanced by

Walker (1979). There were no factors consistently found to

increase women's risks of abuse. The importance of race,

income, occupation, alcohol, violent inheritance, and status

inconsistencies were ambiguous as causal factors and were

instead construed by Stark and Flitcraft as "vulnerability

factors. " These "vulnerability factors" were said to be

further compounded by the experience of dual trauma --

Physical assault and institutional victimization -- resulting

for abused women in increased senses of isolation, entrapment,

**lf-destructive behaviors, and homicidal rage (Stark and

**itcraft 1988).
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The commonly held assumption that excessive alcohol use leads

to violent behavior directed against women is a spurious

association according to Gelles (1979), R. A. Berk and

colleagues (1983), and Kantor and Straus (1987). Kantor and

Straus (1987) found that a history of men's problems with

alcohol appears to affect the severity of women's injuries,

although whether men and/or women drink at the time of the

violent events has no direct effect. Research studies by

Gelles (1979), R. A. Berk and colleagues (1983), and Kantor and

Straus (1987) found that men commonly use drinking as a self

serving justification for violence and women commonly accept

that definition of the situation.

In an interview study designed to assess contemporary

attitudes and norms regarding physical force between spouses,

Greenblatt (1983) found a tolerance for "out of control"

violence due to reasons of mental illness, stress, or alcohol

use where the perpetrating male was not held accountable for

his violent actions. This finding suggested a moral domain

and definition of responsibility leading to constructions of

excuses by men defending their violent actions and to

acceptance by the women of these excuses.

Greenblatt (1983) further explored conditions under which men

and/or women viewed men's violence as appropriate or

*CCeptable, he found that both men and women listed the
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women’s behavior as the precipitating provocation, and major

reason, for the violence. Both men and women "blame the

victim" (Ryan 1971). In anecdotes of women’s violence against

men, the acceptable explanation for violence was "hitter’s

feelings" making women responsible for provocation both when

they are hit and when they are hitting. The blame then would

seem not to be on the victim as non-gendered, ". . . but of

blaming the female" (Greenblatt 1983).

In a 600 respondent study of the relationship between wife

beating and child abuse, Lee Bowker and colleagues (1988)

found wife abuse was more frequent in couples where the

husbands and wives experienced frequent separations, the

wife’s marital satisfaction was low, and where husband

dominance was high.

In sum, the research suggests that wife abuse is not an

artifact of the behavior of aberrant or alcoholic men.

Although experienced individually, wife abuse is directed,

widespread, and long-term violence against women collectively.

Additionally, there is high social tolerance for violence

against women that holds women responsible for men's violence

as well as for their own violence as initiators or

respondents.

4.2.2 Feminist Constructions
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Feminist scholars like Kay Valentine (1990) have maintained

that control over women’s innermost sense of moral worth is

the linchpin of gender hierarchy. Violence is the ultimate

resource in male maintenance of social control. Feminist

scholars Hanmer and Maynard (1987) concluded that feminist

research reveals the existence of complex social structures

where power, inequality, and oppression function along

socially constructed gender lines. In this system, violence

is a strategy used to control women. Further, it is male

domination that makes wife abuse a social rather than a

personal problem.

Linda Gordon (1988:3) argued that the phenomena of family

violence, and most particularly violence against women and

female children, have been historically and politically

Constructed:

I make this claim in a double sense. First, the very
definition of what constitutes unacceptable domestic
violence, and appropriate responses to it, developed and
then varied according to political moods and the force of
certain political movements. Second, violence among
family members arises from family conflicts which are not
only historically influenced but political in themselves,
in the sense of that word as having to do with power
relations. Family violence usually arises out of power
struggles in which individuals are contesting real
resources and benefits. These contests arise not only
from personal aspirations but also from changing social
norms and conditions.

In a further development of the social and political nature of

wife abuse, Mary Koss (1990) has maintained that the social

*finition of families as non-violent caused "a perceptual
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blackout" of violence in "normal" families. The myth of a

safe home helps to maintain and produce "society’s blinders"

(Stanko 1988) obscuring women's widespread experiences of

intimate, interpersonal violence within their homes. Violence

against women in their social locations as wives becomes

constructed as the violation of individual women and,

Consequently, not a symptom of social policy that perpetuates

women’s vulnerability.

An underlying assumption of the social control of women

through violence is that men use a variety of forms of abuse,

coercion, and force to exert control. In research on obscene

phone calls to women, Sheffield (1989) emphasized that

violence against women and its threat are the foundations of

male dominance. Men use violence to frighten and by

frightening women, men are able to dominate and control them.

Jill Radford (1987:32) conceptualized the social control of

women as a "circular spiral of violence" which depicts the

Ways that women learn fear as a result of their own and other

women’s experiences, and from the media, press, and police

warnings. Women develop a fear of public violence and

Construct home as a site of safety. They do not involve

themselves in social, work, or political activities that

remove them from the home when, for example, it is dark.
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Radford (1987) maintained that the threat, or fear, of

violence is violence against women. Both the reality and the

threat exist as forms of social control. Through this

mechanism of social control, women are encouraged to become

increasingly dependent on one man for protection from other

men making "private" assault against them easier and removing

it from state concern and/or control. The effect of a threat

of violence, overt or implied, is to limit women’s freedom.

Without freedom of movement women's lives are fundamentally

Controlled.

Focusing on the phenomenon of "fear of crime, " or feelings of

"unsafety", Stanko (1988) found no academic language or

analysis to account for women's "fear of crime" in association

with home being an unsafe, fear-producing environment for

them. She hypothesized that women's vulnerability and

recognition of vulnerability were developed through external

expressions of fear as mechanisms for the social control of

WOI■ le IQ . She linked women’s fear of crime to women’s

experiences of men's threatening and/or violent behavior,

experiences that might not be considered serious crimes by the

police and others (Stanko 1988).

Wardell and colleagues (1983) critically evaluated the

literature on wife abuse and suggested that an injurious

Consequence of those studies that compare "battered" and

"unbattered" women is the assumption that the differences
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cause the violent fates. This assumption produces research

with anti-women biases and constructs abused women as deviant

and complicitous.

In sum, most feminist researchers of the phenomena of wife

abuse view the violence as a social rather than a private

event in which interpersonal dynamics are less important than

social factors. Bograd (1988: 14) articulated this feminist

perspective when she wrote that "The reality of domination at

the social level is the most crucial factor contributing to

and maintaining wife abuse at the personal level."

2.2. 3. Social vs. Political Constructions

The feminist outcry against the "aberrant male" construct of
wife abuse has caused more research attention to be focused on

the social dimensions of the problem. It has also generated
some astute political criticisms. For example, in a 1981
article, Morgan argued that the phenomena of wife abuse are
political problems reflecting the conditions of women in
Contemporary society. The state, by addressing political
problems as social problems, depoliticizes understandings of
and resolutions for wife abuse. The problem then becomes

constructed as a crisis in the family, not as a broad problem
in male/female relations; as a reflection of a violent culture
which serves to separate wife abuse from class, history, and
the relations of production; and as a personal dysfunction
requiring individual treatment.

Morgan (1981) cited the feminist shelter movement as an

example of 'winning the battle and losing the war.' AS She
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analyzed it, the shelter movement aimed at reforming the
criminal justice system to bring sanctions against abusive men
and to educate the community to identify wife abuse as a
crime. The two issues became linked in public consciousness
as the legal justice system was forced to recognize men who
abused their spouses as criminals. The wider issues of gender
domination, however, were rarely systematically addressed with
the consequence that reforms within the legal justice system
simply reestablished gender domination and social control
under other guises. The 'red tape' of the system resulted in
humiliation and increased danger to women, or institutional
victimization (see section 6.5.3 for my analysis of this
problem).

Morgan (1981) further suggested that the state was, in fact,
designed to address political problems, such as wife abuse, as
"social" problems and in so doing to utilize the mantles of
science and technology to manage these social issues. By

labelling wife abuse as a social problem, instead of a
political or economic problem, the phenomenon is depoliticized
into individualized and professionalized frameworks where the
problem of wife abuse is said to affect a broad range of
individuals. Political issues are subsumed under social

problem constructs.

It is my own opinion that the depoliticization of wife abuse
by the state was aided and abetted by feminist researchers who
did not want to be left open to the charge of serving the
"establishment" by examining wife abuse in terms of race and
class. A kind of paralysis set into the feminist movement
after charges of racism were levelled by racial-ethnic women
against the movements’ white, middle class based assumptions
of women’s experiences. My perception is that a retreat
OCCurred in which feminist scholars were reluctant to examine

wife abuse within the contexts of race and/or class as the
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findings could be potentially discrediting to lower class
and/or racial-ethnic groups. These potentially discrediting
findings could then be used in more individual charges against
specific researchers as representations of research that
serves to perpetuate racist or classist stereotypes. While I
have had confirmation of this perspective in private
conversations with feminist scholars, I have not, however,

found research sources to substantiate my contentions.

In an analysis of the creation of the "wife beating problem,"

Kathleen Tierney (1982) has suggested that the

depoliticization of wife abuse had further negative
consequences for women. By arguing that social class is not
a major factor in abuse, a new image was created of battered
women as typical of women in U.S. society. As Schwartz (1988)
indicated this construction of universal risk theory implied
that all women are equally situated within patriarchal society
and are, therefore, equally likely to be victims of wife
abuse. This construction further assumes that all women

constitute a class. This characterization is itself a

formulation that denies women’s racial and class differences

in experience. It renders the experiences of many women
invisible. As Robin Morgan (1991: 1) articulated, "... our
experience as female human beings in patriarchy may be the
same, but our experiences of that experience differ."

Schwartz (1988) argued that vulnerability to intimate,
interpersonal assault differs by class position. This

vulnerability was also identified by Stark and Flitcraft
(1988) in their epidemiological review. The effects of the
relations of production for persons differently situated
within a class structure are different.

Davis (1988) identified a tendency for the state to use social
Problems and human needs as an entrance point for social
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control. She argued a transfer of control from community
oriented approaches to elaborate welfare, bureaucratic, and
criminal justice models of control. In her argument, she
shifted wife abuse from its popular location in the family
into the arena of gender politics.

I turn now to a discussion of wife abuse and the social

Control of women.

2.2.4 Social Control and Gender

Social control is a concept widely used to capture
conceptually diffuse phenomena, but poorly defined in the
sociological lexicon. It has been variously applied as a
description of social condition, as a mechanism to ensure
compliance with social norms, and as a method by which to
study the social order (Meier 1982). None of these usages has
been the focus of sustained conceptual or theoretical
development. Social control has remained "a sensitizing
concept" providing its users with a general sense of reference
(Meier 1982:35; Blumer 1969). Nonetheless, recent research by

feminist writers (Riessman 1985; Gordon 1986; Hanmer and

Maynard 1987) has re-focused attention onto social control as

an explanatory concept and, particularly, on its potential for
informing analyses of gender inequalities.

For Hanmer and Maynard (1987), the concept of social control
rests on a variety of social, economic, political, and
ideological institutions and practices regarded as 'normal' by
members of society. With particular regard to social control
and gender, the central assumption recognizes a differential
in power, with greater male power as a usual feature of
interpersonal male-female encounters, as well as male power as
a structural feature of society. The ways in which men's
abuse of women supports male power and control over women
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suggests an additional association. In this formulation, a
relationship obtains between the social control Of

heterosexuality and men's abuse of women.

Women’s leisure activities would, upon cursory inspection,
appear to be subject to few social constraints and to be
unrelated to wife abuse. Green and colleagues (1987),
however, posited leisure as one of the areas in which women's
behavior is most closely regulated. Control of leisure was
said to be a manifestation of the social control of women's

public and private daily lives. Although much of the control
of women's leisure time rests on conventionally-accepted
notions of how women should behave and is, therefore, "control

through consent," when these consensual forms of control break
down, men have other regulatory, or coercive, methods at their
Command (Green et al. 1987: 80) .

Green and colleagues (1987) presented a conceptual model of
social control that located women within the context of

patriarchal capitalism. Leisure was seen as a political
issue. Gender inequalities were as important as class
inequalities. Gender and class inequalities were the central
structural components of the stratified division of labor.
Control of leisure was posited as an integral part of social
relations informed by and contributing to the social order.

Green and colleagues (1987) affirmed the implicit nature of
Control in the negotiating processes surrounding women's
access to leisure. It was regulation via material and
ideological constraints. Material control was embedded in
issues of access to disposable income. Ideological
Constraints were implicit in the division into public and
Private spheres. In public places men employed monopoly
Strategies to maintain control and "women who do not limit
themselves to 'gender appropriate forms of behavior' learn to
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expect sanction" (Green et al. 1987:91). This control is seen
as socially legitimate and natural.

Another reflection of a non-violent institutionalized form of

the social control of women occurs in the medicalization of

women’s problems. In his classic 1972 article, "Medicine as
an Institution of Social Control, " Zola describes the

processes of medicalization as "insidious and often undramatic
phenomena accomplished by 'medicalizing’ much of daily living,
by making medicine and labels 'healthy’ and 'ill' relevant to
an ever increasing part of human existence" (Zola 1972: 379).
This medicalization process is accomplished by expanding what
is deemed relevant to the practice of good medicine, by
retaining absolute control over technical procedures, by
retaining access to "taboo" areas, and by expanding what
medicine deems to be relevant for the good practice of life.
"The de facto relations to social control . . . [are] first whom
they have traditionally treated with what -- giving better
treatment to more favored clientele; and secondly what they
have treated. . ." (Zola 1972: 380) . Missing from Zola's
analysis is the gender-based nature of western medicine as an
instrument of social control. It is women who have been the
traditional patients and women’s bodies that have been the
what of medical treatment.

Catherine Kohler Riessman (1983) extended Zola's

medicalization analysis by emphasizing women’s active
participation in the construction of new medical definitions
and, consequently, in the extensions of control over their
lives, as well as the reasons for their participation. In
Riessman’s (1983) formulation, medicalization refers to two
interrelated processes: 1) defining certain behaviors or
Conditions as medical; and 2) eliminating or controlling
Problematic experiences through medical practice to secure
adherence to social norms.
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Riessman (1983) used the medicalization framework to explore

five areas that are especially germane to women’s experience :
childbirth, reproductive control, PMS, weight, and

psychological distress. She established women's health as a

site for professional monopolization and expanding
medicalization. "A plethora of female conditions has come to
be either reconceptualized as illnesses, or, if they escape
medical labelling, understood in ways that connote deviation
from some ideal biological standard" (Riessman 1983: 10).

Implicit in Riessman’s (1983) analysis is the assumption that
women’s experiences have been medicalized more than men's.
Medicalization has resulted in the construction of medical

meanings for normal female functions; the routine experiences
of men remain largely unstudied (Riessman 1983). The

medicalization of women’s functions results in a contradictory

reality for women. As women have tried to free themselves
from biological control, they have contributed to the control
exerted by a male dominated, biomedical view of their
experience (Riessman 1983).

With particular regard to wife abuse and its individualizing
impact, several researchers (Stark, Flitcraft, and Frazier
1979; Warshaw 1989) have noted how the treatment of abused

women for acute injury in hospital emergency rooms contributes
to a medical model pathological category of "battered woman."
Stark, Flitcraft, and Frazier (1979), in reviewing emergency
room contact records, found battering to be approximately ten
times more frequent than emergency room physicians
acknowledged. Emergency room physicians responses to acute
Symptomology from abuse was to prescribe tranquilizers to one
in four women and to characterize their situations as

resultant from the women's own psychological problems.
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These physicians medicalized the complaints and addressed only
the physical symptoms. The consequences for the women, as
presented by Stark, Flitcraft, and Frazier (1979), were the
development of psychological disorders, self abuse, and
personal stress. They found one in four abused women
attempted suicide, one in seven abused alcohol, and one in ten
used drugs inappropriately.

In a later discussion of emergency room personnel’s attention
to abused women, Carole Warshaw (1989) noted that the medical
model reinforced a detached stance that decontextualized the

violence and protected the physicians from awareness of their
own feelings and the feelings of their patients. She found
that 92% of case discharge diagnoses did not reflect
presenting symptoms of abuse. The treatment of battered women
in this medical setting provided one of the most graphic and
clear examples of the effects of depoliticization,
medicalization, and the social control of women. Lived

experience was reduced to individualized medical facts.

2.2.5. Violence and Social Control

Violence against women can be viewed as socially constructed
and socially legitimated cultural phenomena that serve the
interests of male domination. In a hierarchical society where
gender stratification is fundamental, violence serves a major
role in the social control of women (Hanmer and Maynard 1987).
Both the violence of the individual male and the

institutionalization of violence are embedded in a social

Structure dominated and controlled by men.

There is a tension between the various forms of social
Control. Whether one is a Hobbesian who sees the individual

*aturally in conflict and social control as inevitable, or as
* Parsonian accepting the 'transfer of functions' from the
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family to the professionals, or whether one sees the problems
of violence and abuse as more political than scientific,
attempts at social control were/have continued to be part of
the original definition and construction of family violence as
a social issue (Gordon 1986). The concept of family violence
is one of conflict and negotiation between family members and
it often includes social control agents attempting to change
the client’s deviant behavior (Gordon 1986).

In her study of family violence and social control in Boston
1880-1960, Gordon (1986) found that the work of social welfare

agencies represented oppressive interventions into working
class families. There were concerted attempts to reconstruct
these families into new, middle-class, urban forms. Class

relations and domination were involved in these attempts at

social control by social service agencies. Although family
protection, as a social control mechanism, functioned in a
class society with few definitions about what the social order
should be, the agency powers of labelling co-existed with real
family oppressions.

Along the lines of Riessman’s (1983) framing of women’s
participation in medicalization, Gordon (1986) found that
women clients "used" social control agencies to advance their
own interests. By initiating agency interventions, women
clients were able to shape the nature of the social control.
These women clients were active negotiators in a complex
bargaining process with social control agents.

The social construction of the family as "private" since the
mid 19th Century has served to decrease the social control
exercised over family relations and has reduced the access of
outside agencies of control. The man’s-home-is-his-castle

ideology reduced the number and weight of external controls
that could be applied to his behavior.
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A Durkheimian conception of family violence is that it occurs
in the absence of social controls which bond people to the
social order and negatively sanction family members for acts
of violence (Gelles 1979). "People hit and abuse other family
members because they can" (Gelles 1979:157). The costs of

violence do not outweigh the rewards. There are also socially
conflicting norms concerning the use of violence in families.
This ambiguity results in some confusion regarding the
normative social order in families. Social control may be
used to maintain a certain level of violence or to keep

violence from occurring. The family is society’s most violent
social institution reflecting the gender and generational
inequalities of the power structure of the society (Gelles
1979).

Whether the use of physical violence, overt or covert threats
of violence, or regulatory mechanisms designed to mold women
to the standards of the pervasive culture are employed by
individual men or institutionalized by society, each strategy
is important in the reproduction and maintenance of male
dominance and female subordination. Regulatory methods of
external control represent coercion. All violence toward

women is serious and has consequences. "Blatant examples of
male brutality towards women can be located in a continuum of
male power over women, along with a variety of economic,
psychological, and social mechanisms of control " (Edwards

1987). Kelly (1987), for example, posited a continuum of
violence that was not linear. Violence was said to exist in

all women’s lives, but the form, how different women defined
the events, and the impact on women at the time and over time
varied (Kelly 1987). Institutionalized discrimination and
beliefs regarding privacy, domestic autonomy, respectability,
and male authority contribute to internal controls, or control
through consent (Green et al. 1987). Both forms represent
acquiescence to a patriarchal system of social control.
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2. 3 THEORETICAL CONSTRUCTS

2. 3. 1 Psychsocial Theories

By far the most well known, wide-spread, frequently cited
psychosocial construct of "battering" is the cycle of violence
theory, which was developed by Lenore Walker (1979) partially
in response to claims that abused women were "masochistic."
Walker (1979; 1989) is a clinical psychologist who has
testified as an expert witness on behalf of battered women in
more than 150 murder trials in the United States.

In the cycle of violence construct, the battering cycle has
three distinct phases, which vary in both time and intensity
for the interactants. They are: 1) the tension-building phase
in which "minor battering" (Walker 1979: 59) incidents occur
and in which the women sense the escalating tension and try to
defuse it; 2) the acute battering phase characterized by the
"uncontrolled discharge of the tensions that have built up
during phase one" (Walker 1979: 59); and 3) the honeymoon phase
of kindness and contritely loving behavior from the abuser
during which the "woman’s victimization becomes complete"
(Walker 1979: 59).

Walker further developed a psychosocial rationale to explain
why battered women become "victims" in the first place and
"how the process of victimization is perpetuated to the point
of psychological paralysis" (Walker 1979: 43). She called this
theory "learned helplessness." Abused women were said to

"learn helplessness" as a consequence of their perceptions of
powerlessness in their violent relationships. Learned

helplessness was purported to result in an internalized
Passivity that then generalized to other behaviors and other
situations. This particular construct was pernicious in its
99nsequences as it disempowered women in abusive relationships
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and cast them as ready-made victims due to their personal
character flaws.

As formulated by Walker (1979), abused women were presumably
susceptible to learned helplessness as a conditioned response
to inescapable violence. Mirowsky and Ross (1990) offered a
cogent critique of the learned helplessness theory of wife
abuse in a sociological discussion of depression and senses of
internal control. They argued that Walker’s learned
helplessness construct, framing helplessness and external
control as almost synonymous, did not provide for distinctions
between control and defense as forms of protection. Further,
learned helplessness implied that the violence was caused by
some identifiable personal flaw, where identifying the flaw
was a sufficient condition for control in similar incidents

and where responses of passivity and helplessness could lead
to possibilities of future avoidance. Additionally, the
construct did not provide for the women’s attribution of cause
for positive events (Mirowsky & Ross 1990).

My own criticisms of learned helplessness are twofold: first,
in abusive relationships there is often no relationship
between women’s actions and the precipitation and/or outcomes
of the violence. Thus, women do not seem to be producing
themselves as victims by their actions. Secondly, in abusive
situations, passive behavior may be an actively chosen,
situation specific, survival strategy, not an identity.

Failure to identify the social context of abuse leads to
projections onto women of psychological labels, i.e., learned
helplessness, masochist, dependent personality, and so on,
that can then be used to manage and/or blame the women instead
of the criminally violent men. The result, as Stark and
Flitcraft (1983) argued, is the reconstitution and maintenance
°f on-going violence within families . By separating family
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violence from its social and political context, some
"masochistic" women or some women with "bad husbands" are

ideologically separated from the broader contexts of the
social subordination of women. Moreover, aberrant households

become separated ideologically from the cultural

representations of nurturant families as a common social form.
The problems are constructed as individual, "pathological"
(Stark and Flitcraft 1983), and focus on the women as victims
and not on the men as perpetrators.

According to Diana Scully (1990), a sociologist who studied
convicted rapists, psychological, disease, victim provocation,
and/or aberrant behavior explanations do not address the
problems of violence against women for several reasons.
First, each of these explanations absolves the male
perpetrator of responsibility for his behavior and instead
attributes his actions to incapacity (due to drugs, family
problems, etc.) or focuses attention on the woman's behavior

(appearance, seduction, etc.). Secondly, these explanations
assume that male aggression against women is unusual or
Strange, therefore, out of the realm of normal relationships,
and consequently has no connection to "normal" men. Thirdly,
violence against women, if conceived as a collection of
individual, idiosyncratic problems, ignores the cultural and
Structural contexts within which they occur, with the
Consequence that solutions tend not to extend beyond the
individual abuser. Scully (1990) argued that when taken
together, these explanations remove the necessity of
investigating or changing those elements within the society
that precipitate violence against women.

Stark and Flitcraft (1983) suggested that there can be
"ideational affinity" among those who document, those who
treat, and those who would move to restore patriarchal
authority whatever the individual costs. This affinity is
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said to result in alliances among those who locate the

principles of violence in private life and those who leave
violence against women to private solutions.

2.3.2. Culture of Violence

The culture of violence theory identifies wife abuse as one of
many manifestations of "domestic violence" learned in the
family and legitimated by a violent society. The primary
proponents for this perspective are M. A. Straus, R. G. Gelles,
and S. K. Steinmetz (Straus, Gelles, & Steinmetz 1980; Straus
& Gelles 1986; Gelles & Straus 1979; Gelles 1976, 1977;

Steinmetz 1977). Their work has been of enormous import in
the study of all forms of "domestic violence." Their

contributions to understandings of home as a dangerous place,
to the "marriage license as a hitting license, " and to the
conventional uses of violence within families was pioneering
in its vision. But it had defects. In my view, it has been
the steadfast refusal of these researchers to address the

criticisms, in terms other than denial, that has led to
increasingly confrontational interactions with other

sociologists and to the dismissal of much of their work,
particularly by feminist sociologists.

The culture of violence theoretical construct associates the

level of battering with high levels of violence tolerated in
society, with children’s socialization to violence through
physical punishment by parents, with cultural norms that
legitimate the use of violence and force, and with sexual
inequalities in the society. The culture of violence theory
is characterized by proponents as a cluster of tendencies to
act and react violently (Shupe et al. 1987).

This theory lends credibility to the popular assumption that
children who grow up in violent families learn to become
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batterers or victims. The family is the central unit of
analysis. Family violence is configured as an extension of
violence in the society. Families, however, are construed as
the training grounds for violence. They are said to be the
places where the individuals first experience violence and
where they learn to resolve conflict violently. Seltzer and
Kalmuss (1988: 487), working within this theoretical model,
maintained that family is "the critical context for the
socialization of violence." The culture of violence theory
includes all forms of intra-familial violence, that is, wife
abuse, child abuse, incest, elder abuse, and so on. It

situates wife abuse as only one facet of the larger problem of
family violence.

Although this theoretical model has appeal because it appears
to support common sense notions, there are multiple

criticisms. My own criticism is that while I agree that the
cultural conventions of this society legitimate violence
(Straus 1976), I believe that they legitimate male violence,
not female violence. Violence by women, particularly against
men, is very punitively sanctioned (Caputi 1989; Bowker 1983;
Jones 1980). Further, and perhaps even more serious in its
consequences, wife abuse becomes confounded with other forms
of familial violence. In a book entitled Violent Men, Violent

Couples, Shupe and colleagues (1987), for example, utilize the
culture of violence perspective and continuously refer to the
victims of family violence as wives and women, even in
discussions of child abuse, providing examples that lump the
two together.

Further criticism of this theory comes from the work of Millie
Pagelow (1981) who pointed out the inattention in the culture
of violence model to the different learning experiences of
boys and girls, men and women. Her findings indicated that
while families may produce violent role modelling for
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batterers, they do not do so for women victims. Most of the
women in the violent relationships that Pagelow studied came
from homes that were completely non-violent, although very
patriarchal in organization. Many perpetrators of violence
against their intimate female partners come from families
without violence and many perpetrators come from families that
do not abuse. It would seem then, that extra-familial
influences are affecting these violent interactions.

Criticism by Brush (1990) suggested that this theoretical
construct failed to address the abuse of an intimate female

partner as a social relationship. Therefore, it has masked
issues of dominance and subordination and assumed an equality

of resource control in these relationships, an issue argued by
most feminist critics of the theory (Kurz 1989; Loseke 1987;
Pagelow 1981). It was Stark and Flitcraft (1983) who looked
beyond the analysis to its social consequences, that is, the
"invention" of the violent family as a prototype to mediate
the management of political conflicts at the level of

interpersonal relationships.

While of paramount importance in bringing the issues of family
violence to public and sociological prominence, the work of
Straus, Gelles, and Steinmetz (Straus, Gelles, & Steinmetz
1980; Straus & Gelles 1986; Straus 1976; Steinmetz 1977;

Gelles & Straus 1979; Gelles 1976, 1977), individually and
collectively, has been challenged consistently, continuously,
and repeatedly by feminist researchers. The focal point of
much, but not all, of the criticism is the continued use of a

seriously flawed measuring tool, the Conflict Tactics Scale,
in assessing intimate, interpersonal violence. Although
feminist sociologists and others pointed out the shortcomings
of the Conflict Tactics Scale almost immediately, nonetheless,
Straus and Gelles used the same tool, unrevised, in their
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second national survey of domestic violence (Straus & Gelles
1986) .

Criticisms of the Conflict Tactics Scale include: the CTS is

not balanced for gender differences (Saunders 1988; Kurz 1989;
Russell 1982; Pagelow 1981); the CTS does not contextualize
the violence, and consequently lumps together settings and
persons (Brush 1990; Kurz 1989; Loseke 1987; Makepeace 1982;
Pagelow 1981; Dobash and Dobash 1979; Fleming 1979; Walker

1979) leaving critical questions of self defense unexplored
and unexplained; and the CTS does not assess motives for or
consequences of violence (Kurz 1989: Loseke 1987; Pagelow
1981; Ferraro 1979) .

Using data derived from the Conflict Tactics Scale, in 1977
Suzanne Steinmetz released a paper claiming that women were at
least as violent, if not more so, than men and she dubbed this
finding the "battered husband syndrome." Needless to say this
characterization has been hotly contested (Fields and Kirchner
1978; Pleck et al. 1978; Gelles 1979; Berk et al. 1983;

Pagelow 1984; Saunders 1988). The Conflict Tactics Scale, as
a measurement instrument, is so seriously flawed in assessing
offensive and defensive violence that women appeared to be as
violent or more violent than their partners. In the CTS, no
assessment was made of the initiations of the violent

encounters or of the nature of the injuries sustained. As
Brush (1990) reiterated, probabilities for injury differ
significantly between men and women. Women are more likely to
be seriously injured. Steinmetz (1977) failed to

differentiate between violent acts and injurious outcomes and
Confounded the two (Brush 1990). As Saunders (1988:180) has

Suggested, "The issue is not whether women have the capacity
to be aggressive, but whether they are abusive in their
a99 ression, using it for coercion, domination, or the
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expression of anger and not for self-protection or the
protection of others."

Despite refutations of the "battered husband syndrome," the
damage to the movement to protect women from violence by men
was not containable. Articles such as McNeely and Robinson
Simpson's 1988 piece in Social Work written, purportedly to
tell the "truth about domestic violence, " that is, men are as

battered by wives as wives are by husbands. It was, in fact,
misogynist in nature, lacked any gender or political analysis,
and presented male and female violence as equitable, further
claiming that in regard to women and homicide, abused women
were not in imminent danger. They made the pernicious charge
that women commonly make false allegations of assault, rape,
and child abuse. The article engendered a cogent refutation
by Saunders (1988), but the important phenomenon, for the
purpose of this review, is the tenacious existence of a flawed
measuring tool that continues to require refutation eleven
years after its origination.

2-3-3. Social Learning Theory

The chief advocate of the social learning theory of intimate,
interpersonal violence is Millie Pagelow (1981), who situated
violent social learning within the family. According to this
theoretical construct, families can provide role models for
violent behavior as well as an environment for learning that
aggression and violence are effective ways to solve problems.
Pagelow (1981) posited a tripartite model, the mechanisms of
which included: modelling; reinforcement, where behaviors
escalate from attainment of desired effects; coercion or

Control through aversion and pain; and socialization. Model
I included traditional ideology, or acceptance of the
"rightness," of the patriarchal and hierarchal order of
Society. Model II examined the characteristics of the
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interacting participants. Model III hypothesized systematic
and repeated abuse as a result of learned processes that
developed into violent interactional patterns. This

theoretical perspective also posited the intergenerational
transmission of violence through social learning.

While social learning theory removes the onus for violent
actions from the psychological realm of personal character
flaws, it is not without its own deficiencies. Criticism

focuses on what is not explained by social learning theory,
that is, why violence occurs in relationships where neither of
the partners directly experienced or witnessed family violence
in childhood. Herrenkohl and colleagues (1983), for example,
interviewed 529 families, approximately half previously cited
for abuse and half selected because there was no reason to

suspect abuse. Their findings indicated that 53% of those
respondents who were abused did not abuse. Likewise in a

review of the literature, Kadushin and Martin (1981) found no
empirical substantiation that an abused child develops into an
abusing parent. Instead, they theorized that: "Instigation to
aggression is higher in the family; inhibition against
expression is lower in the family; non-violent alternatives to
overt expressions of aggressive feelings in actions of
violence are more limited in families. The family setting
couples maximum instigation to aggression with maximum
opportunity for its expression" (Kadushin & Martin 1981: 272).

2.3.4. General Systems Theory

General systems theory posits violence as the outcome of
Complex and mutually causal social interactions within the
family system, which exists as part of a larger social system.
In Giles-Sims' (1983) theoretical construct, wife battering is
the result of on-going patterns of interaction within the
family system. As the partners begin to act in specifically
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patterned ways that initiate marital violence, the violence
develops and becomes an interactional pattern that is
resistent to change and which then becomes stabilized within
the system.

While family systems are construed by Giles-Sims as microcosms
of the larger social system, her analysis focused only on this
microsocial level. Consequently, the analysis remained at the
level of dysfunctional microsocial relations without attention
to broader social influences.

Bograd’s (1984) feminist critique of this model claimed that
it contained biases against women reflecting, as it did,
entrenched cultural beliefs that women must have done

something to deserve the abuse they experienced. The general
systems theory is based on a paradigm of the family as a
closed homeostatic system in which husband and wife are
interdependent parts interacting in specifically patterned
ways that lead to violence, which, in turn, maintains the
homeostatic balance of the system. The theory is said to be
biased against women because it holds women equally
accountable for the violence, shifting attention away from its
patriarchal content, and implying that abused women should
control the abusers’ feelings and actions (Bograd 1984). In
many ways, this theoretical argument attenuates men's
responsibility for violence against women, especially by
ignoring patriarchal conditions and traditions.

2-3.5. Feminist Theory

In feminist theory, wife abuse is related to the power
relations between men and women that lie at the very center of
Social interactions in this society. Hanmer and Maynard
(1987), for example, concluded that feminist research on
Violence against women revealed a complex social structure
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where power, opportunity disparities, and oppression operated
along socially constructed gender divisions and where
violence, or the threat of violence, was used to control
WOIIle I) .

Bograd (1984) has itemized the tenets of feminist research and

theory on violence against women as: (1) male/female

relationships are structured on an unequal distribution of
power based on gender; (2) men have differential access to

important material and symbolic resources of the society; (3)
women are devalued in the society; (4) violence is the most
overt and visible form of control by men, as a class, over
women; (4) no woman deserves to be beaten; and (5) men are

responsible for their actions.

Feminist theorists like Dobash and Dobash (1979), Kurz (1989),
Loseke (1987), Bowker (1983), Stanko (1985), and Yllo and
Bograd (1988) view wife abuse as an extension of culturally
approved male behavior. Intimate, interpersonal violence
against women is seen as the result of conformity to the
values and prerogatives that define the male role in a
patriarchal society (Scully 1990). Seminal and continuing work
from this perspective is that of Russell and Rebecca Dobash

(1979a; 1979b; 1986). In attending to the structural and
historical context of wife abuse, their major research theme
has been that social structural and ideological constructs
support wife beating and the oppression of women in marriage.
And further that the patriarchal structure of society is
dominated by a pattern of subservience for women that creates
and perpetuates the problems of abused women.

In her related research with convicted rapists, Scully (1990)
highlighted those "control myths" socialized into both genders
that serve to identity male/female differences as innate with
the consequent, so the myth goes, natural superiority of men
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and the corresponding inferiority of women. " These 'control
myths' not only prevent women from gaining access to
institutional resources. . . which is critical to gaining
immunity from male sexual violence -- but they also contribute
to a social climate in which women often are not believed whey

they say they have been raped" (Scully 1990: 49) or, I would
add, assaulted by their partners.

Despite the fact that men are most often perpetrators of
interpersonal, intimate violence (Vanfossen 1977; Berk et al.
1983; National Crime Survey 1986; Schwartz 1987), Suzanne
Steinmetz (1977) notwithstanding (see section 2.2.2 of this
chapter for discussion of husband battering), it is women who
continue to be perceived as responsible. Women are expected
to solve the problem of family violence and to do so within
the family setting in "private." This ideology is, in the
view of feminist theoreticians, one result of the

disproportionate power of men to mold culture and to define
knowledge. It further cedes definitional power to those who
promote psychological constructs of battering and abuse as the
idiosyncratic actions of aberrant men.

In contrast, feminist researchers and theoreticians (Bowker et

al. 1988; Yllo & Bograd 1988; Stanko 1985; Schechter 1982;
Russell 1982; Dobash & Dobash 1979; Martin 1976) locate the

major cause of wife abuse in the abusing men’s attempts to
maintain familial dominance by using oppressive strategies
such as physical violence, child abuse, marital rape, psycho
emotional abuse, punitive economic deprivation, and coerced
social isolation. Feminists seek answers to the questions of
why men abuse women at the social or group level. Instead of
examining why particular men abuse particular women, feminists
Seek to understand why men, as a class, use physical force, or
its threat, against women, as a class, and what functions this
Serves in the particular social and historical context.
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Criticisms of feminist models, particularly by other
feminists, focus on unintended consequences Of the

conceptualizations. Beckley (1990), for example, stated that
by refusing to focus on the individual woman, by attributing
battering to the consequences of patriarchal society, and by
concentrating on changing the abused women’s perceptions, the
feminist women’s movement has been complicitous in creating
the designation of the "self-defeating" personality construct
of women victims. When socio-structural conditions are

presented as awesome and overwhelming, women are constructed
as victims of a system that limits and/or denies their
humanity and they lose a sense of personal efficacy and power.

2-3-6 Symbolic Interaction

The assumptions of symbolic interactionism provide a
substantial basis for the consideration of the complexity of
a social problem such as wife abuse. These assumptions
include: (1) respondents accounts are viewed as versions of
rather than as descriptions of reality; (2) people pare down
narratives of events and feelings in order to provide orderly
and predictable responses; (3) individuals act on the basis of
their definitions of the situations by interpreting what they
perceive; and (4) individuals use definitions of the situation
that are part of the cultural lexicon and that enjoy a high
degree of consensus (Riessman 1990:14). Yet only one

researcher -- Jan Stets (1987) in an unpublished dissertation
from Indiana University -- has framed her work within the
symbolic interactionist tradition. Although Norman Denzin’s
phenomenological article on domestic violence is compelling in
its constructions and formulations of the problem, it is based
on coratent analysis of secondary data (see section 2.4 for a
more complete discussion of Denzin).
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Use of a symbolic interactionist framework, I would argue
provides for a more comprehensive conceptualization of the on
going interactions implicated in situations of gendered,
intimate, interpersonal violence. How the women make sense of
themselves, others, and their violent relationships involves
interpretive processes to construct meanings in the
interactions. Embedded in the interactions are individuals

acting and reacting to their own and others' accounts and
definitions of the situations. Through defining, individuals
impute meaning. The definitions imputed are relevant in
understanding why the individuals interact as they do. By
apprehending the relationships as they are perceived and
interpreted by the participants themselves, it is possible to
understand the processual nature and dynamic character of the
interactions as they arise. The self and the processes of
interaction are particularly relevant to the social
investigation of intimate, interpersonal violence (Stets
1987).

I use a feminist, symbolic interactionist approach in my
analysis because this combination attends to particular
Concerns that extend current research on intimate,

interpersonal violence. For example, how do women develop
meaning in situations of intimate violence? How is the

construction of meaning affected by gender? Do definitions of
self change as a result of changing definitions of violence?
If so, how? How do help providers and/or social supporters
affect the violent relationships? These questions are not at
all exhaustive of the many ways in which a feminist, symbolic
interactionist perspective can be used to develop present
understandings of the social phenomena of wife abuse, they are
simply some of the concerns addressed in my research.

2.4 THE ABUSED WOMEN'S SELF
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Existential sociology, according to Fontana (1984), attempts
to study human beings in their natural settings, where the
self is not a reified entity but an incarnate one. In this
conceptualization, self is totally enmeshed in the reality
that surrounds it and is inseparable from its physical body.

Fontana (1984) theorized the relationship between the self and
society as confrontation where the battleground is identity.
Identity was conceptualized as the perception of the self by
others, or the way that the self is defined, controlled,
Supported, and challenged by the social world.

The symbolic interactionist perspective of self, as discussed
by Lester (1984), emphasizes the distinctive characteristics
of human communication which allows people to construct
meanings and interpretations which they then use to develop
courses of action as individuals. Cooley (1956) posited the
self as something one has, as well as something that
constitutes a social process -- reflexivity. Mead (1934)
hypothesized the "I" as the knowing self, "me" as the
Spontaneous aCt Or interpreting and organizing other'
definitions, expectations, and evaluations. The "I" and the
"me" engage in a continual process of creation in role-taking
relationships in different situations. In the symbolic
interactionist approach, self requires role-taking which
requires language competence. Self is seen as an on-going
process (Lester 1984) .

In a review of phenomenological, sociological writings
concerned with domestic violence, Denzin (1984) argued that
emotionality and the self are at the core of domestic

violence. He posited the violence as occurring within
interactional frameworks of super and subordinate

relationships, where the interactional order mirrored and
reflected the economic, cultural, social, legal, and
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ideological contradictions and tensions of the broader
society. Denzin (1984) further suggested that negative
structures of experience from domestic violence episodes
become embedded in interactional structures. Eventually a

fairly stable structure of negative symbolic interaction can
lock the families into a "circuit of violent selfness" that

attaches and connects each subject to a web of violence that
is chainlike in its hold on them. "Violent episodes flow into
one another, constituting a field of violence that sets itself
in front of family members as a coefficient of adversity, or
obstacle to action, often self-imposed and self-defined,
although it derives its origins from external structures"
(Denzin 1984:486). The selves of violent family members are
located, then, in a circuit of conduct that transforms the

family of violence into a conflict ridden, painful field of
experience that moves toward self-destruction. Unfortunately,
Denzin’s compelling formulation of the problem is gender blind
and further assumes an autonomy of existence for family
members within the life of the family.

Few researchers of domestic violence or wife abuse have

explored abused women's senses of self as they are related to

and affected by their lived experiences of violence. Kathleen
Ferraro and John Johnson (1983; 1984), Trudy Mills (1985; with
Kleinman 1988), and Deanna B. K. Chang (1989) are the
exceptions. Ferraro and Johnson’s (1983; 1984) work examined

the victimized self of the abused women. They presented this
new victimized self as a positive identity assumed by abused
Women as they redefine themselves in their violent

relationships. "Once women develop a victimized self - a new
feeling of being exploited and a new interpretation of the
Causes and consequences of this exploitation - they may become
sufficiently motivated to leave violent situations" (Johnson
and Ferraro 1984:120). This conceptualization makes several
Problematic assumptions. First, there is a presumption that
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the women in abusive relationships want to leave their
partners, a supposition that is not consistently supported in
research, particularly on the rates of return from shelters
for abused women. Secondly, there is an assumption of a
correct, external course of action, that is, leaving the
situation. This is the imposition of external definitions on
internal interactions, which serve to reduce the complexities
of the relationships to incidents of violence.

Johnson and Ferraro (1983; 1984) further postulated the
"triggers" for this redefinition process to be : l) a change in
the level of severity of the violence, or recognition by the
woman that her life is in danger; 2) a change in the
visibility of the violence, or breaking the bounds of privacy;
3) a change in resources, or access to material and emotional
resources; and 4) a change in the relationship, or loss of
hope and feelings of despair. The turning point for the woman
in this conceptualization is when the self becomes organized
around her victimization. Being victims, then, is a way of
relating to the world, a way of organizing thoughts and
feelings about daily events and persons.

While it is easy to view women who experience abuse at the
hands of intimate partners as victims, this conceptualization
renders women's interactions in violent relationships
invisible. It simplifies a complex, interactive process. It
disempowers women by removing the consequences of their
interactions from consideration. There is no evidence for the

ways that the women characterized themselves. By rendering
abused women "victims, " Johnson and Ferraro (1983; 1984)
Consequently render them powerless. There is no evidence for
the ways that women characterized themselves before accepting
the victim label. Further, the issues of stigmatization
associated with victimization are not addressed in this
TeSearch.
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Mills (1985) and Mills and Kleinman (1988) also adopt an

interactionist perspective in their analyses of assaults on
abused women's senses of self. Mills (1985) examined the

changes that abused women experienced as they dealt with their
violent partners and hypothesized victimization as a gradual
process. She identified five stages: 1) entering the
relationship, where the women had a need for intimacy that
clouded their judgments and resulted in ignoring clues to
violent behavior; 2) management of the violence, which had the
dual goals of protecting self from harm and maintaining the
relationship; 3) experiencing a loss of self from a loss of
identity; 4) re-evaluating the violent relationship; and 5)
restructuring self as victim or survivor. Mills found that
although men's demands on their partners varied, the goal was
always control. Women responded to these demands by
developing minimizing strategies that denied the seriousness
of the violence, focused on other aspects of their lives, or
defined the men as victims and, therefore, created identities
for the women consonant with socio-cultural expectations.

Using a data set of interviews with 10 battered wives
temporarily residing in a shelter, Mills and Kleinman (1988)
explored the variety of ways that these women reported

experiencing their thoughts and feelings. In addition to

describing their experiences, Mills and Kleinman (1988)
examined the circumstances that gave rise to them. They

identified two means through which abused women suspended
reflexivity: numbness and spontaneous action. The researchers
suggested that although numbness, for example, may protect the
Women from experiencing particular feelings, numbness itself
was an overpowering feeling state that defined who the women
were at the time of numbness. Mills and Kleinman (1988)

hypothesized that it was in the context of the seeming
inevitability of the unhappy marriage that women became numb.
inevitability is also identified as the context within which
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spontaneous activity, like the murder of an abusive partner,
occurs although inevitability often suspends reflexivity.

In an attempt to explain why some women shelter residents do
not become "self-savers" and instead return to their abusing

partners, Deanna Chang (1989) posited lack of existence and
access to social support ties both in and out of the shelter
as critical factors. These women also demonstrated an

inability to neutralize ties with the abusive males, as well
as reluctance to accept the "feminine mystique" view, or a
feminist analysis, of patriarchal family structures that
condone men’s violence. Chang (1989) makes many of the
assumptions already detailed in this section, that is, that
the relationships can be reduced to the acts of violence, that
the correct interpretation of intimate violence is a feminist
interpretation, that the proper course of action for abused
women is exiting the relationships, and that there must be
something wrong with women who do not choose to leave.

These research endeavors have all attempted to put women at
the center of analysis, an important, new development, yet all
of them evaluated women against an external model of behavior
that appears reasonable and just from the outside. They have
not attempted to understand the meanings developed by the
women for their actions, their situations, or their

relationships. That is, none has sought to examine the
situation from the women’s points of view, or sought women's
constructions of their experiences and situations. Instead,
all of this work suffers from the imposition of researchers’
own interpretations of the lived experiences of these abused
women. The researchers were unable to step back and let the
women involved be the experts on their own experiences.
Consequently, the research is interesting in its reflections
of social conventions and expectations, but is not
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particularly informative in terms of abused women and their
experiences.

2.5 CONCLUSION

Although sociological attention to issues to wife abuse is of
relatively recent initiation, beginning as it did in the
1970s, a considerable volume of theoretical literature has

already been generated. Theoretical constructs of the problem
include psychosocial theories explaining why battered women
become victims; the culture of violence theory identifying the
manifestations of "domestic violence" learned in the family
and legitimated by a violent society; social learning theory
positing violent social learning within the family; general
systems theory suggesting that violence is the outcome of
complex and mutually causal social interactions within the
family system; feminist theory relating wife abuse to the
power relations between men and women that lie at the center

of social interactions in this society; and symbolic
interactionism involving interpretive processes generated to
Construct meanings in violent interactions. Of these

theoretical constructs, only feminist theory has sought to put
women at the center of analysis. None have attempted to
understand battered women's own constructions of their

experiences and circumstances. My research addresses these
lacunae by asking and answering the following questions: How
do women develop meaning in situations of intimate violence?
How is the construction of meaning affected by gender? Do
definitions of self change as a result of changing definitions
of violence? If so, how? How do help providers and/or social
supporters affect the violent relationships?

Despite research on the historical, social, and economic bases
of women's subordination that examines how hierarchical
**angements in male/female relationships are routinely
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established and maintained, there is little sustained research
attending to abusive relationships as starkly reflective of
such hierarchical ordering. What people do in specific
interactions expresses and reflects historical and social
structural forces beyond their particular encounters. My

research addresses these issues by directing attention to
power negotiations and to dialogues in which the situation is
defined and reconstructed in the on-going interactions between
abusive men and their female partners. The definitional

dialogues that are part of this research are outcomes of the
social organization of domestic arrangements in the homes of
abused women and in the more public arenas of contemporary
life.

Secondly, while significant research has addressed issues of
power and negotiation in male/female encounters (Belenky et
al. 1986; Kelly 1988; Riessman 1990; West and Zimmerman 1987),
only Stets (1987) has addressed these problems as they affect
control in abusive relationships. More particularly, no
extant research has examined how language limits women's
abilities to construct meanings from their experiences of
violence. Women have experience of a whole that is fragmented
by a language of facts that does not adequately capture the
emotive content of the violent interactions. This research

also addresses this lacunae in language and relates it to
women and to the sociology of knowledge by examining how women
communicate the effects of the violence on their senses of

self and how they "make sense" of their situations.

Third, the substantive area of violence against women is both
provocative and compelling and, as such, requires description
and interpretation. Unfortunately, much of the work on
violence against women gets bogged down in this descriptive
data. When the analyses remain in the violence, then they
also remain descriptive. It is important to identify the
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multiple perspectives brought to bear in any interaction, and
most particularly in violent interactions. It is also

important to illustrate how the actors involved take action
based on the meanings they ascribe for the violence. Here my
research examines the women’s perspectives, as self-reported,
as they ascribe meanings and as they view themselves as having
changed through the courses of the relationships. Their

violent relationships can be construed as crucibles within
which these abused women underwent transformations of self.

A fourth issue salient in the literature of wife abuse is the

gender blindness of most examinations of the bases of

legitimacy for violence against women on an interactional
level. In much research, the violence is commonly constructed
as either individual (rather than social), that is, directed

against particular wives, or familial, as part of

dysfunctional interactions. In consequence, most of the
research on domestic violence and wife abuse is focused on the

severity of the violence and its provocation and not on its
broad, social legitimacy and on the consequences of that wider
legitimacy in the interactions per se. Through the voices of
the respondents, my research attends to the pervasiveness of
acceptance of violence against women, even by its recipients,
as a gendered phenomenon perpetrated by men against women in
their social locations as wives and partners.

My research further addresses the assumptions prevalent in the
literature about abused women with regard to exiting the
relationships. Researchers appear to develop their analyses
by establishing violence as the paramount phenomenon in the
relationships. Straus, Gelles, and Steinmetz (1980) and

Straus and Gelles (1986), for example, ask about the frequency
of violence, but not the frequency of love-making. These

analyses lack a sense of the interactive nature of the

relationships. Violence may be, and often is, sporadic; love
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making may be consistent. The notable exception is the work
of Loseke and Cahill (1984) who argued that the normative
model is for women to explain why they sought divorces, not
why they remained. All the other substantive and theoretical

literature assumes a model of leaving abusive relationships as
the conventionally desirable outcome and treats women who stay
as deviant. These approaches see the relationships as colored
by the violence, not violence as colored by the relationships
as well. This reductionism seriously violates the data that
I gathered. Consequently, I examine the women's

understandings, as reported to me, of self, situation, and
violence as they were altered by their lived experiences. I
present the women as they speak for themselves, make their own
interpretations, define their own situations, and give
meanings to their personal experiences of violence at the
hands of their intimate male partners. While the experiences
related are experienced individually and idiosyncratically,
they simultaneously incorporate, mirror, and reinterpret
broader social patterns of social, political, economic, and
ideological relations between men and women. My research

attempts to delineate these processes as they frame these
violent relationships and as they affect both the courses of
violence and the resources available to women who choose to

leave the relationships.

Finally, all of the studies of abused women reported in this
review are based on the experiences of women who are or were
residents of shelters for battered women. While it is only
those women who become 'visible' as victims of spouse abuse
who are potential research subjects, the limitations of
Studies to shelter populations of women is a serious
restriction to understandings of the problem. The respondents
to my research were not drawn from a shelter population, but
rather came from an outreach support group for women who were
attempting to cope with, change, or leave their abusive
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situations before they became acute and required emergency
action.

I have attempted in this research to frame a feminist
interactionist approach to the data that examines broader
social structural phenomena, such as patriarchal relations if
and as they appear in the data. It is my contention that this
integration of theoretical perspectives provides for a more
comprehensive conceptualization of the on-going interactions
implicated in situations of gendered, intimate, interpersonal
violence.
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Chapter 3

"...there’s gotta be a next step . . ."

In this chapter, I discuss the methodological processes used

in the selection, development, and theoretical analysis of the

data presented. In doing so, I attempt to situate this

research within both my personal and scholarly careers.

3. 1 THE TOPIC

Evil is banal. (Hannah Arendt)

The banality of evil has been a source of fascination for me

for probably 25 years. I came of age in the 60’s and learned,

frequently first hand, what people will do to maintain

whatever edge of power their social locations, including race,

provide for them. I was not consciously aware of gender

issues in the 60s, but I understood racism, endemic racism,

particularly that which was directed by Whites against Blacks.

I came to be familiar with racism directed by Blacks against

Whites as the 60s became the 70s. Through issues of racism,

I learned something about gender -- that confrontational

resistance was men's resistance, that women resisted in



55

subtler forms, sometimes confrontationally, but most often

relationally.

In the late 60s, I married a Jewish man struggling with the

irrationality of the Holocaust. I too struggled with attempts

to understand what has never become comprehensible to me. I

read, I spoke with survivors, I discussed it ad nauseam with

anyone who would engage. I never came to any understanding of

why, but I did begin to understand the forms that resistance

to annihilation of self took. The work of Elie Wiesel moved

and continues to move me profoundly.

In the 70s, I lent moral support and a body for marches to the

anti-war movement, but I participated more actively in

consciousness raising groups in the women’s movement. I

started to see that what I had previously felt were my

individual experiences actually reflected widespread social

oppression of women. I came to recognize that my actions of

resistance were unavailing. Change could not occur without

connection to the voices of other women. Ms Magazine, Betty

Friedan, Robin Morgan, and other early feminist authors, were

lifelines in my processes of idea formation. The process of

recognition itself was empowering and self-absorbing and the

collective feelings were so strong that I thought that my

experiences were the experiences of other women, that gender
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was the most important identity for all women. My Black women

friends disabused me of that notion.

In the same time period, I moved from teaching reading to

Black students in Hunters Point to teaching English as a

Second Language to students living in the Chinatown area. I

learned quickly that Holocaust stories were not restricted to

Nazi Germany. My young students had experienced holocausts in

their countries of origin in Southeast Asia, in Central

America, and in Africa. I wondered how it was possible to so

particularize historical memory that the lessons seemed always

to be for someone else. That when others behaved atrociously,

they were evil. When we behaved in the same fashion, we were

moral and upright citizens defending democracy. That, for us,

others must stop whatever they are doing, but whatever we

decide is in our interest is also in the best interests of

whoever we take it from or do it to . That these children, who

were my students, should ever have experienced or witnessed

the stories related to me was in many ways incomprehensible to

me. They were, at the same time, a testament to the

flexibility of the human spirit. Nonetheless, it seemed to me

then, and seems to me now, that on both a micro and a macro

level, others, particularly if visibly identifiable as

different than us by color or eye shape, are perceived as

discontinuous with ourselves -- as if we end at our skin, at

our kin, on the edge of a neighborhood or other social world.
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There is a minimizing of other and a maximizing of self that

can, among other things, promote expressions of evil.

I was by then a wife, a mother, and a teacher. Three

quintessially female roles and I was suffocating. I had

followed all the plans, done all the right stuff, and I was

miserable. All the messages coming to me said that there was

something wrong with me. I had a good husband. I had bright,

beautiful children. I was successful in my career. How could

I not be happy? I didn’t know how, but I knew that I was .

After a series of false starts, I decided that I needed to

understand more about my experiences in the context of the

experiences of women collectively. I applied and was accepted

into the masters program at San Francisco State in Health

Science in the track designated as Women’s Health. I also

filed for divorce.

In the Health Science program as part of the course of study,

students were required to volunteer 20 hours in a community

agency of their choice. Since my work as a high school

teacher had sensitized me to the issues of adolescent

pregnancy, I participated at the Florence Crittenden Home.

However, since I was also acutely interested in issues related

to the overt oppression of women, I volunteered also at La

Casa de las Madres, a San Francisco shelter for abused women.
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I saw in stark terms the result of the social oppression of

women at La Casa. As I began to read about the issue so that

my crisis line counseling would be both appropriate and

helpful, I found that what I read did not conform to what I

was experiencing. The women with whom I was in contact were

not dependent, masochistic, psychologically disordered, or

isolated. Most were, in fact, feisty, reflexive, thoughtful,

loving, and in contact with friends, family, or both, which is

not to say that their situations were 'normal.' The agency

self-selected out any woman who had responded to physical

abuse by physically fighting back, claiming that these women

were potentially violent and therefore could pose a danger to

other women in a group living situation. I have argued

continuously against this position for the 10 years that I

have been associated with the agency. The essence of my

argument is that the agency reinforces the stereotypes of

abused women by selecting out those women who fight back, that

it participates in the oppression of these women by adopting

the position that women should be passive in the face of

aggression, and that by negatively characterizing their

reactions, it disempowers women who refuse to accept the

violence. I have not been successful in the debate.

When I finished my masters thesis, "Exploratory Assessment of

Network Density and Types of Support Provided by Health Care

Providers and Social Service Personnel to 22 Formerly Battered
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Women, " I knew that I needed to continue this work. I wanted,

then, to set the record straight about who and what abused

women are and, perhaps more importantly, who and what they are

In Ot. I thought that there needed to be more work like the

Dobashes' (Dobash and Dobash 1979) and that although Lenore

Walker’s best seller, The Battered Woman, was important work,

it was deficient in conceptualizing the experiences of abused

women, as they had been related to me, over years on the

crisis line.

I decided that I needed to do this work and I decided that I

needed to free my children of concern about the quality of my

life when they left to start their own life journeys. I

wanted them to know that my life would open up with new

possibilities as would their lives when they left for college.

I applied to and was accepted in the program in Sociology at

the University of California, San Francisco, in the Women,

Health and Healing track of study. The rest is history.

3.2 THE PROCESS

3.2.1 Entry

There was precedent at La Casa de las Madres for research on

abused women. Laura Smith McKenna, a D. N. S. from UCSF, had

interviewed women who had called in to the crisis line at La
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Casa as part of her dissertation research. I knew Laura and

had done a secondary analysis of her dissertation data for my

masters thesis. So my first error was anticipation of agency

memory.

Like many grassroots organizations forced by funding

considerations into more bureaucratic forms, La Casa de las

Madres was a peculiar form of hierarchical structuring and

grassroots personnel. Professionals were employed to manage

the agency and to provide individual counseling, while peer

counselors were hired as support group leaders and advocates.

There was a continuous, sometimes rancorous, relationship

between the two over who knew best what was "good" for the

women receiving their services. As a volunteer, I steered

clear of the in-fighting and concentrated my energies on

delivering services to the women.

When I was ready to begin my research, La Casa was in the

throes of hiring yet another Executive Director, the fourth in

less than four years. Since I was not part of that process,

I approached Bernita Burge, the Outreach Co-ordinator and

Volunteer Director. I had worked with Bernita for 7 years.

We had led support groups for volunteers together. I had

always found her to be aware and articulate on the issues of

wife abuse, professional in her manner, caring, and insightful

of the political motivations of her colleagues. Bernita asked
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me to outline in a letter what it was that I wanted to do and

to send it to her. She would see that it was distributed to

the staff and then would ask me to come and answer whatever

questions might be raised. It was a pretty straightforward

request and I complied willingly.

The next week, Bernita called me at my work site and asked if

I could attend the staff meeting that day at 2:30. I told her

that I could attend, but that I would not have any of the

forms with me that I had intended to distribute and discuss.

The meeting turned into a feeding frenzy of sharks where I was

the food. While claiming to support research on abused women,

staff members verbally attacked from every possible angle for

suggesting such research, even my then 6 years of volunteer

work with the agency was questioned as to motivation. I was

totally unprepared for the nature of the criticisms. It

seemed to me that this was a territorial dispute over who

controlled what in the agency camouflaged behind "protecting

the women." Bernita let it rage on and then suggested a

compromise position, that I could speak with the Drop-In

Center Co-ordinator, Solange Echeverria, about drawing a

research population from the support groups. It was clear to

me that few of the staff members in that meeting thought that

Solange would "go for it" and so they agreed.
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Bernita and Susan, the facilities co-ordinator, walked out of

the meeting with me. I was reeling. When I said, "What the

hell just went on in there?" and to Bernita "Why didn’t you

warn me?" They both sympathized, supported, and explained

that, in the absence of an executive director, the staff at

the shelter had formed a kind of Lord-of-the-Flies

organization that brooked In O interference. This

organizational tension would haunt my negotiations for data

collection at the agency.

The Drop-In Center of La Casa de las Madres operates as an

ancillary service. It is a relatively recent offshoot of the

shelter, which was originally organized as a part of the

grassroots feminist movement of the 1970s to operate as an

acute phase, emergency service. The Drop-In Center was

developed to help women in violent relationships to cope,

change, or leave their abusive situations before they became

acute and required emergency action.

Bernita set up a meeting for me with Solange, the Drop In

Center Co-ordinator. She also "prepared" Solange in advance

of the meeting. Unlike the feeding frenzy, this meeting was

cordial, informational, and ended with a plan to begin the

Study. Solange and I agreed that she would take three weeks

to make announcements at the support groups that I was coming

to do research and that I would be a participant observer at
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the meetings, so that if anyone had misgivings they could

voice them before things got started. I prepared an

information sheet on participation in a research study that

Solange distributed before I began to attend the groups. Two

women called me to ask to be interviewed even before my

scheduled appearances at the meetings.

Solange was an extraordinary support group leader. The groups

that she led ranged from 9 to 25 women and were consistently

participatory. When I began with Solange as group leader, I

would be in the room when the group began, I would speak first

indicating who I was, why I was there, and encouraging women

to volunteer to be interviewed. Solange would often make

supportive remarks about the importance of research on abused

women and would ask if anyone objected to my presence. No one

ever did. Then I would observe the group. I would speak to

clarify a point about the literature on abused women, but

generally not otherwise unless asked for an opinion. AS I

began interviewing women who attended the groups, a comfort

level developed. In the informal moments before the groups

began, I would ask how they were doing or would inquire about

the status of particular issues that had come up in the

interviews. It was a way of maintaining a connection so that

the women didn’t just give to me. It was a way of letting the

women know that they had been heard and listened to . The

Contact in the groups allowed me to give back to them and to
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not just disappear carrying their painful memories on my

tapes. The women that I interviewed became my best recruiters

as they would often in the first few minutes of group, "check

in time," say that they really "enjoyed" the interview, or

they "learned so much" in the interview, or that they "really

got rid of a lot of stuff" in the interview.

Then one evening Solange had a personal problem and had to

leave the group early. She told the women that they didn’t

need her to continue, that they could help one another, but

that she had to leave early. A small group of women elected

to stay and I stayed to see what they would do. They asked me

to participate in the conversation and I did.

The following day, a woman who had left with Solange

complained to the Program Director that Solange had abandoned

the group without preparing them for me to fill in . Solange

called to ask what had occurred and to clarify if we had a

misunderstanding about my role. We did not. At that time,

Solange shared with me that she was leaving the agency in two

weeks because she was "burned out" after 8 years. The Program

Director wrote Solange up for this episode without talking to

her about it. Apparently there were additional issues around

my conducting the study that no one told me about and,

apparently, no one told Solange about either.
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Clemencia, the Program Director, was supposed to come to

facilitate the group with Solange that evening to smoothe the

transfer of responsibility when Solange resigned. Solange

decided that she was so angry that she could not work with

Clemencia, so she told her to leave. Then she announced to

the group that she would not be returning.

The next week, I arrived late and the door was closed. I

heard Clemencia explaining that Solange "had allowed" "this

researcher" to come in and she wanted people in the group to

decide whether I could come in or not. She also said that

they didn’t have to be "good girls" and go along if they

didn’t want to . The resolution by the group was that I could

come in, but that I couldn’t participate. My field notes

state: "I came in and saw several of the women that I have

interviewed. No one greeted me. They all acted like they had

never Seen me."

The next week, Bernita spoke with me before the meeting to

tell me to try to hurry up and finish before Clemencia and

others were able to pull it out from under me. Then Clemencia

asked to meet with me privately before the group started. She

told me that there were three women who felt very unhappy

about my doing research in the group. She unilaterally

decided that instead of my describing the study to the support

Sroup participants and then leaving for a few minutes while
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they discussed my presence in the group, she would describe it

for me and they would vote before I came into the room. While

this was not an acceptable option for me, I had no others. I

was relying on those women that I had already interviewed to

speak in support of the research.

By this point, a new Executive Director had been hired. I

made an appointment with Margi McCue, the Executive Director,

to discuss my research plan. The arrangement was made to meet

at the shelter. When I arrived, I was kept waiting for 45

minutes and then the meeting was convened with Clemencia and

Gail, the women’s advocate from the original staff meeting.

I laid out my plans and the support that I would need from La

Casa. I presented the historical picture of research at La

Casa as I knew it, the need for research that more clearly

reflected the experiences of the women, and the need for

responses to the characterizations of abused women. I

indicated the steps that I was taking to protect the

identities of the participants, the resource materials that I

would provide each respondent at the end of the interview, the

$10 that I would pay to each respondent for their time, and

the thorough nature of Human Subjects approval at the

university. I gave copies of my initial flyer, Human Subjects

Consent forms, IRS payment forms, and the resource list to

Margi. I further argued that my presence at the support

9Toups reflected more than a solicitation of subjects, it was
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also a means of maintaining connection with women who would

provide me with very personal details of their lives. It

seemed to me unethical to take that information and disappear.

I wanted a follow up forum to be able to reassure them that

their stories were safe and that I was safe. Further, my

presence would allow women to make their own evaluations and

judgments of me, and of my understandings of their

experiences, over time as they decided whether or not to

participate.

Clemencia and Gail lobbied that the research could occur only

if they had control over it. I made it clear that I could not

conduct research under those conditions. I presented the

letter that Solange had written to the Human Subjects

Committee in support of the research and maintained that it

formed a kind of contract between me and the agency. After

extensive discussion, Margi decided to support the research

and to allow me to continue to attend the support groups.

Clemencia phoned me the following week to tell me that she

didn’t think that we should go into the meeting room early any

more. This was a strategy I used to meet the new women and to

introduce myself and the study. It was also a time when I

could chat with the women that I had already interviewed.

Clemencia was closing off that access. Clemencia told me that

"some of the women" indicated that they'd like the time to
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just chat. She said that I could just stay out in the waiting

room that women who were interested could talk to me out

there. The problem as I identified it was that Clemencia saw

me as aligned with Bernita and Solange and she was involved in

a political, adversarial relationship with them.

I decided to try to cultivate her and let her know that I was

not part of an interest group in opposition to her. I chatted

with her. I took her to lunch. I flattered her. I tried to

reassure her.

The next week, she informed me that she had found a

replacement for Solange and that she wanted me to meet this

new woman, Edie. That evening after she had explained my

research, I was called in to the meeting as an observer.

During the course of the next week, Clemencia had, according

to second hand accounts, behaved in a totally inappropriate

manner to the Executive Director on numerous occasions and had

been summarily fired. When I arrived for the meeting, Margi

came in and asked me if I would take over the group until the

new person arrived after the staff meeting since I was the

only person there who knew both the women and the agenda. I

didn’t know what to do, but I agreed because I felt that I

could not ask for their assistance and refuse to help when

they needed it. Edie arrived shortly after the group
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convened. I introduced her. I introduced the women who had

attended the groups before and I introduced the women who were

new that evening. Then I turned the group over to Edie.

The next week, in the afternoon before the support group, I

met with Margi and with Edie to clarify where my data

collection was and what still needed to occur. Margi was

totally supportive and directed Edie to provide whatever

support she could to the project. Although in the next few

months the agency became like an "armed camp" as various

factions held rallies and press conferences, contacted funding

sources, initiated union actions, and attempted to have the

Executive Director removed, Margi McCue's support for my

research did not waver. Although attendance at the support

groups dipped to lows of 3 or 4 participants, I was,

nonetheless, able to complete the data collection in a timely

I■ la Il I■ le IT .

When my interview studies were complete, I continued to attend

the support groups for another two months to allow sufficient

time for the most recent respondents to process whatever had

occurred for them in the interviews. Following my exit as a

participant observer, I volunteered to help the agency as

their funding declined and I led one of the support groups for

a period of three months. I did not gather data or solicit
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interviews with the women who were participants in my support

groups.

3.2.2 The Interviews

One of the successful negotiations with La Casa centered

around my using the outreach site as the location for the

interviews. This was a location that was known and familiar

to the participants because they came there for the support

group meetings. It was my feeling that the women would be

more comfortable and would feel safer in familiar

Surroundings. As often as possible, I conducted the

interviews in the support group room. If the room was not

available, we often used one of the other offices or the

children’s playroom when it was empty of children.

Since the center is open only during business hours, for those

women whose schedules did not allow interviews within that

time frame, I used Anselm Strauss’ office at the University of

California, San Francisco. Anselm was gracious enough to

offer this as a resource since his office had a sofa and was

somewhat more congenial than the other locations available.

Although for reasons of researcher safety, I was not anxious

to interview women in their own homes, I did conduct four

interviews in the homes of the participants.
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At one such interview, the abusive male did arrive while I was

present. He came with a police officer escort to remove some

of his belongings. I stayed out of the interactions, although

observing them closely, and busied myself with the care of the

respondent’s three children. I was not introduced and my

presence was not explained to either the policeman or the

woman’s partner. Although the interview was over at the time,

the woman was so visibly upset by her partner’s arrival and

the ensuing interactions that I stayed with her until she was

calm and had formulated a plan for her afternoon. That was

the only occasion where I saw any of the abusive partners.

The interviews ranged in duration from one to four and one

half hours. They always began with my asking permission to

tape the interview and explaining that I lost too much if I

had to take notes because I couldn't concentrate on what the

women were saying. I also attempted to set out what it was

that I intended to study, i.e., what is helpful to women in

abusive relationships. I would then carefully go over the

consent form approved by the Human Subjects Committee,

emphasizing that if things became too painful, or if they did

not want to answer any questions they could just stop. No one

ever stopped. No one refused to answer a question either

directly or by verbal circumlocution. In fact, the interviews

often developed momentums of their own that engulfed both of

us in their intensity. The stories were very compelling.
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Typically, once I had established the nature of the study, the

protections provided to the women, the free exit from

participation, I would ask demographic questions and would

explain that these answers would allow me to compare this

woman to the other respondents, thereby, situating the woman

as part of an aggregate of other women with similar

experiences. It was an attempt to reduce the stigmatization

that abused women might feel in these circumstances. It

seemed to work. The tapes do not reflect hesitations. I also

tried to establish a conversational style through these

demographic questions by commenting on job experiences,

interesting work experiences, medical anecdotes, and, in some

cases, shared child rearing experiences.

Although in the pre-interview stage, I had pages of specific

questions to ask, one meeting with Carol Stack, a member of my

dissertation committee, caused me to toss them. It was my own

insecurity that motivated me to produce a list of 50 or more

focused questions. She asked me if Anselm Strauss or Bob

Staples had seen the list and what had they said. Of course,

they had not seen the list and, of course, the question was

sufficient to reorient me to the research process.

Consequently, the heart of the interviews began with a

request, "Tell me the story of this relationship." Sometimes

this was too vague and respondents would ask what I wanted to

know. I would say things like: How did you meet? What
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happened? What was it like? That was generally sufficient

stimulation for the narratives to begin. Most often, women

proceeded to tell their stories uninterrupted except for

supportive and/or encouraging comments from me. The

transcripts are peppered with my "mmmm, " "uh huh," "no

kidding?" and "oh my god," feedback loops. I attempted to

maintain consistent eye contact and frequently made supportive

physical gestures. While these responses emphasized connection

and encouraged more talk, they were not conscious researcher

techniques, but were instead the actions and responses of

years of talking to women about intimate matters, theirs and

mine.

For many respondents, the interview was the first time they

had ever constructed the stories from beginning to end. As

the stories unfolded, the women often saw, and commented upon,

those facets that were not previously apparent to them. The

stories were loosely chronological, but very episodic in form

(See Chapter 4 for a more thorough discussion) reflecting the

particular themes presented in the analysis (See Chapters 5, 6,

and 7). The interviews were, thus, reflexive moments in the

ongoing constructions and reconstructions of the experiences

of these women.

Often the interviews would begin with a very factual rendering

of the initial meeting of the couple, the behaviors that only
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retrospectively signalled violence, and the charismatic nature

of both the man’s presentation of self and the romantic

interludes. As the stories moved into violent episodes, use

of language changed, the women became more visibly upset, the

stories took on dramatic qualities with the respondents

playing two parts and quoting both statements and responses,

facial expressions changed, physical aggression Wa S

demonstrated, protective responses were illustrated -- it was

as though the women were reliving the interactions and I was

watching the horror of them. The experiences were recreated

in the interview interactions. We cried; we laughed; we

gasped. The related stories, in most cases, did not end with

the violence. The women went on to explain how they moved

away from the violence and came to be in the support groups.

An equilibrium of sorts was reestablished as the stories

neared completion.

In other words, I was a participant observer as well as an

interviewer and a woman and Lora during these events. As the

stories neared completion, I would then back-track through the

stories and ask questions about help-seeking and help

provision at particular points from particular people as

mentioned by respondents. Frankly, a re-reading of the

interview transcripts demonstrates how often I missed

following up on significant statements or insights. I was so

drawn into some of the stories that I failed to think about
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them sociologically. I did, however, use a guide to remind

myself to ask about areas that the women themselves may not

have related, i.e., help from medical personnel, help from co

Workers, help from the abusers’ family, feelings of isolation,

anyone that they could have asked for help that they didn’t,

what was not helpful, help from strangers, looking back what

would have been helpful, and finally, "If I tell you again

that what I’m looking at are the kinds of things that are

helpful to someone in an abusive relationship, what did I

miss? What did I not ask that I should have? What did I not

follow up on ? Think about your relationship, what has been

helpful to you in terms of (coping? getting out?)." Sometimes

respondents would call me at home a day or two later to tell

me things that they thought were helpful that they didn’t

relate in the interview. Sometimes they called to relate

another horror story that demonstrated how out of control

their partners were. Sometimes they called to get a resource

referral or to update me on the results of their latest court

appearance. The few who called to get counseling I referred

back to the Drop-In Center Co-ordinator.

Some of the interviews were so painful and so poignant that

they drained me and left me feeling overwhelmed. I had not

anticipated the effects of the interviews on me. I had, after

all, worked with abused women for over 8 years. I thought I

had heard it all. But crisis line work, by definition,
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implies suggesting solutions or courses of action.

Participating in interviews does not. The pain presented

often overwhelmed me. Friends, who are therapists in their

employment lives, began suggesting ways to distance myself, to

protect myself. But I could not learn how to distance myself

without losing my empathy, so I gave it up. On Virginia

Olesen’s advice, I did not do more than two interviews a week.

After one particularly difficult interview, I learned not to

plan social activities for evenings on the days that I

interviewed.

I went through what I came to call a kind of "decompression"

after each interview. I thought carefully about what each

woman said. I looked at her survival strengths. I reminded

myself that she had survived, battered literally and

figuratively, but whole. I was perhaps most impressed that

the humanity of these women was truly remarkable in its

determination to persevere and it its lack of vindictiveness.

In the end, I saw them in hopeful terms, as survivors. While

most of them would have preferred to remain in their

relationships and reconstruct them along non-violent lines,

the forces of their circumstances prohibited that resolution

and they were either out or beginning to think of getting out

of the abusive relationships. They were not totally without

power. I had to remind myself that I was entrusted with their

stories, that if their lived experiences had not destroyed

: º
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them, they certainly could not devastate me. While the

stories were related to me, they were not my stories. They

belonged to the women who had experienced them.

3.2-3 The Respondents

The 32 women who participated in this study ranged in age from

21 years through 55 years, but clustered between 34 and 40 (n

= 11) . When asked to self-identify regarding racial/ethnic

identity, 22 respondents identified themselves as white, 2 as

Pilippinas, 5 as Black (African-American was not used by the

respondents as an identifying term), 1 identified herself as

Other, 1 as Chinese-American, and 1 as Hispanic.

Four respondents were currently married to the abusive

partners. Eleven identified themselves as single. I did not

clarify whether single referred to never married or to single

after divorce. Six respondents were divorced. Eleven were

separated and in process of divorce.

Fourteen respondents did not have children. Three women had

one child, six had two children, five had three children. One

woman had six children, but they were not the children of the

abusive partner. Many of the older respondents had children

who were grown and no longer living with them and,

Consequently, were not party to the violent encounters.

****** * *- ** -
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Four respondents had never lived with the abusive males.

Eight women were living with their violent partners at the

time of the interview. Although not asked directly, many

respondents volunteered the length of time spent in the

abusive relationships. The time volunteered ranged from 4

months to 14 years.

These respondents were a particularly well educated sample.

Only three women had less than a high school education, while

twenty three had two years or more of college. There were 8

Bachelor of Arts or Science graduates, 1 registered nurse, 1

respondent with a masters degree, and 1 respondent with two

masters degrees. The minimal grade level achieved by the

least educated respondent was 8th grade.

Most of the respondents were underemployed given their

educational achievements. Thirteen were not employed. Two

were employed in 'blue collar' occupations, i.e., video

technician and transit operator. Twelve were in 'pink collar'

jobs such as secretarial, bank tellers, service managers.

Only five were in ' white collar' employment situations as

teachers, an architect, an interior designer, and a vice

president of a financial institution.

**** --~~~~
-- *-
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The respondents were overwhelmingly Christian in religious

identification (n = 22). Nine identified themselves as having

no religious affiliation. One woman was Jewish.

No respondent rated her health as bad. In fact, eighteen

women listed themselves as in good health. Five stated that

they were in excellent health. Four women rated their general

health as poor; four as fair. Those women who rated their

health as either poor or fair also indicated that they had

underlying health issues and/or were on a regimen of

prescribed medications. It was not clear whether the reported

health issues were a result of the violent episodes.

Eighteen respondents reported never having had chemical

dependencies. Others reported single dependencies, like

tobacco, or multiple dependencies, like tobacco and alcohol.

Some women reported using drugs as a result of the influence

and/or violence of their partners. Unfortunately, I did not

follow up those connections with further questioning. Most

respondents said that they were no longer dependent on any

chemical substances.

It is only those women who 'become visible’ as victims of

intimate, interpersonal violence who are potential research

subjects. They must in some way self identify through use of

social service agencies, medical treatment facilities, justice
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system contacts, police department calls, or feminist helping

services. Thus, the data obtained from abused women is

inherently limited to those who have self identified. The

respondents in this study found, or were referred to, the

outreach support groups run by La Casa de las Madres. The

obvious methodological limits of such a selective sample

warrant recognition of this research as suggestive.

Additionally, researcher language limitations required that

the respondents be speakers of English. Thus the sample is

representative only of those English speaking women who, by

whatever means, came to the attention of the agency and who

then volunteered to participate. The study does include

minority racial/ethnic women of color (n = 10). I have

assumed that their experiences as women victims of intimate,

interpersonal violence transcends race and/or ethnicity issues

and recognize too that a larger sample of cross-race

comparisons is needed to determine whether or not this

assumption is correct. More specifically, while I do assume

that there are cultural texts and subtexts requisite to fully

understanding abuse within and across cultures, I focused in

this research on basic processes of understanding and action

within abusive relationships. Where I saw a range of

variation within these basic processes, I have specified it.

I did not see variation that was racially or culturally

|
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specific, which may reflect my lack of perceptivity and/or the

small number of respondents.

3. 3 THE THEORY

My theoretical approach was constructed through my own fusion

of symbolic interactionist sociological theory, feminist

theory, and grounded theory methodology (Glaser and Strauss

1967). While symbolic interactionism and grounded theory

emphasize the importance of respondents' versions of reality

and the meanings that they apply to their experiences, data

collection and analysis, and the development of emergent

social theory, feminist theory expands this perspective by

placing women and their experiences at the center and, thus,

reshapes the pursuit of new knowledge. Much of mainstream

sociological theory, including symbolic interactionism, has

not been attentive to the confounding influences of gender.

Because women's experiences have not been considered as

separate and distinct from those of men, a kind of "false

consciousness" of the world as it is apprehended has developed

in sociology. Exclusion has silenced women’s experiences.

This exclusion has shaped the consciousness of both men and

women. The work of feminist scholars like Hanmer and Maynard

(1987), Ferraro (1987), Kurz (1989), Loseke (1987), and

Pagelow (1981) in violence against women; Gordon (1986) and
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Riessman (1985) on the social control of women; Devault

(1990), Paget (1983; 1990), and Long (1987) on gender

divisions in language; and Stacey (1988) and Smith (1987) on

developing feminist perspectives in sociology, formed a

feminist background to my study which was initially

conceptualized around the task of sociologically framing the

help-seeking processes of abused women.

3.3-1. The Grounded Theory Method

Grounded theory methodology is an inductive process that

focuses on the generation of theory which "emerges" from the

data (Glaser and Strauss 1968; Glaser 1978; Strauss 1987;

Strauss and Corbin 1990). Grounded theory has its roots in

the Chicago School of sociology.

Four steps are central to grounded theory methodology. They

are: memoing, coding, comparative analysis, and theoretical

sampling. While described in a linear fashion, these steps

actually occur simultaneously, overlapping one another, in a

Complex process of multiple loops.

After two complete semester seminar sessions with Anselm

Strauss, I felt confident that I could move through my data

with competency and some efficiency. Wrong. As I began to

Collect interviews, four to be exact, I transcribed them and
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then I stared at them for a long time. I was in a state of

analytic paralysis. I knew that I should begin coding and

writing memos. It was not lack of information that

forestalled any action. It was analytic paralysis. Finally,

as I watched four years of my life sliding down the drain if

I could not do something with the data, I called Anselm

Strauss and described my dilemma. He immediately made an

appointment for me to meet with him.

At the meeting, he asked me about my data, specifically, what

is unusual? My response was "nothing." Anselm gently pointed

out that perhaps abuse was unusual and that I was too close to

the data. As we discussed the interviews, patterns began to

emerge. I went home energized and in the next several weeks

wrote flurries of memos.

I wrote thematic memos. I wrote memos on structural

conditions, background experiences, influences of children,

initial incidents, etc. I wrote lots of memos adding to them

as I analyzed new interviews. Each memo then became a rich

Source of quotations and detailed explanations and analysis as

I analyzed each new interview on its own and in relation to

the others. I continued to interview respondents, refining

the questions asked based on the patterns emerging from the

data analysis.

*****
*—

tº º
****w-g

****

*****º-sº
******ass
*

-
º

**** * *

*ºr as as a ****

**** ~~~
" ***** ...

*** *--- - -

*** **s-º"
º

** -- **** assº



84

I began the process with the "open coding" technique of line

by line, word by word analysis, generating codes and

categories, and, of course, more memos and memo notations. I

worked to discover the processes of the effects of the abusive

interactions. I produced tentative concepts and hypotheses,

coding and dimensionalizing the data. I would often get

bogged down in those areas of ambiguity where consequences

became conditions, or conditions became consequences. As the

analytic process of grounded theory proceeded, the complexity

and level of abstraction of codes increased, while I was

simultaneously attempting to elaborate, qualify, and verify

Codes already conceptualized.

Codes were of two types "in vivo, " or phrases used by the

respondents to describe their experiences, and those that I

Constructed sociologically. Some of the "in vivo" codes

included, "You deal with it" and "A room of her own."

Sociologically constructed codes predominated. Examples of

these were spin cycle, management strategies, retrospective

knowledge, clues, etc. Codes and categories were analyzed as

to properties and dimensions, diagrammed as to relationships,

**amined for causes and contexts. Although I reached

"saturation" of some categories relatively early in the

P*9cess, that is, further incidents brought forth nothing new,

* continued to add detail and description from more recent

**terviews.
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Then, when I thought I had it all figured out, I started to

see that something else was going on that I had not recognized

earlier. There were two "stories" occurring on parallel

planes. One was the violence story, which was fairly straight

forward and often linear in progression. The other was the

"self story," which was neither straight-forward nor linear,

and was, in fact, complex and convoluted. Violence was

obviously related to help-seeking, but I could not tease out

how the "self story" was affected by the violence much less

how it affected the women’s help-seeking. I had difficulty

Seeing and relating the intersections.

I packed up my charts and graphs and diagrams and called

Anselm Strauss. We met again. I explained my current

dilemma. If our first meeting could be characterized as saving

a sinking ship, this one could be characterized as grabbing

the rudder of a ship out of control. Through patient

Questioning and probing, I was able to step back once again

from my own preconceived notions of the interactions and to

look more sociologically at the emerging patterns. I went

home and wrote more memos.

*t this point, I thought that my core category was "locked

*" In essence, I thought that the women were locked into

the relationships by their own perceptions of their options

* by the social forces of cultural ideologies and economic
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structures. Violence changes the ways in which women look at

the world, but at the same time they cannot make sense out of

it because they are locked in by old realities and

expectations. The violence challenges their perceptions of

reality which challenge their senses of self.

Grounded theory methodology assumes that comparisons are made

continuously and at different levels of analysis. Concepts

emerge because a number of empirical indicators, i.e.,

actions, events, etc., in the data point to them. Codes and

Categories are generated by the comparison of indicator to

indicator as well as by comparing the indicators to phenomena

outside the data.

In attempting to understand the interactional patterns of

abused women, I began making comparisons to the actions of

Jews during the Holocaust. One "locked in" indicator was that

the social system was structured against them. Institutional

Structures worked to maintain ideologies of subordination.

For purposes of comparison, I identified essentially three

types of experiences: those that did not know, or understand,

what was happening; those with totally shattered identities so

*hat little was left; and those with no way out. The women

*th no choices are those who are structurally locked in,
i.e., no job skills, no money, no place to go. As Jewish

**sistance was often passive, often the tactics of battered
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women were passive. What appeared to be passivity for both

Jews and abused women was not. Instead, it was a kind of

active resistance, a resistance through maintenance of self.

Through a further elaboration of the comparative analysis

process, with external concepts and internal data indicators,

it became clearer to me that I had been seduced by the

compelling nature of the violence into thinking that the

violence story was the central story. It was not . The

violence story was simply the unrolling of the conditions.

The central story had to do with the transformation of self.

Once I became confident about the intersections of these

interactions, it was necessary to decide on its presentation.

I felt that it was of critical importance to try to guide

readers away from the compelling nature of the violence and

into the analysis of the interactional patterns of the abusive

situations. In trying to conceptualize a presentation format,

I was very drawn to the work of Schulamit Reinharz (1987),

"The Social Psychology of a Miscarriage: An Application of

Symbolic Interaction Theory and Method," and Susan Bell

(1988), "Becoming a Political Woman: The Reconstruction and

*nterpretation of Experience Through Stories." By analyzing

*ividual narratives, both scholars made individual
*xistential experience sociologically accessible. Each
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analysis provided a concrete examples of generalized social

meanings. I sought to adapt those processes to the

presentation of the violence story.

In the meantime, I had begun my own journey into readings in

narrative analysis as this sociological process appeared to be

less restrictive of women’s experiences reflecting, as it

does, the "storied nature" of social life. In narrative

analysis focus is on the respondents’ stories of their

experiences - the how of the telling being as important as the

why. The stories as related illustrate the social and

personal constraints within which people define their

situations and take actions.

Narrative analysis is not conversational analysis. In

Conversational analysis, data are generated through "natural"

Conversations, transcribed or videotaped, and then analyzed.

Notational techniques are elaborate and precise. Analytic

focus is generally on constructions of power as they are

Created and reflected in conversation.

Warrative analysis is a growing exploration of sociological

knowing. It reflects the sociological understanding that all

knowledge is socially constructed. Stories are not true

**flections of "reality," but versions of reality created

through the use of language. Language itself creates a
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particular view of reality. The languages of narrative display

the goals and intentions of human actors (Richardson 1989).

I decided to broaden my sociological approach to analysis and

presentation by utilizing narrative analysis to present the

violence story as a backdrop to the grounded theory analysis

of the transformation of self. Although I could have chosen

any of the interviews as representative, the differences

occurring only in degree, I chose Jane’s narrative. Jane's

interview took 4 1/2 hours and provided considerable depth of

information, but also a great deal of reflexive thought. Jane

was a continuing presence in the support groups, so if I

discovered a gap in information, she would be accessible.

Jane is an incredibly nice person and I wanted to do honor to

her struggles.

Working closely with Adele Clarke, as I did throughout this

Process, the form of the presentation began to take shape. I

first wrote the narrative analysis chapter to delineate the

Context within which the transformation of self occurred.

9nce I had identified the pattern of my presentation, the work

°f writing in a coherent fashion began.

Through most of the writing process, I was a participant in a

**ter’s group with graduates and other students from the

*epartment. These meetings were invaluable to me in

*a*** * *
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clarifying my thinking. Writers’ group members read memos,

analyzed data, challenged assumptions, and in general, helped

me to think sociologically about data that sometimes seems to

beg for psychological analysis.

In an attempt to verify my conclusions and analysis, I

provided Jane with a copy of the narrative chapter for her

comment and criticism. She phoned me in January to talk about

the chapter and said that she had been reflecting on it for

the last several weeks. With regard to the analysis, she

said: "You got it." She felt that it was "pretty accurate"

and that it did not misrepresent her experiences. She added

additional insights on her process and said that reading my

analysis "made me feel how far I’ve come since then." It was,

nonetheless, "chilling" to read about her experiences. She no

longer attends support groups, because they "keep me being a

battered woman."

I have also distributed the grounded theory analysis chapters

to respondents and to the outreach co-ordinator, as well as to

two feminist scholars in the field. I am awaiting their

responses.

3.4 CONCLUSION
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In many ways, a dissertation is a personal biography. It

challenges the very nature of who you are and what you believe

you can do. I originally wanted to do this research like a

missionary bringing "truth" to the natives. I did not realize

the implications for myself at the time nor did I realize the

strain involved in empathetic listening and then working

analytically with "stories from hell." I still want this

"truth, " that is, what abused women have to say analytically

and reflexively about their experiences, to become public, to

be taken seriously. I want women to be the experts of their

own experiences. In a society that devalues women's

experiences and opinions, I want to have the credentials to be

one of the vehicles that will allow their stories to be told

and that will lend credibility to the telling.
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PART II.

The Crucible: Violence and the Transformation of Self

In the following four chapters, I present the findings of my

research on abused women. I utilized two methodological

processes independently, i.e., narrative analysis and grounded

theory, applying them to the same data to analyze the

processes that women undergo, who are/have been experiencing

abuse from their intimate partners. I configure the

relationships of intimate violence as the crucibles within

which the abused women’s senses of self are situated and,

consequently, transformed. Violence is not the focus of this

analysis as the perameters of violence are too narrow for an

adequate investigation of the interactive nature of abuse in

intimate relationships.

Intimate, or "domestic, " violence has been constructed and

envisioned in much sociological writing in static models which

then served the dominant frameworks around which further

analyses have been developed. The static constructions are

predicated on sociocultural assumptions (see Chapter 2

Literature Review), on the presumed meanings of the violence
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in the lives of abused women, and on conventional conceptions

of abused women. In my view, the interactive and processual

nature of abusive relationships has remained underinvestigated

because of the failure to recognize the dynamic quality of

these relationships and, particularly, because of the failure

to recognize women’s construction of knowlege within the

definitional dialogs that characterize their lived

experiences. My research demonstrates how the definitions of

self, situation, and violence are tied to the ways that the

meanings of violent events are constructed by the women

themselves. I posit knowledge as a socially constructed human

accomplishment (Berger & Luckman 1966). In these cases of

intimate violence, I examine the women’s constructions of

knowledge as they developed across time within the crucibles

of the violent situations and as they emerged from the

negotiations that occurred around competing definitions of

self, situation, and violence.

In Chapter 4, ". . . not every person lives like they do in the

Story books. . . " I present a narrative analysis of one woman’s

abuse story that serves to represent the other 31 stories in

this study. While the analysis highlights Jane's (a

Pseudonym) account, the narrative is representative of the

diversity of the women studied. These 32 stories of

interpersonal intimate violence have an underlying, relatively

linear, structure (i.e., meeting, entry into relationship, red
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flags or clues, first violent episode, escalation and

repetition of violence, strategies to contain and/or minimize

the violence, and exiting the relationship) that does not vary

significantly despite differences in duration and content.

In Chapter 4 the violence story is told. This is the first

layer of analysis and forms the structural background against

which further analysis can be viewed. The importance of this

structure to the understanding of women's help seeking

processes while embroiled within abusive intimate

relationships mandates an approach that further examines the

interactive nature of interpersonal violence. These women's

experiences of intimate violence are not unique, aberrant, or

even unusual (See Chapter 2). Rather they are influenced by

and influencing of wider societal themes of patriarchy and

hierarchy.

The women in these 32 social situations of abusive intimate

violence sought to realize and maximize their particular

definitions of the situation under a variety of conditions and

Constraints and, in the process, they constructed meanings on

which they acted. They assigned meanings to the events which

reflected their understandings of legitimate motives for

Violence and, consequently, also reflected sociocultural

assumptions and themes. Their actions, based on these

interpretations, lent form to their particular relationships.

* * * *
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Grounded theory methodology effectively captures the subtlety

of these interactions. Consequently, in Chapters 5, 6, and 7,

I present a grounded theory analysis of the processes by which

the women took action in light of the meanings they attached

to their experiences of violence.

There are some caveats for the readers of these chapters. The

stories told and analyzed in my research are in many ways

individual and compelling. Nonetheless, my analysis is firmly

grounded in the shared dimensions of their emergent processes,

although it may be that the compelling nature of the accounts

themselves seems to bring the individual to the forefront and

the analysis may appear to recede. Additionally, the imagery

of the accounts may appear to characterize the women as

victims, as indeed they are victims of particular episodes of

violence, they are not, however, victims in their self

identities as interactive persons. The women in this research

were active participants in the interactions with their

partners, in the development of strategies to halt, change, or

cope with the violence that came to characterize their lives,

and in the constructions and reconstructions of their

relationships and their selves.

Chapter 5, 6, and 7 were difficult chapters to write in that

the social processes that emerged through grounded theory

analysis were very interpenetrated and could not be easily
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teased apart. They were not distinct processes. The heart of

the analytical problem was that the processes were on-going,

intertwined, and overlapping. While they could be identified

at an analytical level, they were not linear processes and did

not lend themselves to the linear presentation required of

writing. In fact, some of the ambiguity that the reader may

experience in the analysis of the accounts is akin to the

experiences of ambiguity detailed by the women as they derived

their definitions of self, situation and violence within

competing definitional frames. To paraphrase McLuhan (1970),

here the medium is the message.

Further, I attempted to ratify the women speaking for

themselves and, therefore, chose examples from those women who

seemed to articulate a particular point across the shared

dimensions of experience. I maintain that the women's own

experiences and the meanings that they attach to the violent

events in their lives are as legitimate as the expertise

proferred by domestic violence experts, i.e., academics,

social service providers, political activists, and journalists

(Loseke & Cahill 1984).

There were no women in the sample for whom the basic processes

delineated did not hold, that is, they all struggled with

their partners in continuous definitional dialogs of self,

situation and violence. Later they negotiated the same

**-*-- *:
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definitional areas with their potential helpers. In the

course of these definitional negotiations, most respondents

came to name the violence as abuse and themselves as "abused

women." The processes, however, manifested idiosyncratically;

the variations were exemplified in the related anecdotes. The

idiosyncratic, individual stories were connected by their

basic characterizations of the violent relationships as

crucibles within which the women underwent transformations of

self. The transformations originated and developed within

competing definitions of self, situation, and violence. As

discussed in Chapter 5, ". . . it just sort of built up

gradually. . . " the transformation processes began in the

definitional dialogs between the abused women and their

partners and eventuated in the partners' definitional hegemony

over these negotiations.

Chapter 6, ". . . the most damaging thing is being silent about

it..." charts the respondents’ progressions through the

Continuous definitional struggles with their abusive partners,

with their senses of self, and with the additional input from

Outsiders to whom the women appealed for help. In Chapter 7,

". . . cause it was awhile before I actually figured out what was

90ing on..." I discuss how the interpretions become

"actionable" when the women defined the violence as

intentional and directed, and when they decided that the
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relationships were not going to change but that they had

changed within them.

Leaving abusive relationships does not end the interactional

effects of the violence in the lives of abused women. It

only, potentially, reduces the occasions of violence. My

approach serves to acknowledge women’s control of their

definitions of self and situation and further assumes that the

actions they have taken reflected creative strategies for

coping and surviving in their violent life circumstances.
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Chapter 4

". . . not every person lives like they do in the story books. . ."

Narrative is everywhere. It is ineluctably tied to human

experience as a linguistic tool that serves to organize

experience. Narrative is both a mode of reasoning and a mode

of representation (Richardson 1990), a symbolic means of

Ordering experience and constructing reality. ". . . [A] person

tries to make sense of the world with limited epistemic and

linguistic skills. When there are no firm connections between

empirical events, the individual organizes them into an

*maginative formulation that meets one or more tests of

°oherence" (Sarkin 1986:12). In this way, narrated stories

**e the means by which people creatively make sense of their

*xperiences.

*used women can and do make sense of their violent life

*Periences by narrating them. Interpretation and remembrance
* lead to constructions of narratives that reflect life's

"*tiple realities as currently perceived by the women,

*cluding their retrospective assessments of their situations

and *heir partners’ violent actions, as well as their own
rat i*ionales for action. As Chapters 5, 6, and 7 will
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demonstrate, the women in this study were involved in constant

definitional dialogs with their partners, with themselves, and

with others. The narratives they constructed to make sense of

these dialogs were simultaneously part of, and the basis for,

those consistent and continuous symbolic interactions.

Further, since abused women are asked at every turn: "Why did

you stay? Why do you stay?" there was an almost palpable

need, for the 32 abused women who I studied, to make the

violence, and their complicity in it, coherent to self and to

others. Constructing narratives that avoided ambiguity was

basic to their "personal tellings" (Kreiger 1983). Through

their narrations, these abused women created and justified

their choices. The creation of narratives reestablished the

connections between body, self, and society as these

respondents understood them. It demonstrated to them, and to

me as researcher/interviewer, that the abusive relationships

had courses, and that their own actions within them were

rational, reasonable, and further, that their actions could be

made understandable to others.

In this chapter, I use narrative analysis methodology to

analyze the story of one abused woman, Jane (a pseudonym), as

representative of the 31 other interview narratives. Jane’s

is a story of abuse, not the story of abuse. Despite

idiosyncratic differences in content, these 32 stories of
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intimate, interpersonal violence had underlying structures

that did not vary significantly. Jane’s story captures these

underlying similarities. This chapter is part of the larger

analysis of the transformations of self that the abused women

in this study experienced within the crucibles of their

violent relationships. The chapter is a detailed analysis of

one woman’s crucible, i.e., her violent relationship. In many

ways in the phenomenological sense (Chamberlain 1990), it

serves as an exemplar of the others. In contrast, throughout

the rest of the dissertation, I attempt to present the range

of variation. Jane’s process of transformation of self, for

example, is included as part of the analysis of the processes

of all the respondents as they are discussed and analyzed in

Chapters 5, 6, and 7.

The narratives of abused women need to be evaluated in

relation to the larger whole of violence against women. Yet,

through the telling of one individual and highly idiosyncratic

story, a system of meanings emerges that can facilitate the

processes by which women can make existential sense of their

own experiences. Each woman’s narrative makes this

existential experience sociologically accessible. "Narrative

Creates the possibility of history beyond the personal"

(Richardson 1990:14). Each narrative provides a concrete

example of generalized social meaning. "The story contains the

Sequence of socially meaningful acts without which it would
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not be a story; its analysis therefore provides the basis for

a direct interpretation of a complex unit of social

interaction" (Mishler 1986:241).

By examining the relational story of one abused woman, that

is, what Jane said about her particular experiences of

violence in an intimate relationship, my analysis

simultaneously focuses on how Jane tells her story, how she

reconstructs the interactions, events, and participants

through the narrative process. "The how of telling is

important in understanding what it is that is significant for

the teller" (Riessman 1990: xi emphasis in the orginal). By

focusing on how a battered woman talks about her experiences,

on how socio-cultural assumptions guide her narrative, the

processes through which the personal mirrors the political are

clarified.

By approaching the story through both content analysis and

structural analysis, that is, through an examination of how

Jane tells what she tells, I attempt to link the private

experience of a battered woman with the social and public

forces within which her interactions are embedded. Although

intimate, interpersonal wife abuse is constructed as a

"private event," stories of abusive relationships are set in

a social discourse that reflects socio-cultural expectations

and assumptions. By elucidating the experience of one
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battered woman, it is possible to delineate the interpretive

processes through which other battered wives attempted to make

sense of their violent relationships and their current lives.

I first present a brief discussion of the 32 narratives that

formed the data for this study. Next I develop the plot line

of the content of Jane’s abuse story with the introduction,

rising action, turning point, and resolution, as well as a

sociological analysis of the narrative. The beginning of the

narrative comprises the context within which the couple meet,

the man is presented, and warnings presage the violence to

come. The middle portion of the narrative incorporates the

first violent episode and its contextual frame, as well as the

period of repetition and escalation of violence. The chapter

ends with an analysis of Jane’s expressed reasons for

remaining in an abusive relationship, as well as a delineation

of three tactics she used to leave the relationship.

This chapter does not include the women’s help seeking or help

provision processes, those processes are dealt with in

Chapters 6 and 7 as part of the transformation of self. This

chapter is limited to an analysis of the violence story. Help

is generated through changes initiated in the crucibles of the

violent relationships. Intimate, interpersonal violence is

the reason that I am analyzing the help seeking processes, so

it is necessary at the outset to present the violence story in
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depth. The women’s transformations of self, in terms of their

violence stories, will be analyzed in subsequent chapters.

4.1. 32 Narratives

Narratives provide a means to retrieve the past in order to

understand the present. The narrator gives meaning to the past

from the point of view of the present and future (Richardson

1990). Narratives emphasize retrospective knowledge by

demonstrating how later events were conditioned, occasioned,

and facilitated by earlier ones. The abused women in this

study used knowledge of the narrative ending, i.e., present

time, "to decide how vividly and at what length to portray

particular episodes" (Rosaldo 1989:134). They selected which

violent episodes to relate as well as how to relate them.

The abused women were the protagonists in their own stories.

As Sarbin (1986) noted, interview respondents provided more

than just a collection of past episodes, these respondents

reconstructed people and events. Theirs was storytelling

with images of heroes and villains. In constructing self as

battered women, they had to also construct their partners as

batterers. There were plots. The violent episodes were

dramatic and persuasive. They pictured scene after scene,

instance after instance, time after time, as testimony to the

deep effects of the violence on their senses of self. These
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individual narratives of battered women, then, formed a series

of connected abuse events, limited in duration, contextualized

for understanding and clarity. Most stories were confined

primarily to the interactions between the couples, until the

women decided that they needed to seek help or until the

violence was witnessed by one or more third parties.

The narratives in this study also demonstrated cultural

attempts at linear temporal ordering, but became more

thematically ordered as they continued. Violence is not

linear and progressive; it is episodic and disjointed. The

violence is itself a mosaic pattern of inconsistency and

ambiguity. The women’s stories reflected this disjointed

quality. As each interview continued, the fragile, temporal

pictures that the women constructed started to decompose. As

they became overwhelmed by the violence in the re-telling,

their distance from it shortened and they were less able to

present pictures of orderly progression and control. Language

changed. Nonetheless, the stories maintained a kind of global

coherence through the repetition of examples making the same

general points elucidating the same general themes, that is,

the experiences of violence were assaults on the self,

resulting in gradual erosions of self. As Chapters 5, 6, and

7 will make clear, the violent relationships were the

* * *-*a*s-

crucibles within which these transformations of self occurred.
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All narrative has a story line, resulting in a sequence of

events, with the situation at the end subsequent to what it

was at the beginning (Ong 1982). The narratives of abuse in

this data followed episodic patterns forming socially

generalizable themes rather than chronological accounts. The

episodes underlay the process of narrating themes. The short,

storied accounts were additive and served to provide constant

reinforcement for the abused women's points of view. These

narratives explained the current understandings of women who

were or had been in abusive, intimate relationships.

The domestic violence stories I analyzed had an underlying

structure that did not vary significantly despite differences

in content. The pattern of the violence stories typically

began with the meeting, was followed by 'flags' or 'clues'

that anticipated the violence, the first violence, denial and

confusion, escalation and repetition of violence, and finally

and hopefully, movement out of the relationship. Without

intervention, the cycle was on-going. There were episodes

within episodes. Each related episode was evidence for/or

explanation of their mates' irrational behavior and served to

locate the women’s subsequent rational actions in social and

Cultural contexts. While their actions often appeared

irrational to outsiders, (i.e., pandering, passivity, and

returning) to the women they were rational, trial and error,

survival tactics (Gordon 1988). Like Rosenhan’s (1973)
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institutionalized subjects, the abused women in this study

were behaving rationally in irrational situations.

4.2 The Woman

Jane (a pseudonym) is a middle class, white, Catholic woman in

her early 30s, a college graduate. At the time of the

interview, she was in the process of divorce. She was married

for nine years to Mark (a pseudonym), a man she identified as

abusive. The couple had three children. She was unemployed.

Until a divorce settlement is reached, Jane and the children

continue to live in the home that she and Mark established as

a couple. Mark had court awarded visitation periods with the

children. The interview with Jane took place in the offices

of the outreach program of the local battered women’s shelter.

It lasted four and a half hours and was tape recorded and

later transcribed. The stories of violent abuse in her

marital relationship emerged during the interview. They

covered a period of about eleven years in her life.

4.3 The Context

Before her meeting with Mark, Jane presented herself as a

self-sufficient, competent, take charge kind of person. She

was a full time student, worked part time as a supervisor, and

was maintaining and repairing her own car. She appeared to

make her own choices in the public sphere of her life. In

***.*.*.*.*.*.

*** ***.*.*.
**_s

** **

1. * *.



l

#4
*

:::::personal

::::ited thi

: the prope

*::::tive wi

*::::::s at
še Jane's
*ility (Ri

Šišiled t

*:Stand i

‘’s *■ s in

‘. . I m
3S à C
friend
last n

not Te
3 got
drifts

d i■



108

interpersonal relationships, however, her interview narrations

indicated that she was responsive to the cultural ideologies

of the proper behavior for women. My analysis of Jane's

narrative will highlight some of these ideologies.

Metaphors are a primary means of expressing emotions and they
shape Jane’s narrative. Language creates a particular view of
reality (Richardson 1990) and the metaphors Jane chose
revealed the emotive COntent within her cognitive

understandings. Metaphors provide access to Jane's world and
the ways in which she apprehended that world.

... I met his cousin first, a girl, and I was training her
as a cashier down there and I didn't really want to be
friends with her and that. I was thinking about this
last night, there were so many things where I could have
not met him. Because she was kind of strange, but then
I got to be friends and everything and then kind of
drifted apart and everything, but then she got married
and invited me to the wedding. . .

Jane’s is a submerged metaphor (that is, one that forces the

hearer to regard the connotations rather than the denotations)

of non-volitional movement, of externally derived pressure and

direction, of forward propulsion. She did not want friendship

with the cousin, "but then" she became friends. The qualifier

and temporal sequencing signal a change. Jane uses "I got to

be" and not 'we became’ to indicate the change in friendship

Status, suggesting something enabled not shared, something

allowed or given. They then "drifted apart" and she (the

cousin) "got married and invited me" suggesting another
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movement, a kind of elasticity in the relationship of coming

together and moving apart.

Jane’s sense of lack of control over private sphere relations

was implicit in comments reflecting her perception that

abstract external forces were converging to move her forward

into this relationship. In an aside that suspended the

story’s action, Jane reported the meaning of the narrative by

indicating points in relational time where unspecified,

serendipitous forces could have, but did not protect her.

Jane offered a retrospective look at what could have been. In

fact, Jane used the conditional verb tense "could" to suggest

other possibilities, alternatives to the inevitability of the

relationship. She denied agency as she asserted contingency

and vulnerability.

At the cousin's wedding, Jane caught the bouquet. She was

reluctant to participate in the ceremony but the bride's

mother "forced me to get in" suggesting Jane’s conformity to

convention and the nature of social pressures applied to

unmarried women.

I thought, I don't wanna, you know, I don’t wanna
deal with this stuff. I don’t wanna have a
boyfriend right now, cause I was going to school
and working and everything. They shoved me into
the back---his whole family, shoved me into the
back and the bouquet came like right at me.
(laughs)
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The metaphor of involuntary movement gathers momentum in this

vignette. Subjected to social myth and superstition, i.e.,

catching a bouquet is causal to having a boyfriend, Jane again

denied agency. Within her conceptual frame, even fate

conspired against her.

Jane’s narrative moved from the immediacy of present tense

decisiveness, "I don’t wanna. . ." with clarity and strength of

choice, to use of past tense and a description of situational

powerlessness. She was "shoved" into participation, a hands

on, coerced physical act. She repeated the phrase lest the

listener miss the import. The theme of physical and emotional

coercion in Jane’s narrative has begun. It remained ambiguous

to Jane as narrator as it was couched in socially acceptable

and, indeed, socially approved activities. There was a tension

here between her individual comfort and social expectation.

Jane knew what she wanted, but she was unable to act on it,

she could only think it. Jane was affected by what Baruch and

colleagues (1983: 40) have called "out of step anxiety."

People are affected by what others expect of them. When they

are fulfilling the expectations, they are reassurred. When

they are not, people, especially women, experience anxiety.

Further, Gilligan (1982) has contended that girls/women will

sacrifice their own needs in order to preserve relational

connections. The combination of the nature of the

celebration, Jane's relationship with the bride, the social
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norms of respect for an older adult, particularly a parent,

and the social sanctions visited on assertive women served to

underscore this contention. For Jane to resist participation

in the ceremony and assert her own needs would have been

socially inappropriate. She felt trapped in convention. This

social situation and Jane’s response to it provide a window

through which we can view the context within which her private

violence will occur.

4. 4 Presentation of the Man

Mark's mother, his sisters, and his cousins "all" wanted Jane

to meet Mark. She experienced a gathering momentum in these

external forces as demonstrated in her use of repetitive

connections in this episode "So then . . . and . . . and

then . . . and . . . but then..."

So then I went to the wedding, and I caught the
bouquet, and then I ended up meeting him---his
cousin had us dance together and everything but
then I left.

The constant social pressures Jane perceived in the repeated

suggestions and requests from the female members of his family

to meet Mark lent an air of inevitability to her account. That

they "ended up" meeting was a result, a conclusion, a logical

Consequence of the social pressures exerted to move these two

"available" people together. Jane was swept along. She

lacked volition. The cousin provided the outside agency that
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compelled them to "dance together" implicitly suggesting

social coercion and a denial of Jane's own choices. Jane

continued to fulfill the social requirements of the situation

and occasion. She presented herself as caught in social

motion without the personal resources to control the

direction. Her verbs were active (I went), active (I caught),

passive (I ended up), and she ended the vignette by retaking

personal control (I left).

Her narrated episode, however, did not end. When she left the

wedding she found that Mark’s car was coincidentally parked

next to her’s. The two talked and he asked for her phone

number.

I go OK, it’s my friend’s cousin and I gave it to
him. He didn’t, he couldn’t read my writing which
I have very clear writing, but he kept calling a
number and he was getting the wrong number. And he
thought I had done that purposefully, but he had a
roommate and the roommate said you’re not reading
this number right---so that’s like another thing,
like all these things that could have stopped it,
but he finally called the right number.

Jane began this episode in a negotiation with herself.

Against the hesitancy of her own feelings, she provided the

reason to override her negativity, that is, her relational

Connection to a friend.

Again Jane shifted from the immediacy and clarity of a

Vernacular present tense verb to the passive acceptance of
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compelled them to "dance together" implicitly suggesting

social coercion and a denial of Jane’s own choices. Jane

continued to fulfill the social requirements of the situation

and occasion. She presented herself as caught in social

motion without the personal resources to control the

direction. Her verbs were active (I went), active (I caught),

passive (I ended up), and she ended the vignette by retaking

personal control (I left).

Her narrated episode, however, did not end. When she left the

wedding she found that Mark’s car was coincidentally parked

next to her’s. The two talked and he asked for her phone

number.

I go OK, it’s my friend’s cousin and I gave it to
him. He didn’t, he couldn’t read my writing which
I have very clear writing, but he kept calling a
number and he was getting the wrong number. And he
thought I had done that purposefully, but he had a
roommate and the roommate said you’re not reading
this number right---so that’s like another thing,
like all these things that could have stopped it,
but he finally called the right number.

Jane began this episode in a negotiation with herself.

Against the hesitancy of her own feelings, she provided the

reason to override her negativity, that is, her relational

Connection to a friend.

Again Jane shifted from the immediacy and clarity of a

Vernacular present tense verb to the passive acceptance of
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past tense, almost a surrender. She then related a character

story about Mark wherein he transposed the numbers on her

telephone number. He attributed blame for his error to her.

In another suspension of the story, she was careful to

establish herself as blameless in the narration of the

communication. Clearly, the error was Mark’s, nonetheless he

attributed to Jane an intention to deceive. The roommate, an

objective third party, pointed out Mark’s error. The

situation was rectified. The obstacle to further contact was

removed.

Again, there was the repetition of the momentum of abstract,

external forces, "all these things that could have stopped

it." "It" being the meeting, the marriage, the violence, the

entire, now known, future panorama of this relationship. Jane

was reconstructing the past in view of the present. These

were her interpretations of experienced events. Retrospective

interpretation filters perceptions, that is, once the end of

the narrative is known, it is necessary to recreate the past

in congruence with the present.

Things are not people; they are abstract forces. There is a

determinate quality to this episode that reflects Jane's

feelings of powerlessness in the face of the momentum. The

Confluence Of coincidences propelled her into the

relationship.
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I went out with him, but then I liked him. You
know, I thought he was really nice. He was
talkative. I was kind of shy and quiet and he did
most of the talking, so I thought, "well, this is
nice" and he seem--he was real happy and smiling
and everything. . .

Jane had experienced another relational change. It was a

choice point linked to female socialization. She didn’t like

the female cousin, "but then" became friends. She didn’t want

to become involved with Mark, "but then" she liked him. She

conformed to the expectations of the feminine role, i.e., to

get along, to accomodate, to smooth troubled relations, not to

offend by rejection.

In contrast to the earlier episode of Mark’s behavior, Jane

now identified him within the context of the culturally valued

masculine character traits. The traits she identified were a

Complement to her own presentation of self. She was

quintessentially feminine, quiet and shy. Mark was

quintessentially masculine, talkative and active. The pause

and the restatement, from "he seem" to "he was, " plays a

conditional against a factual representation. "Seem" suggests

illusion, "he was . . . " leaves no room for doubt or

misinterpretation. She was not duped; others in the same

circumstances would have the same perceptions. Of course, the

Past tense is also telling.

4.5 Red Flags/Clues
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The women in this study tended to look back at the beginning

of their relationships as tranquil and romantic. This may be

nostalgic reconstruction. While a S described the

relationships did have romance, they were also punctuated by

violence. All the women identified actions or events which

anticipated later violence, "red flags" or "clues." Early in

these relationships, the women reported having a sense of

impending doom, but they did not know how to interpret it.

They had no web of meanings to which they could connect the

men's actions, or the problematic events.

I was trying to remember, I know I’ve blocked a lot
of it out. I remembered something that one time I
was driving in the car with him and he got mad at
me and I don’t even know why and he made me get out
of the car, down by City Hall, except farther over,
more in the slum area and he just left me.

Blocking is an active process used to close off and seal away

unpleasantness. It is "emotion work" (Hochschild 1983) used

to distance oneself from painful connections, to get rid of

certain feelings, or to escape from a situation. It also

Suggests that more similar experiences occurred than can be

remembered or related. This narrated experience then was one

among many that could have been selected for retelling. It is

a part of the story, not the whole story.

The event itself illustrated the ambiguity that characterized

these narratives of violence. There was no apparent cause and

effect. The incident that precipitated his anger was lost to
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memory, perhaps because Jane could not identify a pattern, a

known trigger. The result, however, was not lost. It was

salient. In this case, she was abandoned in an unfamiliar and

potentially dangerous area of the city.

Jane again was without agency in this interaction. The action

was Mark’s, "he made me get out . . . he left me." The reaction

was Jane’s. In the data I gathered, there was only one story

where the woman initiated a violent interaction, perhaps

because women did not relate episodes that violated their

presentations of self as undeserving of the violence they

experienced. They validated themselves as protagonists.

Nonetheless, the men were portrayed as active, the women as

reactive. Women identified their own reactions in response

to, but not as initiating the violence. This reaction is

gendered; it "defines the female story" (Silberstein

1988: 139). These respondents pursued active strategies to

contain, control, and stop the violence, but as responses to

the events or their potential, not as initiating activities.

4.6 The First Violent Episode

Violence is not a generally expected courtship or marital

interaction. Cultural expectations of love and marriage,

i.e., intimacy, sharing, and communciation, do not include the

"stories from hell" that are the lived experiences of abused
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WOI■ le I) . It is the unexpected nature of the violence,

seeming unpredictability, that makes it difficult

assimilate.

. . . the first time he hit me, actually, I think was
even before we were pregnant, but it was almost
like a game kind of thing. His brother was there.
We had gone up to the lake and I was in Capital
City and I had taken the weekend off work, so I was
up in Capital City and he was--there was just gonna
be him and me going up, but he was gonna teach me
how to ski and stuff. His parents have a place on
the lake up there and he ended up being late, like
3 hours late, which I thought, you know, he didn't
leave the city because it’s only an hour and a
half, you know, from the city to Capital City. He
shows up with his brother, his two - and two of his
friends, you know, and I had made chocolate chip
cookies and done all – you know, all these things
and stuff, and then he shows up with all these
guys . . We were supposed to just go up in his car
but the other guys went in his car and we drove up
in my car, then we got up there, he wanted to - he
- he- wanted to use my car cause, I guess, the
Volkswagen, cause it has the engine in the back, it
has better traction on the snow and stuff. Anyway,
all these guys are stuffed into my car, driving my
car around. Half the time, they left me in the
house and they were going off skiing and stuff, so
that got me really angry, . . .

its

to

Jane's narrative takes the structural form identified by Labov

(1982) as a "full story": an abstract that provides the

Summary of the story to come; an orientation to time, place,

Characters, and situation; complicating action, that is, the

narrative itself; evaluation, or the reason for the narrative

from the narrator's point of view; resolution or result of the

action; and the coda, or return to present.
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Jane’s abstract of this episode indicated that an explanation

was forthcoming which would provide a concrete example

elaborating the context of the violence in her marital life.

She provided a chronological account beginning with the "first

time he hit me" implying that there were other times. This

tight phrasing also functioned as a narrative boundary, that

is, this unit would be complete when the first episode was

related. Jane groped for the placement of this first act in

a temporal frame and settled on the time prior to her first

pregnancy, "even before we were pregnant." "Even before" was

early in the relationship given that Jane was pregnant before

the marriage.

The first episode of violence is important because it marks

the beginning of the end. If Jane had recognized it as a

warning, a red flag, it could have provided an exit point.

"Even before" was her evidence that it would have been easier

to leave a courtship than a marriage. Jane indicated that if

She could have recognized Mark’s behavior as violence and if

She could have recognized her own agency, she could have

changed fate.

Instead, she identified her strong relational connection to

Mark regarding the pregnancy. It was not her pregnancy: "we"

Were pregnant, not "I was pregnant." From her perspective,

the Pregnancy was mutual, shared. Jane's inclusion of Mark
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in the pregnancy went beyond the biological relationship. It

was an expression of general cultural values. Jane's

particular claim represented her as a woman who saw marriage

and child-bearing as mutually enacted. However, by assigning

to Mark what was arguably only a woman's experience, she

voluntarily ceded a part of her self, a part of her identity,

to him. She merged her identity with that of the couple thus

incorporating the false premise that both partners apprehended

the experience of pregnancy. This conceptually shared

pregnancy may have been an interactional strategy used by Jane

to develop within Mark an investment in the emotional life of

the family, but, by thus ceding a part of herself to Mark as

her partner, it was also the beginning of Jane's fragmentation

of self. Perhaps more importantly in understanding intimate

violence, Mark’s responses may have been implicit

constructions of another self for Jane, a "vulnerable self"

(Olesen 1990) . In a very subtle sense, Jane's figurative

ceding of her pregnancy experience may have allowed Mark to

take the role of other and to construct his own version of a

Self for Jane, a more "vulnerable self" (Olesen 1990).

This first violent act, then, was placed within the context of

their courtship and within the context of Jane's merged

identity. Jane used a simile, "almost like a game," as a

linguistic tool to name the experience by comparing it along

similar dimensions to that which was already known to her.
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The violence done to her was ambiguous, framed within the

socially acceptable boundaries of play, and therefore, could

not be perceived as intentional harm: "almost" but not quite

"like a game."

Jane’s orientation, like Macbeth’s play, was a story within a

story, an episode within an episode, that served to

contextualize the violence. At best Mark's behavior could be

viewed as a failure to communicate; at worst, it elucidated

the theme of the abused women's loss of self in relationships

of intimate violence. A basic tenet in social psychology is

that people construct who they are in interaction with the

people around them. Mead (1934) taught that the individual

too responds to self as others respond to her, that self is

developed through the reflections of others. As reported by

Jane, her needs, plans, desires were invisible to Mark; she

had no reflection. Her sense of her self was not validated.

Jane's orientation story was one of dissonance. She

chronicled this dissonance between expectation and reality:

disregard of time schedule, altered plans with no consultation

or notification, promises broken, expectations quashed,

romance cancelled. Jane was called upon to switch gears, to

respond flexibly to a changed situation. She had prepared for

a romantic week-end alone with Mark and "then he shows up with

all these guys." Mark’s new plans were presented to her as a
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fait accompli. Jane perceived no room for negotiation. She

did not indicate seeking an explanation that would have made

Mark’s behavior comprehensible to her. She simply accepted it

as it was presented. Again, Mark was the initiator and Jane

was the reactor, the classic masculine and feminine roles.

Jane thought "this is really lousy" but she did not act. To

do so would have violated conventional gender expectations of

friendliness and accomodation.

So they "ended up" taking her car, in opposition to the

original plans. This phrasing masks the process and suggests

the inevitability of the conclusion. Nonetheless, upon

arrival at the lake destination, there was a hint of

negotiation in that Mark "wanted to use" Jane’s car. He still

ascribed ownership and, therfore, control over the resource to

Jane. She understood the rationale for the request, i.e.,

better traction in the snow, and acceded. The request to use

her car, however, was just that. It did not include an

invitation, or the requirement, that Jane participate in the

activities. Jane had, in effect, relinquished control finding

that even ownership did not provide social control over the

res Ollr Ce .

The issues of control and power between Mark and Jane were

played out over the use of the car. In this interaction, Mark

had status power as a male prerogative; Jane had status as the
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owner with permission to give. Mark wanted; Jane gave . She

turned her resource control over to Mark and lost it. The car

was the means by which the others, i.e., Mark and his friends,

defined her situation and her self. "All these guys are

stuffed into my car, driving my car around." It may have been

hers, but she did not control its use. He had the authority

to control her resources. Jane was almost irrelevant to the

interaction. She experienced anger in response to this

invisibility, but she did not act on the emotion.

The necessary background and contextual information for an

understanding of the first episode of violence was complete

and Jane used the conjunctive adverbs, "but then, " to signal

the end of the orientation and the beginning of the narrative.

. . . but then we were sitting on the couch and
his friends were out, you know, partying or
something like that, and he and his brother
and I were sitting on the couch watching TV,
and I don't know what I did, he was doin'
something to me and I told him to stop it and
I just kind of took a pillow and I just went
like that (demonstrates a soft swipe with
throw pillow) you know, like real soft and
said, "Don't do that to me." And he just went
crazy and he just whacked me really hard on
the leg. And I said, "Well, why did you do
that?" He says, "cause you hit me with the
pillow." And I said, "well, I’m so---" but
then I thought again, well, I guess I
shouldn’t have done that cause I’m not usually
like that, but his brother came over and said
he never hurt anyone like that. It’s wrong--
don’t ever do that again, you know. So his
brother had seen it, but then after that he
never did it, until I was pregnant with my
first child and --he--I don’t even remember
why, but he got mad at me.
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In conventional interactions, the actions of the participants

are understood to flow from the nature of the situation and

the conventional roles of the participants. Most aspects of

the interactions are taken for granted. These are the

assumptions with which Jane narrated the first violent

episode. Violence, however, is not generally assumed to be a

conventional interaction; it is, as social rules and

institutional laws indicate, problematic.

Jane’s narrative typified the structural form identified by

Labov (1982) in his analyses of narratives of unexpected

violent acts, that is, request, request denial, and violent

response as the basic plot line. Jane began her narrative

with a comparison. While Mark’s friends were out "partying, "

Mark and Jane, and Mark’s brother, were engaged in a benign

activity, sitting on the couch watching TV. This was the

Context for the violent act. Once again, Jane disavowed

knowledge of the precipitating event, although simultaneously

accepting the blame for an act that resulted in a violent

response, "I don’t know what I did." Implicit is the

assumption that there is behavior in an intimate relationship

that could legitimately result in a violent response. The

course of events as presented was that Mark was bothering her.

She told him to stop (the request). She took action and "he

just went crazy (request denial) and he just whacked me really

hard on the leg" (violent response). Labov’s (1982)
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formulation was based on status relationships, that is, who

had the right to make a request. In Mark and Jane's

relationship, the status issues were linked to gender.

Jane’s narrative detailed the first overt physical act in

their negotiation over the locus of control in the

relationship. Mark’s and Jane's different behaviors and

perceptions of the violent event indicated their differing

assumptions about the nature of their relationship. Jane

assumed the partners had equal status; Mark apparently assumed

an as symetrical relationship of power, one of domination and

subordination. In this context, then, both Jane’s request and

the resultant crack on the leg have social meaning at a higher

level of abstraction.

Jane issued a direct imperative to Mark to stop bothering her.

Implicitly her demand signalled a lack of subserviency and her

understanding of her right to give an order. It also implied

an obligation on Mark’s part to stop. Mark responded to her

request as a challenge to his authority and to his status as

a man. From his perspective, Jane had assaulted the general

status of male prerogative (Labov 1982). He whacked her on

the leg and thereby reasserted his right to control. The

abuse, however, was implicit confirmation of the failure of

his power and authority (Kadushin & Martin 1981). Rather than

establishing that he was in control, his abusive behavior
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implied that he was reacting to a loss of control. If this

were a relationship of equals, or a relationship where both

parties had agreed to the hierarchical division, Mark could

have complied with the request and Jane could have thanked

him. Instead, tension between Jane and Mark in the negotiation

for power and control had precipitated the first violent,

physical act.

Jane experienced Mark’s response as "crazy," as irrational in

the circumstance. The "whack" on her leg violated her

previous context of the relationship as loving. Jane then

sought to incorporate this violence into her previously

existing reality. In seeking to make sense of his response,

she asked for an explanation. She was attempting to understand

the motives that existed for him. When an action is

ambiguous, it needs interpretation. The interpretation defines

the course of action. Mark offered the explanation that his

action was a reaction to provocation. Jane’s acceptance of

this explanation as a legitimate motivation for violence ended

in self blame. She began an apology. She examined her own

motivation, "I thought again. ... I guess I shouldn’t have done

that cause I’m usually not like that." She accepted his

explanation as a reasonable basis for interpretation and in

the process denied her own perception that Mark’s behavior was

an extreme response to a mild stimulus. Jane continued to

reconstruct Mark’s behavior to conform with her ideologies of
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love, i.e., people who love each other do not intentionally

hurt each other.

Importantly, Jane and Mark did not negotiate the legitimacy of

the violence. They negotiated the force of the response.

There was an implicit acceptance of retribution in this

intimate relationship as a legitimate explanation for his

behavior. Jane accepted complicity in Mark’s violence because

she acted first. The negotiation was over the intensity of

his response, not its appropriateness.

Jane then moved the narrative to what Labov (1982) has termed

the evaluation, here she explicated the reason for the

narrative.

". . . [B] ut his brother came over and said he never hurt anyone

like that. It’s wrong---don’t do it ever again, you know."

Violence is wrong. Jane was undeserving of the violence that

had become her lived experience and marked her life. The

violence was not her fault. She was not responsible for

Mark’s violent reactions.

Mark’s brother validated Jane's perceptions. He was a

witness, interpreter, and enforcer. Neither Jane nor Mark

could subsequently deny the circumstances of the event because

it was witnessed by an uninvolved third party. The definition

of the situation belonged to the brother, he resolved the
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ambiguity for Jane and put the onus of responsibility on Mark.

In fact, the brother’s command demonstrated both his status as

older brother/older male and his control and, further, implied

that Mark, indeed, could regulate his reactions and could

refrain from violent responses.

Jane’s next statement documented this resolution and validated

Mark’s control as he did not physically harm her again until

she was pregnant with "my first child." Jane’s use of "my" in

regard to the child signals another shift in her frames of

meaning, i.e., this child, unlike the pregnancy, is not

shared. The resolution in Jane's narrative restated the

point that she made in her abstract, that is, the provocation

for violent response was ambiguous and unpredictable. This

relationship between the abstract and the resolution of the

narrative provides a sense of coherence and closure (Mishler

1986). The flow of words that lies between the abstract and

the resolution is the connected narrative. Jane's coda, or

return to the present time, again suggested the repeated

nature of Mark’s violence with precipitating factors unknown.

The other abused women also often did not understand the cause

of their partners’ violence. Any and all actions of theirs

could be attributed as the "cause" of men’s violent actions.

In Jane’s narrative, the coda served as a segue into another

very violent episode.
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4-7 Repetition and Escalation of the Violence

The aggregate character of Jane’s narrative reveals a process

of control which develops over time and evolves into a

routinized pattern of violent interactions. Her narrative

continues the report of the relationship's downward spiral,

its disintegration over time. It is what Reissman (1990) has

termed the "habitual genre," where the related events are not

unique to a particular moment, but stand for classes of events

that occur over and over again.

. . . after that it was like a regular thing--it just
started getting more and more regular, and it got to be
um, that we were in like this duplex that his father
owned and then we moved into the other side and these
other people moved in--all this time there was nobody
living on the other side, we were fixing it up and stuff,
and then we moved into the nice side, and rented out the
other side, and these--this couple moved in . . . but they
would come over and sit around and talk and stuff and it
got to be kind of a joke that Mark would say "oh, yeah,
well you know it's Sunday. I beat her up on Sunday."
cause that’s, he always did on Sundays--he’d do it other
days too but it--like there was never a Sunday that went
by the whole time we were married possibly that he didn’t
like beat me up or just go crazy and start screaming and
yelling and threatening, and I sat there and I remember,
Oh yeah, you know, on Sundays he beats me up, and now,
you know, and I kind of joked about it, you know, and
these people were sitting there and they were oh, they
thought we were kidding, but . . .

Jane’s "after that" was a temporal marker that signalled the

end of the unpredictable violence as it now became "more and

more regular." There was, therefore, a change in the pattern

of this abusive relationship. Jane had to contextualize this
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new phase in order to relate it. She had to recreate the scene

for the drama to be understandable. Jane used dialog to

dramatize the event and to convey the emotional impact of the

interaction. She wasn’t just telling the story; she was

verbally acting it out.

Jane returned to her submerged metaphor of momentum to capture

the regularized nature of the assaults on her self. The

momentum metaphor was also an abstract: ". . . it was like a

regular thing--it just started getting more and more

regular. . ." indicating that the story to follow would

elucidate this regularity. It was not, however, only the

abstract for a violent episode; it was also the abstract for

themes of powerlessness and gradual erosions of the self. The

short, narrated episodes of unpredictable violence had evolved

into repeated patterns of assault.

Repetition and redundancy are essential elements of abuse

stories for they underscore significance. While each narrated

episode is located within a comprehensive whole, the episodes

are not linear and are not framed within terms of an overall

plot.

Gilligan (1982) has argued that for women, relational

connections provide highly contextualized ways of seeing their

Worlds. These contextual markers are critical to the analysis
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of women's stories, as they indentify the scenes as women see

them played out. Labov’s (1982) methodological formula of

narrative analysis reduced violence stories to narrative

phrases for analysis. However, in doing so, these contextual

frames that make women's interpretations understandable are

lost. The information that Jane provided regarding living

space, for example, illustrated the tentative nature of her

particular position. Her living arrangements were externally

controlled and were subject to frequent change. The fluidity

of her living situation provided a vivid background to the

regularity of the abuse. The reduction of women's stories to

narrative phrases, or nominative clauses, violates the

Contextual nature of women's discourse. The nuances and

subtleties of the communications are lost. Labov (1982)

treated the violence stories in his analysis as reports. It

is my contention that while the stories I gathered are,

indeed, reports of a particular sort, they are also what

Tannen (1990) has characterized as "rapport talk." In

"rapport talk" telling about a problem is a bid for

understanding. Women’s rapport talk is contextually situated

and reports feelings not just actions. The respondents were

attempting in their re-tellings to make their violent

experiences understandable to themselves and to me as

researcher/interviewer. They were presenting their situated

knowledge and situated understandings and constructions. The

Context of violent events is critical in understanding their



* *
- ***

wº



131

dynamic qualities. The fabric of the situation is critical

for sense-making. It is a social expectation that

interactions are affected, perhaps even grow out of, their

situational frames. The respondents could rarely relate such

connections. The violence often appeared unrelated to its

context. The situational frames were at odds with the violent

interactions. The connections between contexts and acts were

absent. The violence was, consequently, perceived and

experienced by the women as unpredictable, irrational, and

"crazy-making." When women’s narratives are reduced to

nominative clauses, as Labov (1982) has suggested, important

interpretive information is lost to analysis.

Domestic violence occurs in the place generally regarded as

women’s major sphere of influence, i.e., the family home. It

is here, in the private sphere, that women can presumably

affect the definitions of the situations. With abuse,

however, home becomes a problematic social situation. The

ideology of the family holds women responsible for men’s

actions within the home in this private sphere. This is in

sharp contrast to the cultural ideology that individuals are

responsible for their own behavior in the public sphere.

Abused women are held responsible not only for "their men's"

behavior, but also for not stopping it. The power of this

ideology is in its capacity to represent cultural reality as
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natural (Silberstein 1988), as particularized in Jane's

narrative.

Jane’s characterization of the public knowledge of the

violence as "kind of a joke" was reminiscent of her accounting

of the first violent episode as "almost like a game." This

rendering reduced the violence to an incidental occurrence and

denied its intentionality. Again, a joke, or a game, is a

socially appropriate vehicle to reduce tension and resolve

ambiguity. A joke is not an intentional hurting. Further,

the "joke" is contextualized in a relationship of sorts.

Women's lives are embedded in relationships. The couple

visiting Jane and Mark are not just neighbors: they were

frequent, casual visitors to their home; they were tenants;

and perhaps more importantly, they lived on the other side of

a shared housing wall. They were in a position to hear what

would otherwise be private interactions. To maintain a social

discourse in this circumstance, some explanation of these

potentially disturbing interactions was necessary.

By using the social tool of a joke, the private violence

perpetrated against Jane in her own home by her husband was

made public. The violence was reconstructed by Mark using

humor to define and interpret this potentially damaging

information about his behavior. Jane's passive acquiescence

to his interpretation and her support for his public

*** ***
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authenticity, supported his reconstruction of the violence and

forestalled intervention. Jane and Mark were complicit in

their impression management (Goffman 1959).

The habitual nature of the violence was underscored by the use

of definitive adverbs "always did on Sundays" and "never a

Sunday. . . that he didn't. . ." The pattern of Jane’s life now

included the routine predictability of Sunday violence,

punctuated by continuing unpredictable abuse on other days.

This patterned violence became part of their taken-for-granted

life together. It was virtually normal. It occurred

regularly on Sundays, erratically on other days, always

without relation to a particular interaction. Through it all,

the violence remained an assertion Of dominance.

4.8 Why Did Jane Stay?

Women in this study identified a complex panorama of
ideological and social structural constraints that affected
leaving their relationships. These marital relationships
were both interactive and dynamic. The marriages changed.
The interactions changed. As the violence escalated, the
women's reasons for staying, or leaving, changed. There is
no singular explanation of why women get in or stay in
violent relationships, nor is there one explanation for each
woman. Multiple explanations occurred within the accounts
of each woman and across the women. In her account, Jane

provided both justifications and excuses for having remained
in an abusive relationship for more than seven years.
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I think part of me believed he wouldn’t do it again,
part of me was so embarrassed that I let somebody,
cause I think I knew that he was gonna keep doing it
and that I had married this guy and stuff and I had had
warnings and, you know, and part of me was scared. I
wasn’t working now. Now I was gonna have a baby, wh
you know, where was I gonna live? I didn’t want to go
back to my mom. My parents were divorced and I got
along better with my dad, but then he remarried this
woman who was like real mean (laugh). Well no, I mean
just evil, manipulative and stuff, and I know my mom
would have taken me back. I get along great with her,
but I just, you know, I think, I just felt helpless in
a way and embarrassed, you know, because that would
have been the time for me to leave right then, you
know, to press charges and call the police and I also
felt, you know, I -, what’s it gonna do to this baby
and stuff, I want this baby to have a father and
everything, and I guess I just thought, well, I can
make it right, you know. But . . .

Jane presented an internalization of a complicated panoply

of oppositional social forces as explanations for her

decisions to stay in the relationship after she had

experienced severe and repeated violence. It was not the

linear model of conventional social expectation, i.e.,

experience violence then leave the relationship. Jane's was

a view of the decisions to stay in a violent intimate

relationship through the complex prism of that relationship

and the social forces in which it was embedded.

Jane elucidated the theme of abuse as an assault to her self

extending beyond the boundaries of physical harm into the

Core of her being, ". . . part of me . . . part of me. . . part of

me . . ." She was not a whole person after experiencing the

violence. She had a fragmented self, the differing parts of

which were in oppositional tension as she tried to
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understand her situation. Jane understood the violence.

The physical and psychological acts of aggression were clear

to her. Mark’s actions, however, occurred within networks

of meaning. It was these meanings that she could not

comprehend.

"I think that . . ." was a qualifying statement suggesting

that part of her fragmented self conditionally believed that

the violence was over, that it would not occur again. This

qualifier underlay the tension of the more definitive "I

think I knew that he was gonna keep doing it."

As Jane struggled with these two contrary forces at the

interactional level of her marital relationship, another

part of her fragmented self reflected the larger social

world as she apprehended it, that is, Jane was "so

embarrassed." Embarrassment is a definitional disruption.

It is an internalized response to the real or imagined

presence of others as reference group. For Jane,

embarrassment was an acute experience as indicated by her

use of the intensifier "so."

Jane's embarrassment was not the fluster and blushing of a

single incident; it was the sustained uneasiness of a

situation wrongly defined and, therefore, no longer defined

(Goffman 1959). Mark’s violence toward Jane had, by and
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large, been private violence, that is, it had been enacted

in the privacy of their home without witnesses. As a

couple, they had been complicit in the impression management

of their marital relationship as harmonious. The violence,

however, discredited the public presentations Jane and Mark

had projected about their own identities and their

relationship. Jane’s embarrassment had to do with the

symbolic implications of this dissonance. She had colluded

in identity claims which could not be fulfilled (Goffman

1962). "Given their social identities and the setting, the

participants will sense what sort of conduct ought to be

maintained as the appropriate thing, however much they may

despair of its actually occurring" (Goffman 1962: 105

emphasis in original). A part of Jane’s embarrassment

stemmed from the tension of the contradiction in knowing

that the abuse was going to continue and simultaneously

believing that it would stop.

Jane further specified her understanding of the nature of

her embarrassment. Implied in these understandings were the

reflections of shared definitions and socio-cultural

expectations regarding abused wives. Jane was embarrassed

because "I let somebody." Although the thought was not

completed, Jane had implicitly accepted responsibility for

the violence perpetrated against her. She allowed it to

happen if only by remaining in a situation, i.e. the
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where it could happen. She had internalized an

..ation of the violence as a personal failure in a

regard. Conventional social 'wisdom" has it that

ised woman did not like the violence, she would

: situation. Jane believed that her physical

in the relationship was the tacit condition that

i the abuse to continue. For that, she held herself

ambarrassment originated in Jane’s self blame. She

'this guy" after she "had had warnings." It is

to remember that the abuse narratives are

1ctions of the past intended to shed light on the

In these "personal tellings" (Krieger 1983) women

.ding cases for their inability to anticipate the

in their mates' natures. It was only in retrospect

"warnings" had meaning. At the time, although the

have perceived the behavior as aberrant, the men

anations that the women accepted. At the beginning

| did not possess the web of meanings that made the

comprehensible. Jane blamed herself in hindsight

.nitial blindness.

le's embarrassment reflected an internalized social

that affected her decision to remain, external

|rces were also operative. Jane was "scared" of the
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economic ramifications of a decision to leave. In itemizing

the economic constraints, Jane repeatedly used "now" to

indicate past time. Decisions to stay or leave were

continuously made in the present. Jane was unemployed and

pregnant. Both those factors impinged on her perceived

options for a new living situation. She had no current

economic resources and a very limited potential to access

some in the immediate future.

Nonetheless, Jane considered a return to her family of

origin as the only viable option available to her. However,

the family of her childhood was no longer intact. Her

parents were divorced. A return would place her in the

subordinate role of a child. Jane was unwilling to assume

this role. It was her pregnancy, her economic situation,

and her social self-consciousness in combination that

restricted her perceived options and, in essence, prevented

her from choosing to leave. Jane was overwhelmed by

feelings of helplessness and embarrassment, what she thought

affected what she did, as in the W. I. and D. S. Thomas (1969)

dictum, "If men (sic) define situations as real, they are

real in their consequences." Jane’s perceptions of her

circumstances, her definition of her situation, rendered her

incapable of acting in the interests of her own safety.
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Although at one level the origins of Jane’s problems were

distinctly social, she did not easily recognize that and,

therefore, her interpretations of them remained individual

and idiosyncratic. Her assessment of her situation was not

that social structural supports should exist in accessible

forms for abused women like her or that the lack of adequate

social policies for abused women forced her to remain in an

untenable relationship, but rather that her situation would
Bºatian

be resolved by actions that she had to take, i.e., "well, I **ºn
*-ºwa

can make it right." º
º

4-8. 1 Leaving - Suicide
*º

- - - - - * sº -

As the violence in the abusive relationship escalated and
-

-:
- - - *** ***.*
increased in severity, women acted out constructed -->

*** - . .
strategies aimed at transforming their situations. "The ... -- ~ *

** *****, **

- - - - - - - - - - * - A
individual is engaged in covert reflexive analysis in which º:

-, * *

""-he (sic) constructs action to achieve the restoration of

equilibrium, which in the case of signs and symptoms means

the individual examines his (sic) environment for causes,

explanations, consequences, remedies, or strategies to

control them" (Alonzo 1986:26).

Abused women attempting to manage violence had only the

illusion of control. The choice to behave violently

belonged to their mates. Women's efforts to eliminate the
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violence in their lives was most often unavailing. Their

definitions of the situation, i.e., that they could stop the

violence by changing their actions, were generally

ineffective. They may have delayed or postponed or altered

a violent encounter, but they were unable to end the

violence that characterized their lives.

Women in battering relationships could not afford to

relinquish their beliefs that they exercised some control,

however minimal, over their lives because their survival

depended on that belief. Survival depended on continued use

of whatever personal powers they possessed. With the

erosion of these personal and social resources came

increasing demoralization. Jane typified the attitude of

many women in this sample.

. . . it was after that I became totally dependent on him
and then he started all this psychological stuff, and I
guess that’s why it got so bad there, but that’s when I
really started thinking, I’m just gonna kill myself,
this isn't worth it, and I started gettin real suicidal
and all that, and . . .

The perception of being "totally dependent" - economically,

socially, physically, emotionally - robbed Jane of her sense

of self. An abused woman in the private sphere of home and

hearth has limited identity choices. Most daily interaction

is confined to the audience of her mate and their children.

If her self concept is developed, as Mead (1934) has

suggested, through interaction with others, and all others
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belong to one cohesive group ideologically, the definition

of these others becomes singularly influential. The abused

woman’s significant identity remains dependent on her mate.

Husband and wife roles, unlike most roles with limited

activities, cover a wider variety of continuous

interactions, i.e., eating, playing, sleeping, sex, etc.,

and are, consequently, filled with unremitting intimacy

(Reinharz 1987). The possibilities for conflict are high.

With their identities thus constrained, battered women

experience a disintegration of self as measured by their own

standards and by their abusive mates' treatment of them.

Baruch and colleagues (1983) have demonstrated that when a

part of a woman’s life becomes problematic, as in the

experience of violence from a mate, and if that relationship

is a major source of contact and esteem, the woman’s

vulnerability is intensified.

It is within this contextual frame that suicide is

Contemplated as a viable means of escaping the violence.

Jane had lost hope. She had lost the optimism that

contributed to her illusion of control. She acknowledged

that the physical and psychological violence were an

enduring and continuing part of her life. Yet while she

acknowledged it, she remained unwilling to accept it.

Thoughts of suicide may have been a final attempt to wrest

control of her self and the power to define her self away
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from her abuser. It was an act of autonomy. It signified

her refusal to accept the conditions and to remain in an

intolerable situation (Stark, Flitcraft, & Frazier 1979).

Jane did not take her own life.

LL: What prevented you from acting on that?
J: My kids.

Jane began the relationship in a "we" pregnancy. The
***-ºn

violent nature of the relationship altered her expectations *ºn
**

and her self. Her use of the possessive form, "my kids," ->
º

º *

indicated ownership, a belonging to, that demonstrates her -
* -

movement away from Mark and the establishment of her newly
*** wº

constructed self. Her ability to affirm life, through her
**ºnae

children, was ultimately stronger than the pain engendered º º
- - - -

-
in a life with a violent partner. " ****

ºº,

4. 8.2 Leaving - Dissociation ***
... ...a…”

Violence from an intimate partner is a primordial threat to

self. The foundations of the self are endangered by the

violence. Feeling locked in by a social ideology enacted at

an interactional level, not wanting to relinquish further

control of her self to her mate, unwilling to lose her total

self, an abused women dissociated. They split their minds

from their bodies. They are not alone. Dissociative states

are Common among all victims of abuse and trauma. Victims
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learn this mild form of self-hypnosis in order to protect

themselves from terror and pain (Walker 1990).

This dissociation is a form of "emotion work" (Hochschild

1983). It is another survival tactic used in abused women's

attempts to shape, create, or rid themselves of the violence

characterizing their marital relationships and their lives.

Dissociation appears passive, but is, in fact, active

resistance toward the maintenance of self. It is the "me"

defining the situation. Abuse is an attempt to annihilate

the self through the annihilation of the body. An extreme

consequence is a collapsed identity. Resistance is a major

factor in the preservation of the self. Dissociation is one

form of resistance, that is, a leaving.

While abused women had very little control over what could

(and did) happen to them physically, they did have some

control over their own emotional responses. They had the

power to dissociate. Jane described her process.

But I still get this numb feeling inside, I mean it’s
in, but it's like, I don’t know, it’s like, it’s like
dreaming for me. It’s like I’m having a dream. I know
I'm here. I know my body's here, but it’s like I’m way
out there, and like I’m watching it happen to me, and
I’m saying, this is wrong. Like when he would be
hitting me or something--this is wrong, and I should
get out of here and there’s places I can go. And I
would be thinking all this stuff, but I would be out
there and it was happening to me, but it wasn't kind of
thing. And I think ma-, I don’t know, maybe that’s why
then later on I’d get back in, and it was like it
didn’t even really happen to me. And I guess that’s
why I never did anything over the years, but I know I
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still can’t remember a lot of that when I left my body.
(emphasis added)

Jane’s explantion encapsulated the powerful imagery of a

mind/body split in the present. She began in present time,

"I still get . . . " and returned to the present, "... I still

can’t remember. ..." as she concluded. The experiences of the

past were related through present tense verbs. Jane was

overwhelmed by the power of the memory. She was reliving

the dissociation experience through the re-telling. It was,

in effect, recurring for her in present time in the

interview.

Jane began this segment by describing a numbness inside.

The interactive process of life was closed off. She was not

responding to external cues. While her physical self

continued in motion, Jane willed her core self into stasis.

However, vocabulary available to her seems insufficient for

the task of communicating the phenomena she experienced.

The symbolic forms of language failed her. Compared to

Jane’s earlier episodes, which were very factual, here Jane

had difficulty relating her experience. She had many false

starts. As she struggled for a communication path, she

repeated the conjunctive "like" eight times. The

dissociation experience was similar to but not the same as

something else. Finally, she settled on the dissociation as

something akin to a dream. The surreal quality of dreams
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were experiences familiar to others. Jane had conveyed an

impression of her experience.

She further explicated the analogy by constrasting the

reality of her experiencing self, that is, what she knew to

be real -- her location in space, her body -- with the

unreality of her "observing self" ( Mills 1985). Her body

was "here," but her self was not, "I’m way out there."

Although physically present, Jane had removed her self from

the violent interaction. She had escaped to an undetermined

place where her self was removed from Mark’s abusive power

and control. Her husband may have been able to destroy her

body, but not her self. She had actively and effectively

placed her self beyond his control. She was unreachable.

She had achieved the state Denzin (1984:489) has described

where "he has the flesh of the other in his grip, while the

other’s will and freedom slips from his grasp."

Jane’s observing self had not become decontextualized in

this process. As she removed her self from the violent

confrontation and became an observer of the event,

conventional patterns that she had internalized come to the

fore. She "should" get out. She knew that there were

places that she could go for safety and protection. But

this knowledge, this understanding, occurred in a

dissociative state. Jane's mind and body were not
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functioning as an integral unit. She was unable to act on

her understanding.

She was making judgments in her dissociated state. This

violence was "wrong." Wrongness was a reiteration of the

lesson from her first experience of violence. With the

initial violence, the judgment was externally derived.

Mark’s brother was the definer and validator. Jane had

experienced a shift in her analytical framework. Now, Jane

was the person doing the "saying." What was external is now

internalized knowledge.

Violence had changed the way Jane apprehended the world,

what it was that she took for granted. She remained unable

to make sense of Mark’s violence toward her. It was wrong.

She knew it was wrong, but it continued. Denial was a

powerful coping strategy.

". . . it was happening to me, but it wasn't. . ." What her body

experienced, her mind continued to deny. Denial was a

powerful tool for Jane in retaining non-concordant

realities. After the violence subsided, "when I’d get back

in," when Jane would reconnect her body and her mind

rejoining the disparate elements, she would activate her

mechanisms of denial. That she was able to suspend reality

attests to the power of old notions and expectations, the
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conventional roles of the participants, and the ideology of

family, in combination with the structural conditions that

constrained her life.

Jane concluded with another answer to the socially implicit

question: Why did you stay? One result of her active

dissociative state was an ambiguity about the reality of the

violence. She was no longer sure that it had, in fact,

occurred. She wasn’t there when it did. Her mind did not

consciously record her physical experiences. The process of

dissociation was so powerful an escape tactic for Jane that

she could not, in present time and safe circumstances,

remember much of what happened "when I left my body."

4-8.3 Leaving - The Decision to Leave the Relationship

How do women who have contemplated or tried suicide, who

have survived by living in dissociated states, who have

numbed themselves to pain and violence, shift their frames

of meaning and decide, finally, to leave? All explain that

throughout the relationship they had attempted to challenge

the abusing husband's definitions of the situation. While

perhaps the individual efforts were not immediately

successful, these women’s attempts to change the definitions

were additive in their consequences. Each attempt had a
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contributory impact on their own, new definitions and,

subsequently, on their final movements away.

Again, Jane’s narrative is explanatory. As her episodic

narrative made clear, there was a relational dissonance

between Jane and Mark’s perceptions of an intimate

relationship. Mark expected a traditional,

dominant/subordinate, masculine/feminine, hierarchical

marriage; Jane assumed a more equitable, mutually enacted

arrangement. Mark justified his violence toward Jane by

blaming her for behavior that this dissonance called forth.

Jane changed her behavior, but not her expectations, in her

attempts to mollify Mark.

But I had just done all his business, I had just done
all this stuff. The house was clean. He was always
complaining that the kids never ate on time, which I
was the one who was always trying to give them a
regular schedule, but he was always disrupting it, you
know, "well, let’s go here, let’s go do that" and
stuff. And I thought I had, they were all going to bed
at a decent -- you know, like 8 o’clock instead of 10
or 11. Everything was going really well. Everything
was really perfect. So I finally realized it had
nothing to do with me, you know, and it just -- it came
in steps. I think I had to realize that it was wrong
what he was doing, but I had to reali-, you know, I
told people, they knew it was wrong, and it was okay,
that it wasn’t me, and then the final realization for
me, that yeah, it’s not me . . . it came in stages like,
you know, I -, realization that it's not me -- I'm not
a bad person, and then also the fact that I just saw
what it was doing to the kids. . .

While continuing to resist Mark’s hierarchical ordering of

their relationship, Jane responded to his complaints by

attemting to please him. She did what he asked. For
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example, she did "all his business." Mark was self

employed. Jane did the bookkeeping for the business. When

he was angry with her, he withheld the information and

allowed the paper work, rent, bills, checks, etc., to fall

into disarray. Jane was expected to organize and stabilize

that portion of his business in spite of these obstacles.

She did it.

The tension inherent in their differing definitions of the

situation was repeated in this vignette. Jane continuously

attempted to meet Mark’s demands. He defined her as someone

who could not even organize the children’s bedtimes. She

defined her self as the regulator of schedules and Mark as

the disruptor. She had evidence of her management skill.

The children went to bed at 8 o'clock. She thought that by

meeting this criteria she had dissipated a potential cause

of abuse. She hadn't.

*t was only when Jane could absolve her self of

**Sponsibility for the failure of the relationship, when she

°9'uld redefine her self, that she could finally decide to
*ave. She first had to know that she had met all of Mark's

**teria for a successful relationship, "Everything was

**ally perfect." She had done her part. Yet even her

*fection was no protection from violence. It was at this

Point that Jane readily recognized that "it had nothing to
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do with me." Jane’s actions were not causal to Mark’s

violence. Mark's violence was not, therefore, Jane's

responsibility. Mark made his own choices.

The disjointed, staccato quality of her speech indicated

that Jane’s realization was not a sudden flash of insight.

It was part of a cumulative process. "It came in steps."

She had to first realize that the violence was "wrong."

Interpersonal violence has emotive content that overwhelms

the incorrectness of the actions. Where in previous

episodes Jane had used "wrong" to indicate inappropriate

actions, or behavior that violated social standards, she now

had a new definition of her situation. She used "wrong" to

incorporate the fullest possible range of meanings. Mark’s

violence toward her was not only inappropriate, and violated

the established social order regarding intimate

relationships, it was also immoral. It was a fundamental,

deep, and primordial assault on her self, on the core of her

being.

Jane’s new definition was powerful, yet outside validation

was still necessary for her to support her tenouous

reconstruction. Jane needed other people to provide

perspectives in agreement with her newly developed

definitions of her situation and Mark’s behavior, that is,

her behavior did not provoke his violence because violence
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among intimates is never justifiable. These external

supports allowed her to release her old frames of meaning

and to formulate new ones, ". . . it was okay, it wasn’t me . . ."

Jane was externally absolved of responsibility for the abuse

in her life. She no longer viewed herself as "a bad

person." She had reliquished the notion that the violence

she experienced was legitimate as punishment for her

behavior, her wrong-doing.

Jane reiterated that the final realization was hers, "for

me." It was her process of internalization that allowed her

to re-define and leave the relationship. Others, external

to the situation, had had the realization earlier. She

repeated "it's not me" three separate times. This release

from culpability was fundamental to a re-definition of the

relationship. It was fundamental to her re-definition of

her self. Most abused women had to be able to define the

abuse to get away from it. They had to recognize its

intentionality. It was necessary for the reconstruction of

the violence as intentional that the respondents recognize

that it was not their actions or the consequences of their

actions that precipitated the violence. Leaving was a

process of internalizing this re-definition of self and
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Finally, Jane was able to look beyond her self and to see

the effects of the relationship on her children. This

called forth another salient identity for her -- mother.

Her mother identity had been challenged by the violent

nature of her marriage. The social ideology of motherhood

has mother as protector and guide. The battering had

undermined Jane’s ability to function in these capacities.

Jane was leaving her marriage to re-take, to own again, one
***-ºn

of her primary identities. *****

4.9 Conclusions -

The narrative analysis of Jane’s story of her abusive –
marital relationship situated her as a social psychological º:
actor who apprehended, sustained, and transformed the ..I.

Concept of violence while interacting with her physical, º
psychological, social, and cultural environment. The focus ºf

" *-
was on Jane as an active agent constructing over time a

series of understandings of the violence that characterized

her life and constructing her own accounts of the violence

and her own cumulative explanations of why she stayed and

why she should/would leave.

Although the narration of violence was emotionally

Compelling, it was not the central story that Jane told.

The central story was in her transformation of self.
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Through the vehicle of Jane’s narrative, it is possible to

track an abused woman’s emotionally charged struggle to both

accept and reject her abuser’s definitions of the situation

and of her self.

At the beginning of the abusive relationship, Jane was

trying to maintain and preserve the old reality, the social

ideology of love and family. As she experienced increased

violence from Mark, she began to "allow" her self to be

abused in ways that, to her, were comparatively minor

(Walker 1990). Her illusion of control, that she could

prevent his violence from escalating, occurred only in

degree. In fact, her survival behavior contributed to her

abuse and convinced her that she was complicit in her

victimization. "Her placatory, docile behavior legitimizes

his belief that he has the right to abuse her in the first

place" (Walker 1990: 43). She became unsure that she was

experiencing abuse; the power to define had already been

negotiated away.

As the violence escalated, preservation of her self became

critical. Her self, however, had already been irrevocably

altered by having experienced this directed violence from

her intimate partner. It was further altered by her

continuing attempts to understand his interpretations of the

violence. She had to define the intentionality of the abuse
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re it. Her process of re-defining the violence was

re-defining of her self.

narration of her lived experience made the larger

)f domestic violence sociologically accessible. Her

: unit of social interaction has allowed exploration

ling at an abstract social level. In the following

is, my analysis examines the micro level interactions

are affected by and affect broader social contexts.
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Chapter 5

". . . it just sort of built up gradually . . ."

In this chapter I begin discussion of the central analytic

argument of this research: violent relationships as the

crucibles within which women undergo transformations of self

(where crucibles are understood to be metaphoric contexts).

The transformation processes, embedded within and affected by

the violence, originate and develop in competing definitions

of self, situation, and violence. Under the impact of

definitional struggles and the cumulative effects of their

violent relationships, these abused women underwent processes

that transformed their experiences and their perceptions of

self.

My analysis is grounded in interview data from 32 women who

experienced repeated violence at the hands of their intimate

male partners. But this analysis is not an examination of

violence. As the literature review in Chapter 2 and the

narrative analysis in Chapter 4 both clearly demonstrated, the

violence story is indeed provocative. However, if the focus

remained on the violence, this study would be merely

descriptive. It would not reflect a theoretically grounded,

sociological understandings of the dynamic nature of abuse in
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intimate relationships. Instead, I argue that these violent

relationships served as crucibles (albeit ones with

particularly powerful effects) within which women, in trying

to resolve the ambiguities that arose in situations of

directed violence from intimate partners, underwent processes

of transformation of self.

Sociologists have long been aware that one person can greatly

affect the definition of the situation for another (Waller

1970). In cases of intimate violence, not only does one

person affect the definitions of another, but the situations

themselves are also structured by unequal differentials of

power and control. These violent relationships reflect on a

micro level the politics of the broader social context. That

is, by and large, men have considerably more power of several

types than women and can usually enforce their definitions.

Consequently, men's views can become hegemonic. In a micro

interaction where an individual man is oppressing an

individual woman, it is the very definition of the situation

that is negotiated between them, NOT the ’ objective’

characteristics of 'reality’ that is the critical factor in

understanding the women’s actions and their responses within

the contexts of these relationships.

In Chapters 5, 6, and 7, I present grounded theory analyses of

the women's transformative processes. I suggest an analytic
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framework for the women's social construction of knowledge and

their subsequent transformations of self as emergent from

their definitional dialogues with self, with their partners,

and with outsiders. In Chapter 5, I analyze the first series

of these definitional dialogues, or negotiations. According

to the women’s accounts, these occur almost exclusively

between the women and the abusing males and, simultaneously,

within the women themselves. In Chapter 6, I investigate the

effects of bringing others, such as, potential helpers, into

the definitional frames when the women take their experiences

out of the privacy of the violent interactions and make them

public. In Chapter 7, I discuss the later stages of the

processes of transformation of self, focusing on women's

reconstructions of the violence as intentional actions.

In analytically describing these transformational processes,

I run the risk of ascribing a false linearity to dynamic

processes of internal and external dialogues. It must,

therefore, be emphasized at the outset that the processes are

circular, simultaneous, and overlapping. Each definitional

change is a condition for and a consequence of another. The

processes are uninterrupted sequences of interchanges. The

transformations of self occur within the crucibles of the

violent relationships and are part of on-going interactions

and are, therefore, affected by prior incidents and affecting

of subsequent interactions. This does not necessarily mean

tº ºn

ºt

*
º

***
***

sº

****

*****u.

****
****

**** *
****

*** -.

* -- a---
-

.***scurº

** ****
****.



l

º



158

he women can chart what happened when they were in the

of the violent relationships.

e purpose of this study, abuse was constructed as the

ed use of physical, emotional, or psychological force by

against his intimate female partner. This definition

ncludes violence against wives, as well as violence

t non-cohabiting, non-marital, intimate female partners,

rther establishes the abuse as a gendered social problem

e 1987). It accounts for culturally determined and

ly sanctioned heterosexual relationships. Additionally,

nge of force includes a continuum of abuse (Kelly 1988)

verbal degradation and humiliation to the severe

logical abuse of threats of murder and/or suicide, from

and pushes to assaults with weapons. Respondents to

tudy provided their own definitions and examples of

as they came to define them through the courses of the

t relationships.

.n this chapter with a grounded theory analysis of

tional dialogues, centering around control of the

tions of the situations and, consequently, of the women

2 violence, recounted by all of the women in the study.

l of the definitions led to relational control. All

jents related incidences of on-going struggles over

ing definitions. Almost all of the respondents
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indicated that these definitional struggles initially occurred

in the absence of significant others, that is, there were no

witnesses. In presenting these negotiations analytically, I

first delineate those definitional processes that occurred

across the violent interactions, focusing on the women’s

responses to the men's strategies for gaining definitional

hegemony. I then turn to a discussion of the women's internal

dialogues as they occurred simultaneously, overlapping with

and greatly affected by the negotiations with their partners.

My analysis continues with the refining process of defining

the self in the situation. Here I examine women’s initial

reactions to intimate violence, or the Spin Cycle, moving on

to the respondent’s constructions of the men’s motives, the

women’s action responses, self blame, and ceding negotiational

control. I conclude with a section on defining the violence,

although the definitional dialectics around violence also

inhered in the previously presented analyses.

5.1 DEFINITIONAL DIALOGUES

5.1.1 Hegemony

According to the women’s accounts of their abusive

relationships, before any physical violence occurred, their

abusive partners sought definitional hegemony over their

mutually interactive situations. That is, they sought

ºuvºº:
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definitional control over the women and the relational

situations. The men attempted to impose their definitions of

the very nature of the women’s worlds by controlling the

external definitions of their relational situations and the

definitions of the identities of the participants.

In a discussion of interactionally constituted victimization,

Holstein and Miller (1990: 106) maintained that "As parties to

a trouble negotiate its definition, sources, and resolutions,

the trouble is consolidated around understandings of who is

responsible for the trouble and who has been injured,

processes which often involve victimization." This

respondent’s account of her partner’s reaction to disagreement

was typical of the incidents related in the accounts of many

respondents:

Well, he would tell me it’s my fault, it’s my fault, it’s
my fault, 'cause I make things bigger than they are and,
I have no control (laughs), you know. (Respondent 14)

The repetitive use of "it’s my fault" in this recounting is

indicative of the pervasive effect of the man’s definitional

hegemony over time. The account is a retrospective

reconstruction of events in the relationship. For this

respondent, time has telescoped; events have lost their unique

characteristics and collapsed into one another. The

repetition of "fault" in this account implicitly suggested an

attribution of blame for problematic issues in the
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onship that reach beyond the disagreement. As related,

an ascribed the 'fault’ to stereotypically emotional,

ne responses, such as, making things "bigger than they

yr having "no control." That is, fault lies in not

ing his definition of the situation.

borted by the respondents, the abusers attempted to

uct the women's realities at deep levels. They used

to name these realities. The words that the abusive men

nfluenced the women’s identities and defined their life

ions: "stupid bitch," "selfish fucking asshole, " "career

hag, " "cunt," and so on. For the women, these terms of

became more than just features of their lives with these

hey began to constitute the definitional frames of their

Publically most of the women acquiesced to these

tions, but privately they resisted. The women were

If ambiguity is a property of criteria for accusation,

n the one hand, the women were never sure that the men's

tions were not correct. On the other, they were never

ced that they were, as in this representation:

hat the batterer does is names you in a, he names you in
his other way that you deep down wonder if you’re really
hat, but I think you also deep down really know you’re
ot. (Respondent 15)

used women maintained a certain skepticism but, as a

uence of the ambiguity, were often unable to act on it.

n’s definitions were not consonant with the ways that
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experienced self, their perceptions of self on the

! - They did not "fit." The women struggled with an

ºntial dilemma, or what Denzin (1984) has represented as

zinction between an abused woman's surface self, that

is revealed through external expression, and a deeper

■ hich involved their own senses of moral worth.

gh the women resisted the derogatory definitions, they

‘ed why the men thought that they were true. Because the

re significant others in their lives, the women accorded

macy to the men's perceptions of them. Consequently,

ltered their actions, or abandoned potential actions, in

its to alter the definitions, as this respondent made

want to start going back to the gym and things like
hat, and I’m not doing that for fear that he might say,
.ccuse me of looking for guys at the gym. . . It’s not only
hat [he] accused me of being with men, he said, "well,
laybe you like women, " you know, I IIlean
sigh) . . . (Respondent 25)

of the women in this study related accusations of

lity as an on-going feature of the definitional

'ue. Most also denied any basis for the accusations.

eless, they monitored those actions that could be

ucted as contributing to the characterizations of

lity.

lity was a particularly pervasive accusation that had

e ramifications for the men's assertions of power and
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control, i.e., whether the women were characterized as the

"whores" or "madonnas" of dichotomous gender divisions.

Imputations of infidelity were part of the definitional

dialogues around the right to own and control the women's

sexuality, as well as many of their activities. The abusers'

accusations reflected their culturally assumed claims as male

partners to rights of sexual privilege. By reducing the women

to sexual objects, or by making their sexuality an important

focal point, the abusive men rendered every area of women's

lives potential arenas for sexuality, including gyms,

supermarkets, job sites, and so on. Where there was

recognition that women’s primary power leverage in the

relationship was in their choices to stay or leave, infidelity

could also be seen by the men as an exit enabler. Women were

accused of searching for a man "to take them away" from this

I■ lan . Implicit here was the assumption that women would be

unable to act as active agents in their own behalf without

assistance from men.

Abusing men were reported to have based their accusations of

incompetence, ineptitude, and inadequacy on the women’s

executions of stereotypic feminine roles. That is, the men's

definitional dialogues did not, for the most part, focus on

what the women were expected to do as wives, mothers, and/or

as sex partners, on that there was essential agreement.

Rather the focus was on the women's actual performances in
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each of these areas. These accusations were specific gender

reductions that impacted negatively on the women’s own

perceptions of their competency in enacting social roles.

They were attempts to nullify the women’s own definitions of

self as women, as this respondent, a fashionable interior

designer, articulated:

I just felt like a rag. I didn’t feel attractive at all.
I felt -- oh, I did not. I was not attractive, I was,
you know, I just felt totally worthless. I felt totally
worthless. How could I possibly get out of this
marriage, I was worthless. How could I have any kind of
life outside of him now. (Respondent 23)

Essentially, the accusations were based in claims that the

women were inadequate in meeting the stereotypic 'madonna’

gender expectations. In response, the women monitored all

actions that could be construed as contributing to the 'whore'

definitions, since ' whore’ ran counter to cultural

expectations of good wife, mother, and sex partner. By

modifying their actions, they contributed to and supported the

men’s definitions of them and, consequently, participated in

the creation of their own environments. They were involved in

on-going processes to modify the interactions. Often however,

due to the ambiguity of the men's criteria of accusation, the

women didn't know what specific actions of theirs triggered

the suspicions. Any and all behavior might have been the

precipitating factor.
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In the process of modifying their actions to placate their

partners, the selves of the abused women were also modified.

Their actions became circumscribed by the abusing males'

definitions and, consequently, the women experienced changes

in self-regard. By altering their actions in attempts to

alter men's definitions of them, their own understandings of

self were transformed.

Because a sense of self is embedded in a context of

interactions with others, if the abusers are seen as only one

of many significant people in the women’s lives, while their

definitions would be important, they would be subject to

comparison. If, however, the abusive males are the most, or

only, significant people in their lives on a routine basis,

then the men may have monopoly input in the construction of

the women's situations and self. In both cases, continuous

struggles were waged over these conflicting realities, that

is, between the women’s constructions of self and the men's

Constructions of them. The abusers and the abused women

continuously negotiated the women’s definition of self within

the contexts, or metaphorical crucibles, of the relationships.

5-1-2 Internal Dialogues

While involved in these definitional dialogues with their

abusive partners, the women were simultaneously involved in
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internal dialogues. They reported continuously trying to

figure out what was going on in the relationships without

input from outsiders and using only their own definitional

frames as guides. When untoward incidents occurred, these

women were initially uncertain that violence had, in fact,

taken place. In their retrospective recountings, the women

identified these early episodes as violent and/or abusive, but

they were not able to do so at the time of the incident. Even

for those women with previous histories of violence, their

definitional frames did not account for situationally

ambiguous physical, psychological, or emotionally violent acts

from intimate partners. The ambiguity begged for

interpretation. Through their own internal dialogues, the

women, consequently, reconstructed the acts within their

operative frames of meaning. This respondent’s story

vibrantly exemplifies this reconstructive effort:

Before we got married, we bought a singing canary. And
I trained him, brought him from being a wild bird to one
that would jump off his perch and come sing for me, or
when I was in the kitchen we would walk around the
kitchen and cook together. . . and—-before we got married,
[he] got mad at him and killed him, just threw him across
the room and broke his neck. And, uh, so there were
signs--that was my baby--and, uh (pause 7 seconds)
(tearful) I tried to deal with it--I, uh, spent a week in
the hospital for -- kind of cuckoo, after that happened.
I don’t know if it was a combination of PMS or, you know,
(very tearful) the loss over that canary. Cause I
rationalized it, "God, you love this human being. The
human being has to take precedence over a bird." So I
still ended up marrying my husband. (Respondent 11)

There was no ambiguity about the act itself. Nonetheless,

this woman did not hold her partner accountable for the
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physical violence done to the canary, or the emotional trauma

that she suffered. She did not end by defining the act as

violent. Instead, she focused on explaining her response to

his actions as though her response was the problem. Mead

(1934) and Stone and Farberman (1970) long ago posited that

forged meaning was not rooted in the act, but rather in the

response to it. In this case, the meaning is rooted in the

interpretation that the respondent originally assigned to the

act as violence. She was in dialogue with herself over the

meaning of the event and her response to it. As a consequence

of her original interpretation of his actions, she spent a

week in the hospital "kind of cuckoo." Nonetheless, she began

the reconstruction of her response as PMS or grief and she

weighed her love for the man against her love for the bird.

In that equation, it is understandable that she concluded that

the man was more important. She had, however, transformed the

problem of his violence into the problem of her response. She

ended by blaming herself.

5. 2 DEFINING THE SELF IN THE SITUATION

Within this context of control and negotiated definitions of

self, situation, and reality, episodes occurred in which the

women were the targets of violence. The women reported that

after such episodes, the abusers acted differently toward

them. There was what Walker (1979) characterized as the
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"honeymoon phase." Sometimes the women could not say exactly

how the men were different until more episodes that they

defined as violent occurred. But the women were also

different persons after the episodes: they had experienced

changes in self-regard. As Strauss (1969) noted in other

contexts, changes in self-appraisal affect courses of action.

5.2.1 Spin Cycle
*

When violence occurred, the women initially questioned

themselves. They did not know how to characterize the

actions. They were alone with the experiences, wrestling with

what was not communicable -- the meanings of the events to

Self. There was usually a lacunae between the events and

their understandings of them. Most often, the women were

aware of the gap. They were thrust into what I call a Spin

Cycle:

I was disoriented. It was like being on another planet.
(Respondent 8)

So much was unstable in the Spin Cycle. There were no

sureties, particularly regarding the men’s actions and

decisions. There was no clarity. There was only "crazy

making" and the men's directions, with consequent feelings of

powerlessness for the women, as in this respondent’s

recounting:

But, I mean, all of a sudden, then, we had to leave.
That's how he is. All of a sudden, we're going. All of
a sudden, we’re leaving. All of a sudden, we're doing
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this, we’re doing that -- and you wonder why. Why? I
never asked him why. Why didn’t I ever ask him why? Why
didn’t he ever ask me, "Well, shall we go now?" We just
went. (Respondent 9)

In conventional interactions, the actions of the participants

are understood as flowing from the nature of the situation and

the conventional actions embedded in routine realities. Most

aspects of interaction are taken for granted. These were the

routine schema within which abused women began interpreting

the abuse. But abuse, whether it is physical, psychological,

and/or emotional, is not a conventional interaction. Abuse is

problematic. It dramatically ruptures the taken for granted

flow of interaction.

Conventional explanations for the violence are inadequate. If

the abused women reject their old definitional frames, which

include their ideologies of love and family, then they become

alienated. They lose their way in the world and doubt their

knowledge of self. "I don’t know who I am anymore"

(Respondent 10). Consequently, they must create or invent new

explanations.

The ambiguities of the situations forced them to ask questions

of self: What do his actions mean? Why did he do it? What

was the intent of the violence? Was it precipitated by

something I said or did? To answer these questions, I turn to

Strauss’ (1969) discussion of assigning situational identities

to self and other. To assign situational identities required
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that the women make judgments about the men's motives.

Imputing motives was a subtle combining of 'cause for’ and

'meaning of' action. Imputations of motives was necessary for

the women to take action. Assigning reasons for the men's

ambiguous actions was essentially a way of saying what these

actions ' were’ from her perspective. They defined the

situations in terms and on the basis of the assumptions

familiar to them and so allowed for responses to the ambiguous

acts other than acceptance, confusion, or paralysis.

5.2.2 Imputing Motives

In struggling to incorporate the violence definition into

their previously existing realities, the women extrapolated

from personal experience to interpret the behavior. They

attempted to "take the role of other" (Mead 1934) to impute

motives for the violence. They projected into the violent

behavior what might have been their own reasons for acting in

that manner. As Strauss (1969) emphasized in another context,

the only motives they could impute were those that they could

understand; they could not impute motives for what they were

incapable of knowing.

The women's commonsense knowledge, assumptions, and ordinary
practices, their old routine realities were used to structure,

frame, and re-construct the violence. As the following
examples indicate, these women presented various explanations
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for the abuse, including the men's situational difficulties,
personal inadequacies, and unresolved personal issues, and the
women's own presumed deficiencies.

Variation on the construction of abuse as a response to men's
situational difficulties can be seen in these two recountings:

He rarely worked. Most of the time, I supported. Even
when I was pregnant, he worked but he worked real
sporadically. And he was real needy. . . (Respondent 6)

[He] 's a workaholic. (Respondent 23)

Like any kind of problem he would have, son or daughter,
or any of my children, then I would be the target. Or
like when his father was sick with cancer, 'cause he got
the bad news, I’d be the target. (Respondent 7)

Other respondents interpreted the abuse as a consequence of

the men’s personal inadequacies, as these illustrative

examples suggest:

He was an alcoholic. . . came home real drunk, late at
night. . . and screaming and yelling and blasting the TV,
blasting the radio. . . (Respondent 22)

. . . [A] limost like a split personality where it was like a
desperate attempt where he wanted to be heard.
(Respondent 20)

Abuse stemming from unresolved personal issues was another

frequent interpretation presented by the respondents:

. . . [T]he anger that was triggered was so much larger than
what was really going on between the two of us -- anger
that he felt toward his mother. (Respondent 23)

And finally, some respondents interpreted the abuse as a
response to their own alleged, or perceived, personal
deficiencies:
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From previous history: . . . You know, I was seriously
abused and emotionally abused and stuff in this way that,
um, (pause 5 seconds) I think I just haven’t been very
aware of anything or in any kind of empowerment of myself
and I don’t think I’ve had a full, clear picture of who
I am. (Respondent 15)

As a partner: I thought it was all my fault and then also
he would use the fact that I hadn't had that many
relationships. . . I haven’t had that much sexual
experimentation either. (Respondent 10)

As a wife: It was like I was required to keep this
apartment spotless. All the floors had to be mopped and
cleaned at least once a week if not more often.
Everything had to be in its place neatly. I mean the bed
would never, never would he leave the bed unmade, and,
and, um, I worked a full time job and he wasn’t working.
(Respondent 21)

The women used these ascriptions of motivation to attempt to

make sense of violence that appeared to be otherwise uncalled

for (Johnson & Ferraro 1984). The motivational ascriptions,

however, were also minimizing strategies (Mills 1985) that

allowed the women to create illusions of control and

identities for self, such as, I am strong, he is weak and,

especially, that the problem of violence can be resolved if

the causal situation changes. The focus is then shifted away

from violence as cause to violence as consequence.

Remediation is then also shifted to non-violent arenas for

action. This conceptualization, which enhances the definition

of violence as a consequence of controllable phenomena,

ultimately had negative consequences for the women’s senses of

self. As Baruch and colleagues (1983) have pointed out in

other areas, these minimizing strategies lessened the women’s
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control over their lives and led to feelings of inadequacy,

vulnerability, and incompetence, precisely because the problem

of men’s violence against women was not addressed directly,

either individually or socially.

Nonetheless, the respondents continued to search for

individual explanations and resolutions. The problems were

interpreted as both personal and idiosyncratic. Interpersonal

intimate violence is, thus, an excellent example of a social

problem experienced and interpreted individually.

At this point in the overall tranformational process, the

women, who remained in the relationships, continued to

construct these explanations in internal dialogues as they did

not report asking for, or receiving, assistance with the

interpretations from persons outside the relationships. Their

not telling can be viewed analytically as a deliberate social

act set within abused women’s definitions of their situations.

Implicit in not telling is an interpretation of the violence

as a violation of conventional social intercourse. Since

ambiguities existed around both the violence and its

precipitating factors, the women were vulnerable to the

abusers’ derogatory definitions. They had accepted without

question the cultural ideologies of love and family that

constructed the wife as responsible for well being in the

private sphere of the home. So they reported blaming
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themselves and expecting others to blame them for the

problematic nature Of their intimate relationships.

Consequently, they chose not to reveal the violence. This

respondent articulated the feelings of many:

So I was ashamed of what had happened. I was ashamed
that it was even going on. I wanted to pretend that it
hadn't happened. I wanted to forget that it had ever
happened. It was a mistake . . . I dealt with him by myself.
(Respondent 23)

The motives that the women were able to impute for the

violence did not accord with what the abusers said they had

done. The definitions were again ambiguous and problematic.

Obviously, motives other than those ascribed by the women

existed for the men. The women wanted to learn what they

were . When an action is ambiguous, it elicits interpretation.

The interpretation then defines the definer’s courses of

action. The abused women tried to identify the men’s

motivations, their definitions and interpretations, in order

to cope with them. When the men's actions were abusive, the

women searched for cues in the relationships that could help

them interpret the motives for the events. In this quasi

investigative process, they tried to discriminate between

relevant events, things, and persons including self. They

attempted to identify self in relation to the men. To make

interpretations, they tried to understand their actions, their

own motivations in the situation.

5-2-3 Action Responses
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Action responses depended on the women’s assessments of the

violence and on their definitions of the situations.

Situationally these women could sometimes, by using calculated

responses, steer the man’s actions away from abuse or they

could escalate the occasions into violence. If the women

responded in the manners desired by the men, if they conformed

to the men's expectations, violence could sometimes be

deferred or delayed for awhile or it could be lessened in

severity. It was important that the response be in the men' s

terms, what they wanted. If not, the men became more

punitive. And the men could destabilize at any time. MO St

often, for the women these negotiation cycles ended in

feelings of complicity, self questioning, and self blame,

signalling another phase in the transformation of self. This

respondent asked the questions that resonated through many of

the other interviews:

. . . What did I do along the way to make him think that he
could do this? Did I give him some sort of inkling
earlier that this is the kind of stuff that I tolerate,
you know? (Respondent 20)

5.2. 4 Self Blame

Abuse was rarely confined to a single episode. It continued

and escalated in the severity of its consequences. It was

interactionally constituted. When the abuser asserted

hegemony over the power to define, his understandings formed

preemptive definitions in the face of new and differing
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situations. As the women and their abusers continued to

negotiate the definitions of violence within their previously

existing frameworks, definitions became even more unstable and

inconsistent. The men denied the violence and attributed

blame to the women. The women subjectively accepted the

blame. Self blame began to permeate their lives. In

accepting responsibility for the violence, many women claimed

that :

It was me. It wasn't him. It’s me. I'm the only one that
can stop him from abusing me, no policeman can. No

*::tor. Nobody can stop him but me, you know. (Respondent

In the process of accepting the husband’s definitions of self,

respondents reframed and reconceptualized the abuse. Yet they

began to doubt their own perceptions of reality. They

continued to cling to their old definitional frameworks of

love and family in the face of the violence. If they had not,

the events would have challenged the foremost assumptions of

their lives, required too much change too soon, and in the

end, they would have lost their identities. They would not be

loving wives, but "victims." The men would not be loving

husbands, but "assailants" (Denzin 1984). As one woman said:

I'd lose everything. (Respondent 20)

They perceived themselves to be in a 'no exit' dilemma.

5-2.5 Ceding Negotiational Control
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People in truly intimate relationships sustain reality for one

another. An intimate relationship, even an abusive one, is a

"meaning-giving relationship" (Gross 1987: 216). It situates

the couple and contributes to giving their lives meaning and

purpose. Their relational interactions can be described as

either routine or problematic. Mead (1934) maintained that

people are only aware of routine when there is a disruption.

If the interaction is routine, both participants share the

definitions and the interaction is smooth and change is rare.

Yet even routine interactions include some problematic

components. If, however, the interaction is very problematic,

as it is with intimate violence, and interaction is impeded,

self-conscious reflectiveness arises and the couple must

negotiate new behavior patterns. Defining the situations,

their individual selves, and the violence was, as already

adumbrated, an emergent process for the respondents. They

individually, and as parts of couples, negotiated the meanings

of what was going on over time.

One woman, a 41 year old architect, provided two illuminating

temporal descriptions of this negotiation process. The first

occurred one month prior to her marriage at 36 years old to a

man who was a foreign national, a social service professional,

and who she had earlier described as "charismatic." Although

her two retrospective recountings are compelling in their
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A

individuality, they reflect a process that cuts across the

accounts of all of the respondents in this study:

. . . [H]e said I suppose you don't want to marry me anymore
now, um, cause I hit you. And, um, I said, "Well, to
tell you the truth, it really bothers me a lot and I’ve
been thinking about what happened." And I said, "What
really bothers me more than anything is what you said to
me about how I treated (the cleaning lady) and I don't,
first of all, that wasn’t true and, and, um, you know, I
don’t understand where that all came from." And "I
don’t, " I said, "I don’t feel I deserve that kind of
treatment." And he said, "Well, you have to understand
that, that, um, that that I'm an immigrant and I’ve been
treated really badly by Americans and, and that, I guess
when you were talking to her it reminded me of how badly
I’ve been treated by all these Americans." I said,
"Yeah, real bad." And, and, um, then he started kissing
my hand and telling me how much he loved me and how bad
he felt and that it would never happen again. And that
he'd never hit anybody before and that it wasn’t, he
didn't know why he did it, but that he just really flew
into a rage and that it was really unnatural. That it was
not him. And I guess I believed him. (Respondent 21)

This negotiation can be likened to an elaborate waltz. He

leads; she follows. He established the pattern; she stepped

into it. The sequence began with a prompt in the form of a

statement posed as a question. There was no apology for the

violence, only an inquiry about the potential consequences.

Perhaps he was attempting to assay the damage to the

relationship. The woman was not definitive in her response.

She replied tentatively choosing the verb, "bothers, " to

Communicate her reaction to physical and emotional violence,

i.e. a "hit." "Bothers" connotes irritation, annoyance,

harassment, but is not definitive. She discounted her

experience of physical violence and focused on, i.e., "what

really bothers me," what she perceived to be his erroneous
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characterization of her. Her annoyance was twofold. First,

he had unjustly characterized her. Secondly, her behavior was

not deserving of his violence. Implicit in this statement is

the understanding that there are conditions under which his

violence toward her would be acceptable, that she could behave

in such a manner that she would "deserve it."

The man retook the lead for he then had an indication of the

nature of her reaction. He understood her concerns. Her

concerns were not the issues of violence; they were issues of

self. She was attempting to maintain her definition of her

self in the face of his competing definitions. She tried to

convince him that she was who and what she said she was. He

gave tacit support for her argument by providing an

explanation in which he claimed to have erroneously ascribed

behavior to her from his past experiences with others. He had

been badly treated by other Americans. Although she is

American, it was not she who had treated him badly; it was the

others. She empathized with him. He behaved romantically and

told her that he felt badly, but he did not apologize for his

behavior. For this woman, and others in this study, such

affectionate behavior was as powerful as abuse and this woman

apparently interpreted the romantic behavior as a form of

apology. The emotional investments made to the respondents’

expectations of stable, loving relationships are resistent to

Contradictory evidence. He offered an explanation of his
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behavior as "unnatural" and "not him." He assured her that

the incident would not be repeated. She believed him.

Throughout the exchange, he continued to focus on the physical

aspect of his violence, she came to accept an explanation that

did not address her concerns regarding his assault on her

self.

The weight of the physical assault in her account was, I

maintain, related to how the abuse came to be defined. If it

was aberrant ("not him") or beyond his control ("unnatural")

then his claim of lost control could be viewed as a weakness,

not a loss of authority. Loss of control is an assertion of

privilege in the relationship. It was not defined as

intentional or as directed against her specifically. It was

necessary that both parties to the negotiation agree to this

definitional frame in order to preserve the relationship. She

must believe his declaration that "it would never happen

again, " although there is no recounting of any discussion of

the future potential for violent episodes. In this vignette

then the couple renegotiated the definitions of abuse to

discount the physical assault and to achieve a reconciliation.

The second example reported by this respondent was a

negotiational dialogue over paid employment that occurred 3

years later, 3 months before the woman left the relationship.
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Again, although compelling in its apparent distinctness, it

reflects the processes identified by other respondents:

And he informed me that he was going to quit his job
again. And he said, "And I intend not to work." And I
said, "What do you mean you intend to not work?" And I
was paying for everything at this point. I was living
off my profit share plan that I took out -- it was all my
life savings. And I was paying for everything. He
wouldn't pay for anything. And he said, "Well, your
profit share plan is almost all gone. You have to go
back to work. So I figure you can take, you can support
me now." Like he’d been supporting me (laugh). And, and
I said, "No. I’m not going to do that. Are you kidding?"
And, and then, he just told me, he said, "You don’t have
any choice." He said, "This is what I’ve decided and this
is what’s going to happen whether you like it or not.
You're going to go out and work and I’m going to stay
home and take care of [our child]." (Respondent 21)

As she reported it, the negotiation was no longer a waltz; it

was a Prussian march. He was the commanding officer calling

out the cadence. He proclaimed his intent to quit his job and

to remain at home caring for their infant son. His intended

action would clearly displace the woman in her role as mother.

She was ordered to return to paid employment. She asked for

clarification, but got none. She protested, but her

protestations were treated as irrelevant. He denied her power

to initiate or force negotiations. While she raised a verbal

protest, "No. I’m not going to do that, " she, nonetheless,

acquiesced to his demands, left their child in his care, and

returned to work full time. Over the course of the marital

relationship, her rights to negotiation had been eroded. She

had undergone a transformation of self, wherein she had ceded

definitional control to her partner.

:
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DEFINING THE VIOLENCE

initional dialogues occur within a framework of cultural

jer-based, hierarchical expectations. Liz Kelly (1988),

example, identified a continuum of sexual violence, a

ies of events that pass into one another and are connected

: he basic characteristic that physical, verbal, and sexual

ault and coercion are employed by men against women.

ther or not an action is defined as violent or abusive, the

ms "violent, " "abusive, " and "battered" were negotiated by

abusive men and the abused women often in terms of

=rity, NOT legitimacy. As this respondent, still in the

ationship, explained:

. . . [I]t’s not that I’m doing this because I like to get
pushed around. And he thinks that he's OK. He thinks
that he’s not that bad. He’s finally admitted that he's
a batterer, but he's not a bad batterer, only because he
hasn’t put me in the hospital. (Respondent 25)

s couple negotiated the boundaries of battery. The man

itted his behavior but qualified it through negotiation,

"he's not a bad batterer." He had assaulted her, but

seriously enough to require hospitalization. They were

negotiating the legitimacy of the assaults; they were

>tiating their severity. One consequence of these kinds of

»tiations was that the respondents ended by feeling

leful that the abuse that they experienced was not more

found. They came to understand the men’s physical violence

2ntial: "I could kill you if I wanted to" (Respondent 15).

:
º:

:

*



*==== **
* **-* *
gº ºrºs ºs

º
º

º º

** e -->º
-*==

- sº

---sº ---*

I---
---

***** **
**** *

*** ****
**** ***
**** * * *
º ** = ****
-** *-**"
*** -- ****

==== ***
º

*** -e-. -* ---,



183

They were grateful to be alive. They know what Walker (1989)

contends, that is, death always lurks as a potential in

violent relationships.

Definitions of abuse did not appear full blown to the couple.

They emerged slowly from other definitional interactions.

Violence began before the definitions actually started.

Violence developed in the control that the men exerted over

the women and over who controlled the defining. This

respondent described the process well in her recounting of a

potential problem solving strategy:

He said one thing I hated about my first wife was name
calling. So let’s have this rule no name calling. So he
did it all the time. He did it, ah, I thought we had
this rule no name calling, you know. Rules were to be,
you know, made by him and then broken by him basically.
(Respondent 23)

Name calling, as discussed earlier, was a way of defining the

women in situational relation to their partners. Power to

define implies power to control. Control of the definitional

processes presaged the more physically and emotionally violent

interactions that followed.

The definitional dialogues of abuse, in which the women

engaged, were part of the on-going struggles over definitional

autonomy within the evolving relationships, within the

metaphorical crucibles. When the men asserted definitional

hegemony and the assertions were accepted, or at least not

questioned overtly, these then became the preemptive
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definitions in new situations. These definitions then became

a significant part of the everyday world of the women’s lives.

The women began to internalize the men's definitions and in

due course they transformed their own through their inner

dialogues. As one respondent said, in characterizing her

relationship with a man who she reported had emotionally

abused her, physically attacked her property, threatened her

with violence, and sexually abused both her children:

. . . [I]t was violent, but it wasn’t. It was abusive, but
it wasn't, I mean, he never connected with me. It wasn't
knock down drag out stuff. (Respondent 6)

This respondent’s remarks provide clear illustration of the

violence continuum (Kelly 1988) and its definitional

ambiguities. For this respondent, as for others, one

condition for defining an action as violent was its severity,

its "knock down drag out" quality. Presumably, assaults that

fall short of that were not defined as violent. Hence her

equivocations, "it Wa S violent, but it wasn't."

Interpretations of violence were subject to a wide range of

variation. Violence between these intimate partners occurred

on a continuum with markers that were constantly being

negotiated.

Implicit in women’s accounts of interactionally derived

definitions of violence was the need for physical evidence, or

proof, that the violence occurred. Under the impact of the

day to day denials of their definitional frameworks, many

.
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women lost confidence in their abilities to define their own

realities. This respondent, a 39 year old physiologist,

related a typical experience:

I was sitting on a chair after dinner and he just came up
and hit me. There wasn’t an argument. There wasn’t a
why didn’t you do this. I can’t remember anything that
happened before. And then one week later, the same
evening, the same chair, he just hit me again. And the
first time, there wasn’t any bruising so I kind of
thought maybe I was imagining what he did. (Respondent
2)

In the absence of conclusive physical evidence, even personal

experience of physical assault can be discounted or redefined.

5. 4 CONCLUSION

Competing definitions of self, situation, and violence in an

abusive relationship formed the metaphorical crucibles, or

matrices of conditions, that affected the intensity of the

violent interactions. It was within these contexts that

abused women began the processes that resulted in

transformations of self. The women in this study reported

that initially the dialogues around competing definitions

occurred externally with the abusing partners and internally

in their own "guts." These abused women related working

continuously to resolve the apparent contradictions inherent

in these relationships where their partners, their most

important sources of love and affection, were simultaneously

the most dangerous people in their lives. It is the
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ultaneity of love and violence that must be analytically

sped.

initional hegemony, a process of the male partners'

ining and controlling the women and the relational

luations, presaged later forms of physical and emotional

lence. The abusive males attempted early in the

lationships to impose their own notions of reality, their

initions, on their intimate female partners. The women

tially tried to accept these definitions. But ultimately

y did not fit their own experiences, that is, if he loves

why does he talk about me that way?

sers used terms to define their partners and, therefore,

ir situations relative to interactions with them. They

lied that theirs were the sole significant definitions. By

losing their language, the men strengthened control over the

len. The women’s actions then became contingent on men’s

initions. The women resisted the definitions at the same

le that they tried to incorporate their understandings of

men's motives into their own definitional frames. In the

cess, the women experienced transformations of self.

the retrospective accounts provided by the women I studied,

sers supplied the external definitions of self. They

ined the situations, not from "objective reality," but from
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their situated power and control. The accounts alleged that

the abusive males attempted to destroy, not only the bodies of

the women, but their senses of self, those areas of women's

being that were resistant to power and control. These women

resisted the definitions but wondered why their partners

thought that they were true. They altered their actions as a

means of altering the definitions. In the process, they

altered their perceptions and experiences of self. It was the

definitions of the situations, and NOT the characteristics of

the interactions, that was critical in understanding abused

women’s actions and responses. Abused women struggled,

internally and externally, to gain some autonomous measure of

definitional Control OVer their selves and their

circumstances.

While the women and their partners were constantly negotiating

these definitions, the women were simultaneously involved in

internal definitional dialogues. Their definitions were in

flux, for as the men's definitions of them and their

relationships became increasingly unpredictable and abusive,

their old meanings no longer worked. So they forged new

meanings. These forged meanings were not rooted in the

violent acts, but rather in the responses within the women to

those acts, that is, in the meanings they assigned to them.

The women were involved both in trying to understand the

violence, within their old frameworks of love and family, and
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in trying to protect and maintain their own definitions of

self. The processes occurred simultaneously and they also

developed. There were continuous inner dialogues in which the

women negotiated the meanings of the violence in their lives

and external dialogues in which they negotiated definitions

with the abusers.

Then violent acts, directed against the women by their

intimate partners, occurred. The acts themselves did not

determine the meanings for the women. The violent acts might

not have been interpreted as violent, or abusive, and

especially initially were not constructed as such. What

defined abuse were not the acts, but the meanings that the

women attached to them. These women were particularly unsure

of the definitions of the experience if there were no obvious

injuries. They then questioned the seriousness of the

assaults. The meanings they attached were influenced by the

severity of the violence (Ferraro 1979). Severity helped to

resolve ambiguity. Whether or not the women ultimately

defined the acts as violent, the on-going definitional

dialogues with their partners focused on the severity of the

violence and not on its legitimacy. One consequence of

negotiating permeable boundaries around acceptable levels of

violence was that abused women ended by feeling grateful that

the abuse was not more profound.
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Under the impact of these definitional struggles and the

aggregated consequences of the relationships themselves, the

abused women underwent transformations of self. These

definitional dialogues were, at first, limited to interactions

with their intimate partners and with their own "little

voices." As the violence escalated and as their definitional

strategies broke down, the women began bringing others into

the definitional frame by "telling." In the following

chapter, I will provide a discussion of that process.
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Chapter 6

". . . the most damaging thing is being silent about it. . ."

The definitional struggles between the women and their abusive

mates and the accumulated consequences of the relationships

themselves began to transform the women’s definitions of self,

situation, and action. The women were caught between

simultaneous, yet contradictory, beliefs in their partners as

the sole sources of intimate love and affection and as the

most dangerous persons in their lives. As their relational

experiences became less and less tenable, these 32 women

reached out for support and assistance in interpreting the

definitional hegemony of their partners. In this chapter I

analyze these processes and the consequences of telling

Others.

I begin with a consideration of women’s complicity in

rendering the violence invisible to others, including face

saving, contradictory beliefs, and interactive processes, as

well as the strategies used by both parties to keep their

problematic interactions private. Next, I examine the

strategies, both problem solving and coping, developed in



**s-sº sº
**sasºn arºu

<--- **
s* 2:5jº, sº--" sº

--r--

F--- -gºing

****** **sa

~~~~~
*****

---> * ***--- * * *
tº *** -->

*.**** anº

***** ºw ºnes,

***** **

******** ***
*



191

isolation by the respondents to attempt to contain the

violence and to preserve their senses of self. The analysis

then focuses on telling others, voluntarily making the

invisible visible, and involuntary telling as the violence

impinges on the women’s social worlds outside of their

families. Next is a discussion of the problems inherent in

communicating women’s experiences within a gendered language

system. I then move to a discussion of the women's formal and

informal help seeking processes and the kinds of help provided

by their social supporters. Last is an analysis of the

negative effects of some support processes.

6. l INVISIBLE VIOLENCE

The abused women’s processes of transformation of self began
in the initial stages of the relationships, in the
definitional dialogues that occurred between the women and
their partners and which later developed into the overt
violence that came to characterize these relationships. As
the women in this study consciously modified their behaviors
to alter the men's definitions of them, most did not report
telling anyone about the abuse and most did not report
asking for help.

Instead, they tried to make their realities and the abusers'
definitions consonant within their own definitional frames.

As women and as wives, they had been socialized to act in
accordance with the status quo in general and often with men
in particular. Family, as a symbol of stability, is a "deep
vein" in American civil life (Mintz & Kellogg 1988), it is
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related to social order in a basic and primordial way.
Americans want to believe that the family is a loving, kind,
and supportive haven, a place of nurturance where they can
get away from the stress of the public sphere, i.e., a man’s
home is his castle. Maintenance of this cultural tradition

is presumed to be a responsibility of the wife and is a
taken for granted factor of domestic life (Hickey 1990).
This ideological responsibility affected the abused women in
that they reported feeling that they had to maintain the
appearance of their relationships to others as non-violent
and harmonious. They felt that they had to preserve the
appearance of this reality at least part of the time. This
respondent articulated the feelings of many others:

You don’t want people to know that you're not happy, or
in the beginning, I didn’t want people to know that we
weren’t a happy couple. And then later on I didn't
want people to know about the sexual abuse. (Respondent
6)

Partners' definitions of their mutually enacted situations

became difficult for the women to maintain as the abuse

escalated. The men's denials of the women’s definitions of

their own reality became, in the words of many women, "crazy

making." One respondent indicated the confusion that

resulted when she lost a referent base:

After [he] had called me a cunt, it really bothered me
and (sighs) my perception was so screwed up, I didn't
know what was right and wrong anymore in the
relationship. Whether it was OK for him to do that or
In Ot. (Respondent 16)

In the stories that the women told, the abusers' realities,

i.e., the abusers' definitions and the appearances of the

relationships, were the same. The women reported that for

the men, there was apparently no contradiction between the
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appearance and the reality of these relationships. The men

denied that their actions were violent or abusive. The

denials were predicated on the severity, not the legitimacy

(which was assumed by both partners), of the assaults. For

the women, these definitions and their realities did not

match. They struggled verbally in interactions with their

mates and with themselves over the definitional

inconsistencies, but initially they did it alone: "I dealt

with him by myself" (Respondent 23). In so doing, they

supported the men’s public authenticities, rendering the

violent actions invisible to other parties.

6.1.1 Face-Saving

Maintaining invisibility is a face saving strategy (Lester

1983). It’s a way for abused women to claim their senses of

self. In preventing the images of the men’s abuse from

becoming public, the women simultaneously veiled their own

images as victims. Evelyn Fox Keller (1985) has maintained,

in regard to scientists naming nature, that by creating

theories and models which have constructed and defined

nature, scientists transformed the unknown into the known.

What remained unnamed became non-existent. An analogous

situation exists in an abusive relationship: what is

rendered invisible to outsiders can be constructed as non

existent inside the relationship, as this respondent's
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illustration of collusion in social pretense and, therefore,

in invisibility suggested:

When my brother from New Jersey came to visit, [my
partner] hid in the closet. (laughs) We came home from
work. . . we had gone to dinner and I knew he was in the
closet, and I think, I found out later my sister-in-law
realized there was somebody in the closet, we just all
pretended he wasn’t there. (laughter) . . . To drag this
man out, and say, "Hey, look Joe, come into the closet
and take a look at [him]." That would have been a bit
hard. (Respondent 2)

Invisibility is employed to avoid destroying the credibility

of the definition of the situation. Invisibility involves a

course of action designed to elicit desired interpretations

and responses. It is an impression management strategy

(Goffman 1971) used to affect other people’s perceptions of

the problematic interactions.

The process of rendering the physical and emotional violence

invisible to others is facilitated by the privacy inherent

in most husband/wife interactions. For the most part, the

violent events reported in the interviews occurred in the

Couples’ homes. Since the mid 1800s, home has been the

private sphere. Violence is a dramatic rupture of women’s

taken for granted assumptions of domestic life particularly

because, ideologically, home has also been the location of

women’s major sphere of influence. Culturally, women are

responsible for well-being in this private sphere. With

Violence, home becomes a problematic situation (Denzin

1984). When the violence becomes public, it challenges the

s
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women’s public presentations of self and identity, as Jane

(Chapter 4) articulated:

. . . [W]e both grew up in town and it’s a small place,
everybody knows each other, I knew the people who lived
two doors away from us. My best friend now, lives
across the street, but I knew her as a little girl, her
family knew my parents and stuff, and there was all
kinds of people on this block that I knew, and I was
just -- it was mortifying for me . . . and then one time he
did, he hit me in the mouth and stuff, and I was all
black and blue and my lip was bleeding, and then I
wouldn’t want to go outside, you know . . .

The abused women in this study reported actively employing

face-saving strategies to keep the violence invisible, even

with strangers. Strangers are representative of Mead's

(1934) "generalized other" and, as such, were felt by many

women to hold generally conventional views of women living

in abusive relationships as victims, masochists, etc.,

identities that the women were unwilling to assume. In this

context, face-saving strategies became very important in

presentations of self to people of other social worlds.

In the next anecdotal story, one respondent reflected an

extreme case of face-saving strategies that rendered the

violence she endured invisible. Her father died, she

couldn’t work from the stress of the violence, finally she

"flipped out." Her doctors prescribed anti-psychotic drugs.

She told this story of maintaining face:

They [the drugs] made me so sick I felt like I was
coming out of my skin and I couldn't sleep, I couldn't
eat. It was hard to do anything, they were literally
destroying my brain...they [the doctors] brainwashed my
mother into thinking that (pause 4 seconds) I was
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schizophrenic. That I was exhibiting all the signs of
schizophrenia. Hearing voices, seeing things,
extremely paranoid, scared out of my mind, terrified
and, um, just delusions. But I, the psychiatrist in
the psych ward -- I failed to tell them that I had ever
been beaten up, because I was humiliated. 'Cause they
were so, they seemed so together, they were in their
40s and they were really pretty. They were really
pretty, and they were really pretty and dressed really
nicely, they seemed really intelligent and capable and
they were holding down this incredibly stressful job on
a psych ward. And I was so humiliated by the whole
thing that I never told them. (Respondent 22)

Although this respondent manifested reactions that were not

uncommon to other women in abusive relationships (i.e.,

paranoia, fear, and terror), and that may have been logical

and purposeful when viewed within the context of repeated

violence and her terror, her reactions apparently became

exacerbated by the psychopharmacological treatment.

Nonetheless, she chose not to disclose her lived experiences

of violence. The picture that she drew of her abused self

in contrast to the medical personnel was too damaging to

sustain. She preferred to be labelled "schizophrenic." The

violence from her partner had so profoundly impacted her

sense of self that a deviant, psychiatric label was

preferable to a label of victimization. While her story is

extreme in its face-saving tenacity, it is not uncommon in

its report of the struggles to maintain presentations of

self consonant with social ideologies of harmonious marital

relationships.

6-1.2 Contradictory Beliefs
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Another aspect of invisibility was a that the abusers'

control was so penetrating that no one would be able to help

them except themselves. The women often held simultaneously

contradictory beliefs, that is, that they were the "only"

ones who could stop the abuse and yet that they were

powerless in attempts to halt the violence. The

relationships came to be viewed as all inclusive and

determined in their forms. The women’s lives were so

dominated by the pervasive effects of the violence and by

the men’s definitional hegemony that they were, for a time,

unable to act in their own interests. This respondent

exemplified the plight reported by others:

. . . [N]othing’s familiar any more, I get -- (crying) it
gets to where I can’t think, I can’t make a decision,
I’m all mixed up. I start thinking and I feel sick.
(Respondent 31)

6.1. 3 Interactive Processes

Invisibility remained, however, an interactive process. As

reported by the women, their abusive partners also used

various strategies to minimize the possible de-privatization

of the violence. The men's strategies, as described by the

respondents, were very different in nature from the

women's. Where women focused on their own active, public

constructions of their families as happy, the men's

strategies focused on controlling the women and particularly

on controlling the information that the women expressed

publically. By controlling the women, the men apparently
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were attempting to control any potential disclosures of the

violence. They apparently considered their own violence

otherwise invisible.

The following examples suggest the various manifestations of

men’s strategies for maintaining invisibility as reported by

their female partners:

Assertion of privilege: And as the conversation went
on, he said, he said, uh, "You’re my wife and I can do
anything I want to you." (Respondent 4)

Controlled assaults: . . . [B] ut after that [assault
requiring medical attention] he got wise and he always
hit me in the back of the head, he’d just pound me and
pound me and I’d fall down on the ground and
everything. (Respondent 19)

Isolation: I'm the world’s most gregarious person . . . I
never really put two and two together that any time I
wanted to do something was such a major inconvenience
because he’d harass me. It wasn’t until right before I
decided to leave that I was watching what he was doing
to me and my friends, to make sure I didn’t have any.
(Respondent 26)

I didn’t have many friends and the few friends that I
had, I lost. . . he pointed out all the things that were
wrong with her, and they were all right. You know, he
was correct in all of them but it was irrelevant to the
purpose at hand, that I needed to have some friends.
(Respondent 2)

Blame/Denial: Or he'd say, "Well, you know, if you’d do
it right, I wouldn’t have to do this to you."
(Respondent 11)

He was like "You don’t help me. You don't help me with
anything. You don’t help me financially. All you do
is just lay around on your butt." (Respondent 20)

Sounded like what he was saying to me it’s your problem
and so I’m going to find someone else and I won’t be
like that with anybody else. I’m just like that with
you because it’s your problem. (Respondent 23)
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Reconstruction: . . . [A] ny time I did try [expressing
feelings ) I felt like he was, he would try to make me
see how his way was the right way and that it wasn't OK
for me to feel the way I felt. He wouldn’t just allow
me. It wasn't OK for me . . . (Respondent 1)

And it was like he suddenly turned this whole thing
around. And he was making things up, I mean at this
point . . . it was like he wasn’t talking about me he was
talking about someone else. (Respondent 21)

Restricting communication: He accused me of mentioning
somethin’ to her [neighbor] and I told him, I said what
goes on between me and you is only between me and you
only. I don’t go blabbin around. (Respondent 7)

I: And he’s saying go see a psychiatrist?
R: Yeah, but um, you know, I-I, he wouldn’t ever want
me to talk about the relationship, 'cause I’m not ever
supposed to talk about that. (Respondent 10)

The men's strategies worked for awhile. When the abusers

were successful in making the women complicit in concealing

the abuse, the violence remained invisible to others. The

women were essentially locked in to definitional dialogues

with partners who controlled the definitions. Ironically,

when the women began "telling" others, they often found

themselves trapped by the complicity of their own previous

presentations of self and situations. When they attempted

to make their private experiences of violence public, their

reports were often challenged or denied. (A more extensive

discussion of the responses of potential helpers is

presented below.) If self is developed through interaction

with others, and others appear to respond to the women’s

"telling" as a cohesive group, such discounting by others of

the women's sagas of violence becomes singularly influential
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in the women’s assessments of self. The crucibles of the

violent relationships were not changing; the women were

changing within them, although as yet unsuccessful either in

changing the relationships or countering other people’s

discounting of their stories.

6.2 STRATEGIES TO CONTAIN THE VIOLENCE

Denzin (1988: 507) argued that the women in abusive

relationships

". . . deceive themselves into believing that the violence
is not real, or does not exist, or will not occur
again. By acting as if they accept what they do not
believe, they disarm in advance all arguments that
might reveal to them that they are deeply embedded in a
violent situation that requires some kind of action on
somebody’s part."

My data affirmed that this is particularly true during the

"invisibility phase" of the process of negotiating situation

and self.

However, as the abused women’s expectations of loving

relationships were destroyed, as the relationships became

increasingly unpredictable and abusive, invisibility was no

longer a viable option. The women then employed other

strategies. The women’s management of their partners’

violence was embedded in attempts to preserve their own

definitions of self and situation in the face of the abusive

partners' continuous negations of those definitions. Their
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strategies, predicated on their imputed motives, initially

attempted to preserve the marital relationship, to figure

out the reasons for and the effects of the violence, and to

keep it from occurring again. Very shortly, their

strategies also began to focus on preserving a sense of

self.

6.2.1 Problem Solving Strategies

"The meanings the woman attaches to the violence and the

resources she believes she has shape strategies for living

with, or ending, the violence" (Mills 1985:107). The women’s

strategies were aimed at controlling the risks of violence,

that is, physical, psychological, and emotional. They

employed both problem solving and coping strategies (Chang

1989), that is, strategies to control the violence and

strategies to keep the self intact. The distinctions

between problem solving strategies and coping, or self

preservation, strategies became blurred as the abuse became

frequent, public, and more violent.

Problem solving strategies focussed primarily on managing

the violence itself. They were physical and emotional

survival tactics developed by the women and included

rationalization, minimizing the significance of the violence

to self or others, and blaming themselves. The following
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retrospective recountings illustrate the processes reported

by the respondents:

Rationalizing: . . . [E]ven if it's bad, it’s what you get
used to and what you think. . . pretty soon you don’t know
the difference . . . (Respondent 31)

Minimizing the significance of the violence: When I was
seeing somebody else, he’d go and threaten them, (?) or
smash his windows in his car, or something. . . and he
persisted, more and more, which I didn't realize was
violence. I really thought it was just flattery, I
guess. (Respondent 4)

Self Blame: Um, sometimes I think, sometimes I think
it’s my fault because (pause 4 seconds) um, I would
make something big, you know like, something little, I
would really make it big, and then he would respond and
hit me. (Respondent 14)

Despite active attempts at management, the violence usually

continued unabated. While the strategies did not

significantly change the violence, they profoundly altered

the ways that the women experienced their selves. T. Mills

(1985) has maintained that the abused woman loses her

"observing self," i.e., the abused woman becomes very

passive and barely reacts to her social environment. Rather

than a loss of self, this study found that passivity is an

active strategy of survival. It is not, as Walker (1979)

contended, an identity. Passivity labelled as an identity

is a view from the outside. From the inside, respondents

reported choosing passive behavior as strategic modes of

action to deflate escalating violence. Passive resistance

was a form of preservation of self. At times, survival was
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contingent on restraining any overt expression of self

definition. Each became an invisible presence, as this

typical example from a respondent made clear:

I-I just, I, you know, I just did all the shit I do. I
just go limp. I just act however he wants me to act.
I just go limp... I just shut up. He was, I just shut
up. I quit talking. And I quit, I just leave. I just
watched TV. Eat . . . Just entertain. Just watch TV. Don't
say nothin'. Don't ask for anything, you know, just
try to keep quiet. (Respondent 15)

Respondents made strategic decisions. They often had to

appear to acquiesce. Although they appeared to accept the

abusers' controls and definitions, they continued to harbor

others. They survived life-threatening experiences by

developing adaptive strategies of resistance and strength.

Passivity was one such strategy.

6.2.2 Self-preservation Strategies

Self-preservation strategies included such practices as

fantasies of murder. While many respondents reported

fantasies and fictionalized plans to initiate their

partners’ demise, one respondent told the detailed story of

actually telling her fantasy and warning her husband, a

foreign national, that if the violence didn’t stop, one

week-end when they were in Tijuana, she would kill him,

Cross the border into the U.S. and return alone. "No one

will care. Another Mexican down." She was able to empower
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herself with a fantasy that employed her own direct action,

the expectations of institutional classism and racism that

would support the credibility of her fantasy, and the effect

of the psychological threat of uncertainty on her partner.

It was a sustaining fantasy.

Some respondents rejected contemplations of murder because

of what an act as violent as murder would mean for their own

identities -- they would have become as violent as their

partners. The following comments by a respondent reflected

this perspective:

I don't like to think about murder, because then I’ve
become as violent as he has and that’s something I
don’t like. When I yell back or become violent, then
I’ve become as violent as he has, and that’s kind of
the lowest of the low. (Respondent 31)

Other respondents turned to fantasies of suicide:

At one point, I thought the only thing was killing me
and my kids so that he couldn’t get to us. And that
didn't seem like a real good alternative, but I did
consider that (pause) on more than one occasion.
(Respondent 2)

Murder and suicide fantasies were seductively powerful

because they imbued the women with a sense of their own

autonomy. They were acts that offered instant relief and

resolution of ambiguity. They could make decisions and take

actions that would prevent the abusers from causing any

further damage to, or destruction of, those aspects of self

which gave meaning and value to life. While often actively
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contemplating murder and/or suicide, nevertheless, they

chose to rely on other strategies.

Outcomes of problem solving and self-preservation strategies

varied. If the women could meet all the abusers’ demands

all of the time, then the violence could potentially be

contained. But the men could destabilize at anytime. All

of the women believed they had tried "everything" that they

could think of to make the relationships "work, " be non

violent. They exhausted their individual resources

believing that they could succeed in changing the

relationships and ending the violence. Their attempts to

reduce or end the violence were based on the motives that

they imputed for the men’s actions. They remained hopeful

of successful outcomes as long as they had new strategies,

new plans, something new to try to resolve the relational

problems, and they were very resourceful in developing fresh

strategies.

6-2-3 Individual Solutions

When the women's strategies for managing the violence and

preserving self were not successful, their senses of self

were undermined. Most looked to personal solutions to

resolve what is, essentially, a social problem. What they

did not do was examine the cultural expectations of the
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conventions of the relationship, as demonstrated by this

next respondent who also clearly articulated the culturally

determined duties of a good wife:

So I really tried. I thought, well, it’s me. I’m not
pleasing him. So I tried to really be a good wife. I
won't take as many classes. I’ll really concentrate on
making the marriage work. I’ll keep the house really
clean and I’ll do his laundry and I’ll cook him his
meals and I’ll do everything to make him happy so that
he won’t be unhappy anymore . . . And ha, ha, you know, I
mean it doesn’t matter what you’ve done. They’re still
going to find something to explode about.
(Respondent 23)

The problem is identified as an individual error of choice,

i.e., choosing the wrong partner, not as a problem of social

ideology. Only one respondent recognized the social

implications of her individual experience. She

characterized it this way:

. . . [L] ook we live in a sexist society and this is,
you’re a victim of sexism, and this is, this is how
sexism, cause it’s empowering to name the fucking
thing, you know, it’s like otherwise we just go, you
know, "I’m sort of an emotional wreck and I just sort
of drew this down upon my head and I’m so unlucky and
I’m kind of a weirdo type that attracts these creeps,
and, yeah, you know, you get all these different, you
know, I’m useless or I’m this, " or I think it’s really
empowering to say, "Look sister, sisters, you know it’s
like, politics helps me because politics is about power
and it also gets you out of misery and into anger, into
a fight back." (Respondent 15)

For most of the women in the study, however, their violent

experiences were interpreted solely as personal and

idiosyncratic, and largely as consequential of their own

shortcomings and failures. Isolation in the definitional
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dialogues made it difficult for the women to see other

perspectives on the violence. This definitional isolation

made outside input more important as it was eventually

perceived as "objective" information. Some women, those who

have not come to public awareness, have probably settled for

whatever relief their own strategies and actions could

bring. Recurrence of the violence led most to redefine the

abuse into a problem to be managed. They reported the need

to try something new that might provide them not only with

the means of abating or stopping the violence but also with

explanations for the violence. In coping with it, they began

to supplement their individual strategies and to request

outside help in order to turn the dialogue into a multilog.

They reached out for other perspectives on their situations

and they began to tell outsiders about their experiences.

Most respondents stated clearly that initially they were

not trying to leave their relationships. Instead, they were

trying to develop definitions consonant with their

experiences and with their partners’ explanations. They

sought definitions that would reduce or stop the violence

and "return" the couple to harmonious lives together.

6.3 MAKING THE INVISIBLE VISIBLE

In examining violent relationships as crucibles within which

women undergo transformations of self, it is important to
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also examine some generally accepted social definitions of

abuse because these definitions come to be experienced as

"objective reality" in one form or another (Estes 1981).

Abused women tell others about their private experiences

within a social context that is framed by these public

definitions. Hegemonic, socially structured definitions

delineate the power of individuals and groups, as well as

the available opportunities. Opportunities include access

to alternative definitions of reality and the imposition of

limits on possibilities. Alternatives are not possible if

they are not conceivable. Robert Alford (1976: 7) summarized

this perspective when he wrote that people "come to accept

as inevitable that which exists and even believe that it is

right."

When the women began telling others about the violence in

their lives, they did so within the context of social

definitions about wife abuse. While the label itself

identifies the type of actors, "wife" and implicitly

husband, and the type of problem, "abuse," it has also come

to imply an assignment of responsibility for the problem:

that is, husbands produce wives as victims (Loseke 1987).

One consequence of the reductionism of these social

definitions is the loss of understanding of the reciprocal

processes of influence in abusive relationships. Both

parties make contributions, positive and negative, to the
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relationships. Actions taken by both parties lead to the

violent events. It disempowers abused women to continuously

cast them as powerless, passive victims of violence. The

men are not always totally responsible and the women are not

always totally innocent. However, and perhaps most

importantly, the relationship and the violent interactions

do not reflect a reciprocity of equals. Women, socially and

Culturally, are in secondary positions with regard to men;

there is an inherent imbalance of power. The two

interactants are not coacting equals.

Further, the social definitions of abuse focus primarily on

physical assaults. Emotional pain is ambiguous and not

observable, therefore, it is difficult to establish causal

relationships between men's emotionally abusive actions and

women’s pain. Emotional battering is related to internal

states. Consequently, its invisibility makes it easier to

blame the women for being masochistic, dependent, and

insecure (Ferraro 1979). Yet when women in this study

talked about the physical abuse, they also talked about the

emotional abuse that went with it, as in this typical

recounting:

R: The physical attack didn’t bother me amazingly enough
as much as the verbal attack. The verbal attack was
much more abusive, I thought, much more, much more
devastating.
I: Why?
R: Well, because a physical attack is just physical.
It's your body. Whereas a verbal attack, you know,
they get into you, the person, and, um, it’s more
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emotional and psychological. I mean my face healed.
But the stuff he did to my mind, it hasn’t even healed
to this day and it’s been, you know, I’ve been
separated from him for over a year now. (Respondent 21)

Valentine (1990) has argued that body is fused with a sense

of self, including self-feelings and that women's bodies are

vehicles of self through which men try to exercise control

of women’s identities. In the abusive situations described

by my respondents, men's control was worked out on the

surfaces physically and on the interior through emotional

abuse. Women's bodies became the arenas where men located

their control. If as Valentine (1990: 4) asserted "In

women’s experience the socially controlled, socially

interpreted outer body's surfaces are a source of statements

about our value, a locus of definitions of women’s moral

worth", then abusive assaults can be construed as assaults

on women's self-worth and self-value, not just as physical

chastisement.

Emotional abuse attacks the sense of self. Many women eat,

sleep, play, and work within the closed system of the

family. Most daily interaction occurs with an audience of

men and children. Even if women are employed outside the

home, the potential for perspectives to counter those put

forth by the abusers is limited if women's significant

identities remain deeply embedded in their relationships.
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Husband and wife interactions, unlike most social roles with

limited activity, cover a wider variety of continuous

contact. Eating, sleeping, playing, and sexual activity,

are filled with unremitting intimacy. Intimate

relationships are not formally structured, like work or

organizational activities, so rules and definitions are not

as clearly delineated. Additionally, families are private

affairs. The impacts, then, of men's definitional hegemony

within the social context of family can be pervasive.

Nonetheless, these respondents continued to maintain some

distinctive internal definitions of self and situation.

They began to feel that their efforts to eliminate the

violence were unavailing. Their definitions of the

situations, i.e., that they could stop the violence by

altering their actions, and their competence were being

undermined by the continuing abuse. They now had

experiential knowledge of repeated violence that altered

their self-regard and resulted in feelings of culpability

and self-blame.

6.3.1 Telling

Mills (1985) has suggested that although women's struggles

for protection were private tasks, they involved others when

they saw themselves in danger of injury or death. The data
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from my study do not accord with Mills' suggestion. Rather,

these abused women attempted to involve others when they

perceived that their own resources and alternatives were

exhausted, when they lost hope in their own efficacy.

Telling others was another coping strategy intended to

generate involvement and to bring in additional problem

solving techniques and perspectives to reduce, or eliminate,

the violence. It was also intended as a strategy to confirm

the women’s own interpretations of their situations.

Initially telling others was not conceived of as a tactic to

exit the relationships.

When women began telling others, they expected others to

share their definitions of the situation. Instead, they

often encountered the same resistance to belief from others

that they themselves experienced initially. Many responded

to the tales of violence with shock and disbelief:

. . . [T]he first time I finally told my brother, he
didn’t want to believe me. He did believe me, but he
really didn’t want to. He didn’t want to believe the
threats. . . It’s hard to believe someone in your family
is getting hurt. And it’s hard to believe that you
could have been fooled by somebody that much too. That
was the hardest thing for me to really accept the fact
that I’m this stupid believing him. . . (Respondent 2)

When the respondents first sought help or support, they

often had to first convince the potential helpers that they

had actually been abused. "Before people can be persuaded

that harmful actions are being committed, they must see
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convincing evidence of such harm" (Shupe et al 1987:13).

The women had to be able to supply potential supporters with

tangible proof repudiating the social ideology that violence

against wives is a social aberration. They had to

demonstrate that they had actually been hurt.

Most of the women initially experienced some form of denial

or discounting of their stories. This contributed to

challenging their experiences and perceptions and,

Consequently, further strengthening the men's definitions.

The women came to understand that they might not be

successful in convincing others, as this respondent

recounted:

It was really hard because Super City was [his] town.
The little, teeny town, was his hometown. Everybody
knew him. When this came out, of course, nobody
believed that [he] would do anything like that. You
know, so, it was hard being there. I finally moved.
(Respondent 6)

In the early stages of these intimate relationships, some

women reported needing "someone else to notice." This

desire for directed attention, however, was mitigated by the

face saving strategies that resulted in the invisibility of

the violence to outsiders. As I have demonstrated, the

Women actively participated in shielding others from

knowledge of the abuse. While the women wanted help

identifying, coping with, and changing their relational

situations, they were simultaneously withholding the
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information that would have made help possible. Others were

not able to participate in the interpretive processes and,

Consequently, alternative courses of action were not

accessible to the women.

When they didn’t act as active agents by directly telling

others, they did not get the help that they wanted. They

ended up feeling powerless, as this respondent claimed:

But I asked for help in different ways by saying things
to people, and you know, like joking, now I think about
sitting there and joking with those neighbors about him
beating me up, that was a way of asking for help. Even
though I didn’t come right out and say it, but I think
people have to realize. (Respondent 19)

Yet, potential helpers can have knowledge and can believe

abuse is occurring but may not be able to help because the

women are not ready, or willing, to acknowledge the

violence. Marital relationships are private affairs in this

society. Third parties do not generally fracture the two

party dialogues between husband and wife without explicit

invitation. When they do, they may find their assistance is

not appreciated and is interpreted as interference. This

next respondent reported on proffered assistance from a son

in-law that angered her husband:

. . . [H]e was only doin’ it for my safety, but at the
same count, I felt that way too, that he was butt' n in.
(Respondent 7)

Those women who maintained dialogues with friends and

family, who began telling immediately and, thereby
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implicitly asking for others’ interpretations early on, left

their violent relationships within a matter of months.

External interpretive discourse was apparently one key to

fracturing the definitional dialogues between the women and

their abusive partners.

Telling can be viewed as a significant social act since it

made public a new identity, changed relationships, and could

change others’ definitions of the actors. Most of the

respondents did not tell others until they determined that

they could not alter the course of the abuse alone. For

some, however, telling was not so much a voluntary act as a

result of the violence directly impinging on their other

social worlds.

6.3.2 Violence and the Women’s Workplaces

The ideology of the workplace, for example, contributed to

the invisibility of the violence. From the employers'

perspective, workers should not allow personal problems to

interfere with their productivity. Respondents, on the

other hand, were concerned that, due to the nature of work

relationships and the extensive time spent with co-workers,

if their private lives became subject to public scrutiny,

their promotions and evaluations could be affected and they

could face the danger of being as victimized in the social
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worlds of work as they were in their private worlds at home.

When the abusers’ violence impinged on the women’s public

Selves, on their identities as workers, then some had

stronger incentives to break through the invisibility. The

men’s violence was not perpetrated on the women as workers,

but it did often become public through those roles, as this

respondent recounted:

'Cause what happened was that he harassed me at my job
so bad that they found out at my job. Or I never lived
it down, I've never been able to live it down.
(Respondent 15)

As a consequence of this visibility others began to forge

definitions with and about the women. The violence became

interpreted within the context of other definitional frames.

Co-workers could interpret the violence within prevailing or

commonly held definitions of women and wife abuse and could,

therefore, blame the victim herself. One respondent’s

experience illustrated a male co-worker’s response to

knowledge of her on-going abusive relationship:

You like it. You enjoy it. You call him up, don’t you?
You go for it. That’s what you like in a guy. You
don’t like nice guys. You like, you know, really mean
guys. You like to get batted around, because then, you
know, you can cry the blues or somethin’. (Respondent
15)

Alternatively, co-workers could help the women to

reconstruct self, man, and situation, as this example from a
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female co-worker, herself threatened by the abusive partner,

indicated:

Her [co-worker's ] attitude was 'You didn’t do this,
he’s doing this, he’s a jerk. You know, it’s not you
doing this. It’s around you, but it’s not you.’
(Respondent 2)

Many respondents had a difficult time interpreting the

violence qua violence until it impinged on social worlds

outside of the family.

Most women experienced an additive influence in forging new

definitions of their situations. Initially the women denied

others' definitions. Outsiders' orientations were based on

the women’s recountings of past violence. Others frequently

saw the violent events as unambiguous assaults that required

immediate action to ensure the women’s safety. The women,

however, had future orientations predicated on their

partners’ promises of change. This dissonance between

other's past orientations and women’s future orientations

was potentially conflictual. The women’s worlds existed in

crises of ambiguity. They were seeking resolution of the

ambiguities and contradictions. All the women claimed that

the only people who "really" understood their experiences

were those other women with similar experiences. Other

Women assuaged the sense that victims of violence from

intimate partners were deviants. Yet as more and more

outsiders defined the relationships in the same way, as the

abusers’ violence escalated and did not change, the women
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began to reconstruct their old definitions. They further

transformed their self images. Mills (1985) maintained that

without other perspectives, women were not able to let go of

their old definitional frameworks and to re-define their

situations. They came to new definitions only with the help

of outside validation. My study provides confirmatory

evidence for this assertion.

6.4 LANGUAGE AND TELLING

Language and the power to define is a vital part of both

control and knowledge construction. Language is at the

center of self identity as it is through language and naming

that actors create their own realities and that phenomena

are made "real." The use of language is closely related to

perceptions of reality. These respondents interpreted their

experiences in gendered language. According to Riessman

(1990: ix), "To cope with events that jar our illusions of

permanency, we usually talk about them. We reflect on what

has happened, assign motives, and characterize the situation

in the context of a general scheme of meaning, which

includes explanations provided by our cultures. Through

interpretation, we not only render events meaningful but

also empower ourselves to go on, despite loss and change."

Vocabulary for the descriptive content of violent

experiences was readily accessible to the respondents.

*



R



219

However, the interactional effects of the violence on the

women’s senses of self and situation were not so easily

articulated. A gendered language system poses particular

obstacles to the expression of the meanings of violence by

abused women.

West & Zimmerman (1987) have maintained that the absence of

symmetry in language has established a system of deference

and dominance. Nowhere is this more clearly exemplified

than in these abused women’s reports of interactions with

abusive mates. As reported, the men used words to name

their female victims: "slut, " " cunt, " " whore," "bitch,"

etc. The women were frequently characterized as objectified

body parts or as denigrated reproductive vehicles. They

were reduced by their intimate partners to anatomical

features with sexual connotations. The terms of reference

used to define them were dehumanizing and served to remind

the women that they did not have full control over their

lives.

The names that the batterers used not only reflected

Stereotypic roles for women, but also reflected the

Counterroles of dominance assumed by the men. The men

implied that theirs' were the sole significant definitions.

Abusing men used their "words as weapons" (Belenky et al.
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1986) to separate, humiliate, and control the women, as this

respondent clearly identified:

. . . [W]hat the batterer does is names you in a, he names
you in this other way that you deep down wonder if
you’re really that, but I think you also deep down
really know you’re not. (Respondent 15)

When the power to define belongs to men, men achieve

definitional hegemony. Defining implies an ability to

control. With the imposition of language, the abusive men

strengthened their control over the women. As the

respondents were battered by the words used to characterize

them, they began to internalize the derogatory definitions

of themselves. They interpreted their own behavior within

the evolving frameworks of oppression. Their actions, then,

became contingent on the men's definitions. The women

altered their actions attempting to alter the definitions

that the men were using to characterize them. While

battered women clung to the "not me" aspects of the abusers'

definitions, their senses of self in the world were,

nonetheless, influenced by these definitions. When

definitional control was sustained over a period of time and

was overtly unquestioned by the abused women, it formed a

preemptive definition that was then applied to new and

differing situations.

When the men achieved definitional hegemony over women and

their actions, the women lost their confirmations of

reality, their knowledge of the situations, and,

º



º



221

consequently, their ability to act in those situations.

When they could not name an experience, they began to wonder

whether it did occur. For example, one respondent related

this incident:

I was sitting on a chair after dinner and he just
came up and hit me. There wasn’t an argument.
There wasn't a why didn't you do this. I can't
remember anything that happened before. And then
one week later the same evening, the same chair,
he just hit me again. And the first time, there
wasn’t any bruising so I kind of thought maybe I
was imagining what he did. (Respondent 2)

At first the women were not sure about how to define the

violent acts or how to label the abuse events. The abused

women had access to, and could and did utilize, a

descriptive language of facts with which to recount the

violence. This included what was done, by whom, under what

circumstances. But this type of language did not convey the

meanings, the intensity, or the effects of the violence in

their lives. This lack of symbolic and interpretive

expression of the events’ consequences itself results in the

gendered suppression of abused women’s lives.

In the episode recounted above, the woman had no difficulty

naming the event, the setting, and the action. Although the

content of the violent experience was clearly articulated,

this woman questioned its reality because she lacked the

evidence that would help her to comprehend the meaning,

*





222

i.e., the precipitating cause and the physical evidence of

the strike. In order to explain the violence, women had to

be able to give it meaning. Meanings are not inherent in

the events, but in the responses to them. Gendered language

impeded the process of capturing those experiences. The

forms of thought available to women, the means of expression

necessary to formulate these experiences were made or

controlled by men (Smith 1979) and were insufficient to

account for the effects of violence perpetrated against

intimate partners.

In attempting to cope with the power of the abusers'

definitions of the situations, the respondents became

particularly unsure of their own and began to question the

severity of the violence. (Severity is, after all, an

important aspect of the definition itself.) Their

questioning was related to the negotiations over the

definitions of the violence, as previously discussed (see

Chapter 5. 3) that were features of these abusive

relationships. The women and their mates were continuously

constructing, negotiating, and re-constructing both the

severity and the intentionality of the violence. The

respondent quoted below described what others also

identified as typical negotiations over changing

definitional frames:
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In the beginning I just thought this is what marriage
is about, dealing with the ups and downs, I just
thought the cycle was the ups and downs of marriage.
In the end, like I said, I said, you know, "You're
abusive." And he said, "You want abuse? I'll knock all
your teeth out." (Respondent 11)

This respondent reported the changes in her definitional

frame over the course of the relationship. She struggled

with the ambiguities and initially interpreted her partner’s

actions as "the ups and downs of marriage, " or what she

interpreted to be a normal expectation in marriage. The

violent actions did not determine the meanings. As the

violence continued, however, she attempted to name it, to

label it "abuse," thereby indicating her reconstructed

definition of the violence as intentional. The man's

negotiational response focused on the severity of the

consequences of his actions, NOT on the acts themselves.

Implicit in his response was a strategy of denial and

minimization.

As they negotiated the violence with their abusers, the

women simultaneously engaged in internal negotiations that

re-configured, and often also minimized, the violence within

their own ideological frameworks. The violent acts, as

such, did not determine the meanings. Especially in the

beginning, the women often did not interpret the actions as

violent (Kelly 1988). What ultimately defined the actions

as abusive were the meanings that were attached to them.
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The dominant language formulations, which reflect male

experience and categories, are often incongruent with

women’s lives (Devault 1990). This "linguistic incongruence"

allows women to describe an experience, but not to interpret

it. The abused women in this study had a palpable need to

make sense of their violent life experiences. In narrating

these experiences, they struggled with gendered language to

communicate what was virtually incommunicable. This

respondent’s struggle poignantly captured the nature of this

problem:

And I remember, uh, (pause 5 seconds) you know, it was
like, just like, just waiting for it to come down on my
skull. I can't, it’s like, it was like torture, you
know, because he was really gone. He was just like
screaming. Hey, you know, I can’t even get into it. If
I did, it’s scary, you know. And it was all in really
close quarters, like in my car (incredulity), you know,
like tiny little quarters, and this thing over, and
screamin', you know, and, and I could see, you know,
cause I was all like this (a semi fetal position), I
could see that that this thing, you know, and I, I know
he’s done really bad stuff, um, that was the day, he
broke my nose that day. (Respondent 15)

The violence in this woman’s story was not clearly

articulated. Although she eventually identified the violent

act, "he broke my nose that day, " it was almost an

afterthought. It was the only part of the experience that

she could communicate with clarity. She could tell what

happened physically. She succeeded in communicating the

situation, i.e., the conditions of the physical violence.





225

But the social psychological effect of this chaotic,

claustrophobic, violent episode was powerfully communicated

precisely in her inability to name it. Nonetheless, her

pauses, halts, and hesitations conveyed her experience of

terror. Instead of directly naming it, she was giving

meaning to the experience in other ways. She has represented

a phenomenological aspect of physical, emotional, and

psychological experience where self is transformed.

The narrative is punctuated by halts, hesitations,

repetitions, false starts, and use of non-standard English.

These tentative approaches signal a realm of experience that

is difficult, if not impossible, to articulate (Devault

1990). Women attempting to communicate abusive experiences

must negotiate within the context of word choices that are

insufficient to the task of capturing their reality. This

particular woman, for example, tried to speak about

experience, but the vocabulary was wanting. She tried

various communication channels. She searched mightily for an

analogous tool, something to which she could equate the

experience, something "like" abuse. Where there was an

insufficient vocabulary available, respondents attempted to

find emotional images within the dominant language that

would convey the closest approximation. Metaphors are an

effective means for capturing the experience of emotion.

This woman settled on the metaphor of torture. "Torture"
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vibrantly characterizes the emotive content underlying the

cognitive recitation of her language of facts. Torture is

the exercise of ultimate domination. Torture is not

ambiguous. Torture has victims. As a metaphorical

statement, torture is also a masculine term framing

masculine experience.

The women also "translated" their experiences by calling

forth a shared reality. They drew on "women to women" talk

(Devault 1990), the taken for granted experiences of women

dealing with men in the society that form a part of

meaningful female discourse. "You know," repeated seven

times, is, at least in part, an affiliative appeal to me as

a woman interviewer to understand the implications of this

violence. It assumed shared assumptions about certain kinds

of knowledge or experience with men. It was not an empty

phrase (Devault 1990). It appeared where words failed her,

where vocabulary was inadequate to the task of

communication. Here the phrase, "you know, " called forth a

gender consciousness that is not articulated in the male

linguistic frame.

When there was no language adequate to communicate messages,

effects, and/or meanings, then experience with similar

circumstances provided a communication path that language

lacked. All women have some experience of violence from
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males. This violence falls on a continuum (Kelly 1988) that

ranges from what some view as innocuous street remarks to

severe physical and/or psychological acts. Women in these

abusive relationships were familiar with the upper end of

the continuum. When they were unable to communicate the

effects of the violence, they relied on these shared

experiences of being female for understanding. Being a

woman was not, however, a sufficient condition for

understanding abuse and the respondents have a conviction

that the people who could understand what they themselves

could not communicate were other women with experiences of

acute violence. The closer the women were to one another on

the continuum of violence, the higher the expectation of

shared reality.

Abuse took many forms, as the following anecdote of shared

understanding offered by a woman married to a man who is a

foreign national, whose greatest fear beyond her own

personal safety was the abduction of her 18 month old son,

exemplified. She has met another abused woman, also married

to a foreign national, whose spouse successfully kidnapped

their daughter and moved her to his country of origin.

And I just, you know, listening to her story it was
nice, not to hear her tragedy cause it was very sad,
and she called me, she said, "I had a complete and
total nervous breakdown." And she said, "I couldn’t
even get up in the morning and put on my clothes." But
it was interesting to even meet somebody who understood
my fear. (Pause 6 seconds) You know, that she didn't
think I was crazy. (Pause 21 seconds) But that was the
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only person when I think about it--she believed that
[my spouse ] was just like her husband and that given
the opportunity or given the right reasons that, ah, he
would abduct [my child] . Cause he didn’t seem to have
any reason not to . (Respondent 21)

The powerful consequences of the woman’s ordeal, loss of her

child and "a complete and total nervous breakdown," was

perceived as significantly less important than the

validation that her story provided. That ". . . it was

nice . . ." Another woman truly understood and validated the

respondent’s fear. The level of communication between the

two women transcended the language of facts. Experiential

knowledge bridged the language barrier. The content of the

interaction was relevant only in so far as it validated a

communication which had, thus far, been incommunicable.

6.5 HELP SEEKING AND HELP PROVISION

For the respondents, help seeking and help provision

activities occurred within a stream of on-going

interactions, in the actions and reactions of the women to

their partners’ actions. As the violence escalated and

became the most salient feature of their relationships, it

also became the catalyst for help seeking interactions. For

most women, help seeking and help provision are a taken for

granted part of life. Socially and culturally, women expect

to give and receive assistance from family and friends.

These interactions are only partly conscious and develop
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without explicit attention unless they are unusual,

repeated, and/or inconvenient. Assistance with a violent

relationship involves all of the above.

Despite some initial discounting from potential helpers and

the communication problems inherent in a gendered language

system, the experiences of violence became less "painful"

when made public. This respondent typified many others in

her use of "troubles talk" (Tannen 1990) with her helpers:

One thing is that I don’t think I really knew what was
going on and it really, there was so much anger inside
of me that talking was a way to keep things on an even
keel. Besides, he isolated me and always isolated me
and always told me everything I did was wrong. And it
helped to get feedback from other people to see that
this man is the one who’s doing it and not me. Because
he really had me convinced that it was all me for a
while there. (Respondent 26)

Telling ended the invisibility and reduced the women’s

experiences of isolation and loneliness. The violent

experiences were shared and reinterpreted, often in

conformity with the women’s own assessments and definitions

rather than those of their abusive partners’ Or, at least

in the telling process, their doubts regarding the abusers'

definitions surfaced and were expressed along with fragments

of their own reflexivity.

As a coping strategy, "telling" reflected attempts to
validate definitions of self and situation. Telling, or
seeking external validation, constituted a strategy in these
situations of power and control where the basis for granting
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anything to the women was vague and changeable. Respondents
attempted to deal rationally with what was experienced as
irrational behavior. They extrapolated from their personal
histories as reasonable bases for interpreting the violence
in their lives. Nonetheless, the abusers’ interpretations
of actions and events prevailed. Women had little control
over the violence and its definitions because women have so

little control in general. Ultimately, they had to seek
assistance outside of their nuclear families. They went
first to informal sources, mostly friends and family, to
tell their stories.

6.5.1 Informal Sources

Help provision for the women in this study was predicated on
the potential providers accepting the women's accounts of
the violence in their intimate relationships, but not
necessarily assenting to the women’s definitions of the
situations. The helpers of these abused women often had
different agendas, different sets of definitions to apply in
seeking resolution of the violence. Even well intentioned
helpers often did not recognize how their social images of
abuse, and abused women, affected and shaped their responses
to the women's help seeking overtures. While both the
abused women and their social supporters sought a cessation
of the violence, they often defined the situations and the
participants in them very differently. Outsiders,
particularly those with little personal experience of
violence, had a tendency to simplify what the abused women
perceived as very complex relationships. By focusing on
some details and ignoring others, outsiders sometimes
reduced the intimate relationships to the incidents of
violence. The abused women themselves saw the violence

through prisms of their entire relationships. Abuse was

only one part of a larger whole. The abusers were not
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always abusive. They were also at times "warm," "loving, "
and "nurturing." These relational prisms were crucibles of
ambiguity for the abused women, as this respondent
poignantly illustrated:

. . . [H]e was, like, my best friend, you know -- it's
kind of like, beat the dog and then pat it, you know --
I don’t know how to explain it, you know, it’s like, he
is your best friend, the person that you rely on for
all the affection that you’re gonna get (pause 5
seconds) . . . (Respondent 11)

For the women, telling represented requests for

interpretation of their personal, subjective experiences of

intimate violence. Even without definitional symmetry, the

abused women reported experiencing others’ beliefs in their

accounts of intimate violence as supportive. Such support

bolstered their sense of being valued, validated their

perceptions, and mitigated the effects of the abusers'

definitions. This next quotation expressed the positive

effects of belief that other respondents also discussed:

So I feel a lot more powerful. I have people that
believe me. People that know me, that know I'm a good
mom, you know, that I’m not always, I’m not, I don't
feel like I’m all by myself trying to fight the world.
(Respondent 6)

Help was most often perceived as affirmation of their

reality, their definitions of self and situation. They

asked that outsiders, as social supporters, listen and help

interpret, but not impose their own definitions. It was the

abused women, not their helpers, who were in the

relationships. They knew that they were the ones who had to

play out whatever alternative strategies or courses of

action would be generated by telling others. Consistently
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they reported not wanting to be defined solely by the

circumstances of their violent relationships. They wanted

definitional assistance, not definitional oppression --

whether expressed by others or by their own partners.

Initially when the abused women began telling others about

the violent nature of their marital relationships, they were

Speaking from crises of ambiguity, having exhausted their

individual resources for interpreting directed violence from

their intimate partners.

At other times, I, I couldn’t talk, because I (pause 3
seconds), I (pause 3 seconds), it’s gotten to the point
where I couldn’t solve a problem. (Respondent 10)

They wanted someone, some powerful third party, to put an

end to the violence and to restore them to their pre

violence ideologies of family love and harmony. When this

insurmountable task was not met by their potential helpers,

the women often felt like this :

People don’t really fucking care, to tell you the
truth. They would rather not be bothered. It either
hits too close to home, or, you know, like what did you
do? I felt like there were silent people.
(Respondent 1)

Or alternately, the women accepted whatever advice and
direction was put forth and responded to their social
Supporters as they had responded to their abusers ––
obediently. A 36 year old product manager reflected this
alternative:

So I was in such a state of despair I was willing to do
what they told me to do. I was really, I mean, beyond
beyond -- and desperate. And they told me to get out,
they said I was in a potentially fatal, you know -- so
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I got out and that night I spent the night in a hotel.
(Respondent 16)

In crises of ambiguity, some respondents were willing to

accept suggestions for action predicated on definitions of

the situation, based on their supporters' interpretations,

that invalidated their own.

The women gradually came to accept the limited nature of

help from supporters, that others could not remake the

relationships into expected ideological images. As the

additive effects of outsider definitions began to alter

their interpretations, the women more actively utilized

outside supporters to interpret, or mitigate, the violence.

In highly idiosyncratic ways, the women divided their areas

of concern into discrete units. Perhaps because this

process allowed them to isolate their areas of worry and

Concern, and perhaps because this isolation was itself a

course of action initiated by the women, eventually they

were able to ask for assistance with tasks that were

"actionable." Supporters were no longer asked to unburden

them of the entire scope of the violence within the

relationships, but only to help remediate a discrete portion

of it. Help for many respondents became reconstructed as:

Something that showed something positive, that showed
that there were some choices, not "oh, you do this and
it will all be OK." 'Cause nobody is going to believe
that. But yes, this person did that and that worked
for them and that person did that and that worked, at
least partly, for them, and there are some things that
you can do. (Respondent 2)
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Help that was experienced as helpful empowered the women.

It did not include false promises or totalizing solutions.

Effective help suggested, but did not demand, alternative

actions and interpretations.

When the women confided their experiences to informal

sources, they often received some form of assistance. The

help that was valued most was specifically focused on

interpreting, and, hopefully, altering the abusive

relationship. Friends, for example, were cited by all as

people who :

Um, they talked to me, I mean, that’s a big help. You
know, I mean, but that's, I’m not quite sure, support.
(Respondent 6)

Talking, listening, allowing the women to break out of the

invisibility, to move away from the abusers’ definitions

however hesitantly, were cited over and over as the primary

support measures provided by informal helpers. Friends

provided reality checks, challenging the definitions

established in the definitional dialogues between the women

and the abusers and within the women themselves. They

supported the women's interpretations:

Really, sometimes I would call them just to talk
because I didn’t know if I was crazy or not. I needed
to talk to someone to find out if I was crazy.
(Respondent 10)

When the women could not trust their own perceptions, they

relied on informal supporters to validate their own

interpretations of their experiences. They and their social
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supporters talked to each other and in so doing they

negotiated new definitions of self and situation. The

abusive relationships, as such, were not changing. But the

abused women were changing within them.

6.5.2 Helping Resources of Informal Helpers

Thus, the primary assistance provided by informal helpers

was believing, talking, and listening, reinterpreting the

violence within definitional frames that affected and were

also consonant with the women’s own transformations of self.

But supporters also provided a variety of other helping

resources. (1) Some tried to intercede with the abuser on

behalf of the woman, as in this vignette where a

"girlfriend, " a next door neighbor, talked to the husband:

You've got a wonderful wife, treat her good, don't be
hittin' on her. (Respondent 7)

The consequences of these intercessions were unpredictable.

In this case, the husband accused the wife of making their

"business" public and she suffered his violence in

consequence. (2) Some supporters could, and sometimes did,

act as official witnesses for the abused women. Willingness

to be a public witness often placed the supporter in danger.

One co-worker, a witness to the abuser's violations of

restraining orders, received a "death threat."

He knows what she looks like and she works nights and
the campus is not safe at night, but she was willing to
go through with it. (Respondent 2)
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(3) Social supporters acted as protectors once the women had

decided on a course of action that would remove them from

the relationship. They assessed the potential for danger

from the abusers and attempted to shield the women from

further harm.

Several of my good friends just basically said, "Well,
[she's] not capable of (laugh) making any really good
decisions right now. Um, what do any of us feel that
[he] would be capable of 2 (Respondent 8)

(4) Social supporters acted as reflectors of a different

reality, as comparative cases, by which abused women could

see their own situations in often stark relief.

She said, you know, 'it's really fun when you have a
nice husband." She said, ' marriage is fun," and she
said, 'you're not having fun' and she told me
that . . . she was pregnant, and she just found out her
oldest son had leukemia, and you know, but she was --
she was like that. (Respondent 19)

(5) Social supporters also provided material assistance such

as financial aid and shelter. It was imperative that women

had a safe place to go in situations of acute violence or to

escape the chronic violence. Frequently friends or family

were called upon to provide this service. As this

respondent related, it was often provided by their

inconveniencing of other family members:

I stayed with my girlfriend. Ah, and her, well, her
husband is a paramedic. So he’d get home at 4 a.m. It
was inconvenient for him because he'd like to hang out
in the living room when he got home, you know. So I
stayed there the last couple of nights. (Respondent
23)

°-9.3 Formal Sources = The Legal Justice System
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While they were locked in to the definitional dialogues with

their violent partners, the women I interviewed did not

initially draw on institutional resources for resolution of

the conflicts. They drew, instead, on their own resources.

When their own problem solving and coping strategies failed

to produce the desired alterations in their marital

relationships, the women began telling family and friends

about the violence. Telling others was a coping strategy

that reflected attempts to validate their perceptions and to

try to alter the courses of the violence. They were still

attempting to confine its visibility to those people who had

enough experience with the couple, or with the woman, to

perceive the multi-dimensionality of the relationships and

who would not define them solely within the narrow confines

provided by "assailant" and "victim" labels. Intervention

by official, institutional agents defined the behavior as

significant. Not calling forth institutional resources

allowed the women to continue minimizing the problem and to

control outsiders' definitions of them.

However, when the violence escalated, the women were

frequently forced into contact with institutional social

control agents like the legal justice system through police

and the courts, and the medical system through treatment

facilities. While many of the respondents had interactions

with the police because of the violence they experienced,
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and while many also had contact with medical personnel for

assessment and treatment of injuries, many more respondents

had frequent, often on-going, associations with the legal

system. For that reason and others presented in this

analysis, I will focus the discussion on the legal system as

a representative case for abused women’s interactions with

potential sources of institutional support.

Women have to deal with the legal system to get in or out of

marriage because of the institutional nature of the social

structure. If there are children involved, they often have

to deal with family court officials, mediators, evaluators,

and judges. Moreover abused women are further reliant for

safety on social institutions designed, presumably, to

protect the citizenry and on their own survival strategies,

which may include contact with these social control

institutions.

Much of the data in this study highlighted one particularly

salient issue in securing institutional assistance: the

fundamental tension between civil liberties and social

Control. For violence between intimates, this tension is

often focused around restraining orders. A restraining order

is a legal, judicially ordered, "stay away" citation. It is

requested by the victim, ordered by a judge or district

attorney, and is supposedly enforced by the police.
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Restraining orders can have conditions, or qualifiers,

imposed by a judge. Two copies are issued: one is served on

the assailant, one is sent to the victim. This respondent’s

recounting illustrated the Catch 22 nature of this tension

for abused women:

On Thursday, he got served with the restraining order.
I, of course, did not get a copy of it because it takes
longer for me to get a copy but he held it up just so I
could see the kick out order was lined out. So now I'm
in the position of he can live with me, because in
[this state 1 even if it’s my apartment and I pay the
rent, I cannot kick him out. Because he lives there
and has a continued right to live there . . . It’s not safe
for me to be with him in public, but it’s safe for me
to be with him at home . . . if she doesn’t do a kick out,
she [the judge ) says his right to live there is more
important than whatever my life is worth. (Respondent
2)

In this particular case, the restraining order was qualified

to allow the man to continue his residency in the apartment

of the woman with whom he was, presumably, being prevented

from having any and all contact with. The issuance of the

restraining order by an institution of the state socially

defined his behavior as violent and significant. The

qualifying deletion of the kick out order contradicted that

definition and reinstated his entitlement as a man to

continue his subjugation of a woman as head of household.

The prevention of an invasion of his privacy was certified

as a more important social value than the woman’s right to

life and safety.
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The consequences for this woman were obvious. The force of

the legal justice system left her with decisions to either

remain in close proximity with a man who abused her or to

cede her (and her children’s) shelter resources to him.

Further, she interpreted the actions of the judge as a value

judgment of her worth as a human being, that her life was

worth less than his living conditions. His civil liberties

had more social value than her physical safety. The judge

had achieved "the social construction of privacy as a living

hell" (Stark, Flitcraft, & Frazier 1979:200) for this woman.

This episode, and many others like it, have implications far

beyond the individual experiences of inequity and tension.

Institutionalized beliefs regarding privacy, domestic

autonomy, respectability, and male authority contribute to

internal social controls, or control through consent (Green

et al. 1987). The concept of social control rests on a

variety of social, economic, political, and ideological

institutions and practices regarded as 'normal’ by members

of society. With particular regard to social control, wife

abuse, and the legal justice system, the differential in

power (that is, male power as a feature of male/female

encounters, as well as male power as a structural feature of

society (Hanmer & Maynard 1987)) is denied, ignored, not

recognized, or invalidated. While presumably aiding women

in their struggles with abusive men, the legal justice
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system rarely functions to change men's behavior or to

affect change in the structures of control -- at least

certainly not in the lives of the women who I studied.

By supporting traditional family roles and treating victims

as if they were the problem, the legal justice system

implicitly collaborates or colludes with violent men.

Another respondent, an abused mother of two, whose husband

was also suspected of sexually abusing her children,

provided an account of her experiences in court:

One minute I’m being accused of not being protective
and being some, you know, a helpless, illiterate mother
and the next minute I’m being accused of, you know,
trying to deny [him] visits out of anger. . . a vindictful
bitch. You know. It’s difficult. It’s really hard
and they’re, especially if you don’t have a good sense
of who you are, why you run up against this stuff, you
doubt yourself. You know, you go, ' is that what I'm
doing?' (Respondent 6)

In the experiences of many women, the system designed,

ostensibly, to protect victims was itself an active

mechanism of victimization. The identities offered the

women in the legal process were primarily negative. Both

the portrayals in this recounting hit at the heart of

stereotypes of women and resonated with, even echoed, the

definitional naming tactics of the abusers.

In the legal justice system, the social problem of wife

abuse was constructed as an individual problem of conflict

and negotiation between a particular husband and a
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particular wife; and it included the concerted attempts of

legal social control agents to reconstruct these families,

particularly the women, into conventional middle class forms

by blaming the victims. Institutional patterns could, and

did, affect the definitions of self assumed by the abused

women through the imposition of a unitary, social structural

perspective of wife abuse that resulted in negatively

defining the women.

Many of the respondents reported feeling just as much abused

by the legal system as by their partners. They experienced

the same sets of circumstances, including powerlessness,

vulnerability, not knowing the rules and procedures, not

understanding the criteria for judgment, and loss of control

over their own lives, from the socially sanctioned system to

which they voluntarily turned for relief from their

partners. As they tried to free themselves from individual

male control, they were victimized by control exerted by a

male dominated, legalistic definitional frame that minimized

their violent experiences. As the respondent quoted next

reported, her remaining in the relationship utilizing her

own survival resources was definitively the lesser of the

evils:

There had been another time where he beat on me pretty
good, and uh, I went to press charges and the police
officers kept saying, "Are you sure you’re going to
keep on pressing it? Are you sure? Are you sure?" and
I kept saying "Yes." And they took pictures and the
whole nine yards and I had gone to court seven days in
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a row. Um, every day I took three little kids under
the age of two, in and out, and wait there for 2 or 3
hours, outside in the hallway, and uh, after the
seventh day, and this is a week and then two days, and
then two mornings, they told me they dropped the
charges. (crying) . . . um, so I decided it wasn’t worth
it. I never pressed charges again. (crying) Because
basically I was humiliated from taking pictures, and
them asking questions, and so I decided that was it.
(Respondent 4)

Through the legal justice system the state legitimizes the

power differential between men and women. It also

reinforces an expected and desired subjugation of women to

men and their acquiescence to appropriate gender roles

(Edwards 1987). As victims, the treatment women received

was determined by the degree to which they conformed to, or

deviated from, their gender roles and the support that they

were expected to provide to their partners. Women were not

encouraged by the legal social control agents to make their

violent experiences public. They were discouraged from

public accountings and self actualization by obstructionist

techniques of discounting and dismissal.

Women in relationships that denied them access to economic

resources, or in relationships where they were the primary,

although low, income earners, also had considerable

difficulty in securing legal services that would enable them

to utilize the system efficiently. Public agency services

were often overworked and understaffed. One respondent,

typical of many, struggled for two years without consistent

legal advice or assistance. Her comments demonstrated the
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tension inherent in a system paradoxically designed as an

institution of social control and as an institution to

protect civil liberties:

If you’re charged with a crime or something, you can
get a public defender, but I couldn't get anybody to
help me protect my kids in family court, you know.
That’s awful. (Respondent 6)

Although every respondent who interacted with the legal

justice system related negative experiences that resulted in

feelings of victimization, nevertheless, individual lawyers,

individual district attorneys, and individual legal service

advisors provided assistance that was reported as supportive

by the respondents. Perhaps in contrast to the total

system, perhaps out of individual attempts to humanize the

bureaucracies, perhaps out of frustration for the

inequities, for whatever reasons some members of the legal

professions were able to connect on an emotional level with

some of these abused women. One respondent called her

abuser for an emergency regarding their child. The call

violated the restraining order that she had against him and

made it unenforceable. She recounted as supportive this

Conversation with a lawyer in the district attorney’s

office :

So that’s why the DA said my restraining orders were no
good. So the DA told me there’s no way they can
protect me. The DA told me to illegally, she said
leave the state. I said, "You know that if I leave the
state I’ll be in violation because I won't show up for
supervised visits. And then you guys, then he’ll take
me to Court and they’ll issue a bench warrant against
me." And she said, "Yeah, but leave the state." She
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says "there’s nothing we can do for you." (Respondent
5)

As a consequence of their violent relationships, women often

turned to the legal justice system as a resource. They did

not anticipate the tension their requests would engender

between the abusers' civil rights and their own need for

protection through legal control. Nor could they anticipate

that the institutional nature of the legal system would

result in blame, discounting, and obstructionist

bureaucratic strategies. Abused by their intimate partners,

the women were further victimized by the socially sanctioned

institution designed, ostensibly, to protect them.

6. 6 NEGATIVE EFFECTS OF SUPPORT PROCESSES

During the process of negotiating situation and self, which

continued the entire duration of the relationships, battered

women often sought help. Help was perceived as affirmation

of their own constructions of reality, therefore, of their

selves. The women asked that others listen, help them to

interpret their experiences, but not impose their own

definitions on the reality, and not define them by the abuse

that they had experienced. One woman’s comment reflected

the feelings expressed by many in this sample:

. . . [W]hat I really needed from them [helpers ) is to
assure me that I wasn’t insane, that I wasn’t totally
at fault with everything that was going wrong. 'Cause
I felt, he made me feel, you know . . . it was me, always
me . (Respondent 16)
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Abused women needed help with conflicting definitions. They

asked for support for the meanings and interpretations that

they ascribed to the relationships. As the abused women's

perceptions of self changed, their frames of meaning also

shifted. The affirmations from their helping sources had to

change also. To be experienced as helpful, the meanings had

to be formed by the women themselves. It was reported as

burdensome when others tried to impose their external

definitions on their internal situations. Others simplified

a complex relationship, often reducing it to the incidents

of violence, losing the multi-dimensionality, and

Consequently, reducing the women to the status as mere

victims. "Calling someone a victim organizes an

understanding of that person as a particular type to whom

certain characteristics are attributed and orientations

taken . . . " (Holstein & MIller 1990: 106). Attributing victim

status led others to see the women as incapable of managing,

or understanding, their own situations without help. Well

intentioned friends, family, and co-workers then offered

advice or stepped in to help them manage. As a consequence,

the abused women again lost control over definitions of

self, over interpretations of the experiences, and over

their relationships with the men (Loseke & Cahill 1984),

this time the loss was to the supporters. Help often mixed

assistance with another type of oppression.
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Respondents viewed the violence that they experienced

through a prism of the entire relationship. Abuse was only

one part of a very complex interactional pattern. Partially

because of the false reductionism of others, the women

initially rejected their definitions. However, as the

violence and control escalated, they consumed the

relationship. Only when the women had lost hope of changing

the trajectory of violence could they then begin to hear the

definitions of others, begin to accord them some measure of

reality, even within the complex prisms of their visions of

the relationships:

I loved him so much and I really wanted to believe that
if I married him it would get better. I really wanted
to believe that. But reality was catching up with me.
(Respondent 17)

Unintended negative effects from well-intentioned help

provision resulted from these competing definitions of the

violent relationships. The abused women were struggling to

maintain their definitions of self in the face of the

abusers’ continuous denigrating definitions of them. They

were also struggling to interpret the contradictions

inherent in a violent intimate relationship: If he loves me

why does he beat me? The abused women struggled to preserve

their definitions of self and the violent reality of their

lives in opposition to the abusers only to run the risk of

losing their autonomy to well-intentioned supporters.
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The presumed intention of support is the provision of help -

– emotional, material, psychological -- but the consequences

of help may not be useful to the recipient for a variety of

reasons (Coyne 1988). In the case of battered women, it may

not be the help they want, even if they asked for it, but

rather may be assistance others impose on them. Another

respondent recounted the tension between her definitions of

appropriate help and her supporters conflicting agendas:

Well, it depends on what kind of help, these people
think that if I call them, they’ll come and get me and
I’ll stay with them, but that’s not the help, that what
I feel like in the meetings I come to, everyone says,
the guy’s a jerk and you’re all right, don’t let him
make you think it’s you and they give you all these
ways of getting a place to stay or food to eat, but
they don’t tell you how to go back and deal with the
person . . . because you’re not learning how to deal with
it at the time, you’re learning how to run away, you
know what I mean? (Respondent 31)

This woman was struggling with competing definitions. She

did not accept the supporters’ definitions of her situation

that exiting the relationship was the only solution to

ending the violence. Rather, she retained her own

definitions that there were ways to "deal" with violent men.

The kinds of help she wanted were specific -- remedies that

would empower her in interactions with this man. She was

not willing to leave the relationship. She did not reduce

the relationship to incidents of violence. She was looking

through the prism of the entire relationship.
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When abused women sought help or assistance from either

formal or informal sources, they frequently had to convince

the potential helpers that they had, in fact, experienced

serious violence at the hands of their intimate partners.

Moreover, they had not only to prove that the abuse

occurred, they also had to prove that they were worthy of

help and assistance. Potential supporters’ acceptance of

their proof was contingent upon the women following through

on the supporters’ programs for remediation, particularly

leaving the abuser or, in the case of the police, filing

charges. The major condition of help provision, then, was

evidence of the women’s personal intent to change the

circumstances of violence and commitment to "doing something

about it". This condition was frequently negative in its

Consequences.

One negative effect developed from the contingency factor:

others would provide help as long as the women were willing

to accept their definitions of the situations and their

prescriptions for action. Others' definitions of the

situations gave others power over it, over courses of action

to remediate it, and over the actions of the abused women.

If the women rejected supporters' definitions and

prescriptions, they were often blamed for continuing in the

relationships, for refusing the help, for liking the abuse,

and so on. One particularly grave feature of supporters’
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definitions was that they reflected the social definitions

and stereotypes of battered women as dependent, masochistic,

passive, and provocative of the violence. To alter these

outsider definitions, while simultaneously clinging to their

own definitions in the face of repeated assaults to self

from their partners, the abused women stood in the same

relation to their helpers that they stood with regard to

their abusers. That is, in order to change others'

definitions of them, they had to accept others' definitions

and alter their own actions. This defining process was

clearly stated by a respondent who was in the throes of

deciding to leave a relationship with an abusing partner:

. . . [T]his is a great one, ' if I were you' or ' if this
were happening to me," that’s what I heard. I heard
some of that 'you oughta' so I got all of these, you
know, these bedside therapists, these shade tree
therapists, who were telling me how to handle the
situation that I was in, and I couldn’t tell them, I
didn't tell them everything that was going on, so they
didn't know the whole story. . . They had all the answers.
Because they could tell me exactly what they would do
if they were me . . . I’m very foolish about the way I
handle this. . . I’m the biggest goof of all, and they
wouldn’t do it and they don’t see why I'm doing it.
Not to say that I can answer that myself --
(Respondent 25)

Another consequence of outsiders defining the violent

relationship and a further condition for a negative effect

in help provision is the apparent inability of outsiders to

understand the women’s experience of constant terror and

ambiguity. Lacking this understanding, others defined

courses of action for the women which were not consonant
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with their own definitions of their situations, as in this

a CCOunt :

I was sleeping fully dressed, shoes on, keys in my
pocket, even the last few weeks he was there, because I
figured if only one of us can get out, I want to have
the keys to get back in. Because that’s what I had to
do. We had gone over where are the fire signals so you
can get a fire alarm, [emergency hospital ) is 4 blocks
away, the emergency room is always open . . . it was like
living in a war zone. It was, the enemy was in your
camp and you had to be real careful about it. . . Yeah,
everyone was saying, 'why don’t you change the locks?
At least you’ve got that.' No. He could have gone
back to the police and had me give him a key (because
of the conditions of the restraining order).
(Respondent 2)

Other helpers definitions, thus, did not necessarily

recognize that the abused women’s physical survival depended

on their responses to the batterers' definitions of the

situation. As the two negotiated the definitions of

violence, the men continued to deny responsibility and to

attribute the blame of provocation to the women. The women

began to doubt their experiences of reality. They had to

reframe and reconceptualize it. Otherwise the reality

challenged the assumptions on which their lives were

predicated, required too much change too soon and, in the

end, they would lose too much. They had, for a time, to

deny their own realities.

If abused women were willing to accept others’ definitions

of their situations, they also had to accept others'

definitions of themselves. The women might be characterized

as powerless "victims," their partners as "assailants"
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(Denzin 1988) . These definitions of others often have

negative consequences. Consequently, some of the women

initially rejected even the suggestion of help or assistance

and assumed responsibility and asserted a belief in their

control over the course of the violence:

It wasn't him. It was me. I mean, I'm the only one
that can stop him from abusing me. No policeman can.
No doctor. . . It’s just a run around wastin' everyone's
time, cryin' the blues just to hear myself talk, you
know. And get everyone to go, " (Gasp) Oh, poor you.
Oh, bad him." (Respondent 15)

One strategy of abused women that minimized being defined as

"victim" was a vision of themselves as having some personal

power. Women could not afford to relinquish their belief

that they had some control, however relative. Survival

depended on that belief. To define themselves as total

victims could lead to demoralization and suicide. Survival

depended on continued use of whatever personal powers they

possessed. Help reflected an attempt to access, validate,

and bolster what was perceived as an element of personal

control, even if it was the power to remain in the

relationship. Help that was not helpful, that was negative

in its consequences, denied them the power of their own

definitions.

This analytic interpretation of their actions answers the

frequent questions: Why does she stay? Why doesn’t she

leave if she doesn’t like it? These abused women were

confused by the contradictions between their old realities,
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ideologies of love and marriage, and the emergent

definitions of intentional and purposeful violence from

their intimate partners. If the help they sought to resolve

these contradictions and to validate their own perceptions

in the face of the abusers’ definitional hegemony imposed

yet another set of definitions on them and their situations,

the abused women were often unable to act in the interests

of their physical and emotional safety. Help that was

helpful empowered abused women by validating their

experiences and the meanings they attached to them.

Although the relationships themselves were not changing,

with help the women did change despite continuing in violent

relationships.

6. T CONCLUSION

Battered women’s processes of transformation of self began

in the definitional dialogues with their partners, initiated

before any violent episodes occurred and continued

throughout the courses of the relationships. Initially they

tried to make their realities consonant with their partners'

definitions. They struggled with their mates and with

themselves in their own internal dialogues over the

definitional inconsistencies. But at first they did it

alone. They supported the public authenticity of their

partners' definitions and, in so doing, they rendered his
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violent actions invisible to others and minimized these

actions to themselves.

Constructing invisibility was an interactive process and the

abusing men utilized various strategies to keep the violence

private. While the women’s strategies focused on public

constructions of their relationships and families as happy,

the men's strategies focused on controlling the women and

the information they expressed publically.

The women reported actively employing problem solving and

coping strategies to try to manage the violence throughout

the courses of the relationships. These strategies were

embedded in their attempts to contain the violence and to

preserve their own definitions of self and situation in

contradistinction to the abusers' characterizations of them.

Attempts to manage the violence were rooted in the motives

that women imputed for the men’s actions. . The women's

isolation in the definitional dialogues made it difficult

for them to access other interpretations of the violence.

When the violence escalated and women had exhausted their

resources, they began telling others about the abuse in

their marital relationships. They often found themselves

trapped by the complicity of their previous presentations of

self and situation. All too often their own constructions
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of invisibility rendered their new reports suspect. Their

experiences were often challenged or denied. Additionally,

since emotional pain is ambiguous and not observable, it was

difficult for the women to establish cause and effect

sequences for others.

Telling can be viewed as a significant social act since it

made public a new identity, changed relationships, and

altered others' definitions of the women. Most respondents

did not tell others until they determined that they could

not alter the courses of abuse alone.

One consequence of making the invisible visible was that

others began to forge definitions with and about them. The

violence came to be reinterpreted and affected by the

definitional frames provided by the helpers. The women

experienced the additive influences of forging new

definitions. As more and more outsiders defined the

relationship in the same ways, as the violence escalated

uncontrolled, the women began to reframe their old

definitions.

They did so within the context of a gendered language system

that posed obstacles to the expression of the meanings of

violence in their lives. The dominant language

formulations, which reflected male experiences and
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categories, were often incongruent with women’s lives

(Devault 1990). This "linguistic incongruity" allowed women

to name the experience as violence, but not to interpret its

meaning. Where there was no language adequate to

communicate effects, the women turned to others with similar

experiences. Experiential knowledge helped to bridge the

language barriers.

When language itself impedes communication, help seeking is

impaired. Abused women seeking help through the process of

telling their experiences were thwarted by a language and

vocabulary that was not sufficient for their needs. If

names for the meanings of the experience do not exist, then

the experience is not "actionable" (Smith 1979), and help

provision is inherently ineffective.

Embedded within the crucible of the violent relationship

were the battered women’s attempts to preserve and maintain

self. Their help seeking was located in their attempts to

preserve definitions of self in the face of the abuser's

continuous negation of those definitions. Perceiving

themselves as locked into the definitional dialogues with

their mates, through telling these women sought assistance

that would affirm, construct, maintain, and preserve their

own senses of self in contradistinction to those of their

partners.





257

Social supporters listened to the women's accounts and

helped them to forge new definitions of self in their

situations. Additionally, informal helpers provided other

forms of emotional support including interceding,

witnessing, protecting, reflecting, and provided material

support, all of which validated the women’s senses of self

worth.

As a consequence of their abusive relationships, women often

turned to the legal justice system as a resource for

resolution of the violence. Their requests engendered

tensions between civil liberties and social control inherent

in the system. The institutional nature of the legal

justice system resulted in further victimization of the

women by the very system ostensibly designed for their

protection. My research demonstrates clearly that when

abused women seek civil protections within the legal justice

system, they stand in the same relation to that system that

they stand with regard to their abusers, that is, with an

unacceptable redefinition of self.

The violent relationships served as crucibles within which

women underwent transformations of self. Social support and

help provision affected these transformations by providing

affirmation and confirmation of the abused women’s senses of

self. Nonetheless, the unintended consequences of well
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intentioned help were sometimes negative. It was not

necessarily the help they wanted, even if they asked for it,

but rather was assistance imposed on them. That is, some

others were willing to provide assistance as long as the

women were willing to accept others' definitions of the

situations and others’ prescriptions for action. The abused

women came to stand in the same relation to their supporters

as they did to their abusers, and as they did when seeking

protection from the legal justice system, that is, they had

to accept others' definitions of self and situation and

alter their actions in order to alter the negative

definitions of them.

Yet the fractured dialogue became a multilog within which

the respondents continued definitional negotiations. By

honing their own perspectives and naming their own

experiences, most of the respondents took action based on

their own definitions. Most of the women who I studied left

their abusive relationships. These processes of naming and

acting are the subject of analysis in Chapter 7, ". . . cause

it was awhile before I actually figured out what was going

on . . . "
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Chapter 7

. . . " cause it was awhile before I actually figured out what was
going on . . .

As my analysis in Chapters 5 and 6 demonstrated, the
definition of a situation produces labels that are applied to
actions and people and, therefore, that describe the social
worlds which produced these women and their abusive
situations. Through the on-going definitional dialogues in
these abusive relationships, labels were attached to the women
and to their activities and were then used by their partners
to devalue the women’s social worth. Moreover, the abusers

sought to control the external definitions of their
relationships. Yet there were critical definitional moments
when it became apparent to the abused women that the
possibilities of change and remediation, which they cherished,
were no longer viable. As the conditions within the crucibles
of the violent relationships remained the same as the violence
escalated, the women were undergoing transformations of self.
They came to name their experiences of violence as abuse.

The process of women's naming their violent experiences as
abusive and, therefore, as intentional is somewhat analogous
to Kuhn's (1970) development of scientific theory, that is,
when enough anomalies exist such that they cannot be ignored
or explained away, at first they are disregarded because they
threaten the dominant paradigms, institutions, or ideologies.
When the anomalies persist and repeat, a theory must be
developed to explain them. When it became evident to the

abused women that the hoped and longed for possibilities of

N
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change in their relationships were no longer viable, the
cumulative effects of help-provision came to the fore and
outsiders' definitions were evaluated with the respondents'
strengthened inner resources. Ultimately the women made their
own definitions and naming the abuse became a critical point
in their re-definitions of situations and self. Johnson &

Ferraro (1984) had similar findings in their earlier work on
abused women.

In this chapter, I provide an analytical discussion of naming
the violence as abuse. Naming is discussed as a critical
juncture in the women’s on-going processes of re-defining
self. The analysis includes the power of naming by the
abusers as they define the women and their social
relationships, as well as by the women as they come to name
their violent experiences themselves; the consequences for the
women of naming the violence as "abuse"; and the distinctions
between naming the relationships abusive and naming the women
"abused women" or "battered wives." I conclude the analysis
with a final section on the connections between naming the
violence as intentional and choosing to leave the
relationships.

The Power of Naming

As discussed in previous chapters, the abused women came to
view naming as a powerful definitional tool used by abusive
men to control them. The name-calling labels, used by the men
to refer to their mates, were dehumanizing and destructive to

the women's self-images. The women were reduced to 'things'
with few redeeming qualities. The names used to characterize
them became part of the definitional frames within which these

women Constructed their worlds, as can be seen in this
poignant statement:
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[I]t’s like you get, they make you out what they say you
are, all over, you know, you’re stupid, you're retarded,
and you become that stupid, retarded-like . . . (Respondent
ll)

Naming the abuse was the crystallization of the on-going

definitional processes between the women and their partners,

and between the women and their outside helpers, and it

signalled a destabilization in the definitional hegemony of

the men.

When these abused women began to name their experiences as

abusive and their partners as acting with intentional violence

toward them, a power shift occurred in their relationships.

This respondent took a pro-active stance when she defined the

situation and her self in her own terms:

[H]e got really mad and started telling me to shut up and
I thought, ' wait a minute, there’s nothing wrong with
what I said, there’s nothing wrong with anything I say, '
and it was at that moment I realized that it was him and
not me. And I drove home and thought, ' wait a minute, I
have a better job than he does, a better education than
he does. I have more friends than he does, and how come
I believe him when he says I’m socially inept 2' So I
started, instead of taking it when he'd tell me things,
I started yelling at him, and that kept him in line for
a little while. (Respondent 26)

Forming and recognizing the truth of her own definitions was

catalytic point for action. For most of the respondents,

however, such a shift was often not perceived as immediately

actionable. It was subtle. It was internal. Nonetheless, it

had profound effects on the continuation of the relationships.

Another respondent chronicled the more characteristic decision

making processes that often resulted from the women's re
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definitions of the violence as controlled and directed by the

Imen :

I guess I decided that it was either me staying in the
relationship and being a vegetable, or me living. Living
or dying, because I tried to stay in the relationship and
to fix it and give it love . . . but there is no way to fix
it. And if somebody’s in an abusive relationship, all
the love in the world, all the down on your hands and
knees and being this perfect as you can, is never going
to fix it. There’s just no way to fix it and that’s, I
guess, what I had to realize. That there isn't a
solution other than getting out of it and going on your
OWI) . (Respondent ll)

This respondent, like many others, repeated what I came to

hear as a refrain in these interviews, that is, the anguish

experienced when the women gave up hope that their palliative

efforts would have salutary effects on their partners'

violence. It was elusive, but it seemed to be anguish for

more than the shattered dreams of marital harmony. For some,

the anguish and pain seemed to stem also from a loss of their

more deep-seated beliefs in a just world. Koss (1990) also

reports the psychological loss of cherished beliefs as a

common thread among women victims of violence. This

respondent, a health care professional, articulated the

typical confusion that resulted from unmet expectations of a

truly just world:

But how many times do I sit there and write in my
journal, why me? Why do I see all these other people who
are happy and why do I have to suffer when I’m not a bad
person, when I haven’t hurt people. I have no enemies,
you know, I’ve done nothing but good and why do I still
have to go through this? I mean, you know, I still can’t
figure that out. (Respondent 5)
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It was also an appeal for sympathy (Clark 1987) and

reassurance. This respondent portrayed herself as a hapless

victim of fate and bad luck and, consequently, sought to be

absolved of any interactional complicity in her situation.

Receiving sympathy, however, both benefits and obligates the

recipients (Clark 1987). It benefits because they are not
held complicit in the violence. It obligates because
reciprocation is required. The most frequently reported
reciprocation was the unstated assumption of victim status and
acknowledgement of the sympathizer as more efficacious.

Naming the Abuse

Naming the abuse had at least two identifiable consequences.
First, when the respondents interpreted their relationships as
abusive, they often decided that they had to take some
definitive action asserting their newfound definitional power,
as this respondent, a financial planner for a major
corporation, reflected:

I’m stable. I’m not gonna get fired. I can file for
divorce. It was like, everything happened just in the
sequence, just when things were going -- you know,
financially, I’m such a mess, I started praying for a
house. I got this house. And I started praying that my
finances -- I couldn’t pay my bills, it was just awful.
And all of a sudden, I’m starting to get checks -- things
that were due from a long time ago. . . It’s not gonne be
easy. ... I just say I have to do it a day at a time, a day
at a time, a day at a time. (Respondent 26)

Secondly, by defining the abuse as intentional violence,

respondents decided that they did not have to tolerate it.

Both definitional processes led them to take actions that they

themselves constructed as self-validating and "selfish,"

however minimal these actions might appear to be to outsiders.
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The transformations of self experienced often reflected advice

from outsiders, now actionable, as this respondent affirmed:

I think if I was in a predicament where I needed him. ... I
always remember something my mother always taught me:
Don't kiss on a man’s ass, not unless you have to . If
you ever kiss on a man’s ass, let it be because you want
to, not because you have to. (Respondent 17)

This comment is illustrative of others as it indicates the

additive effects of outsider interpretations and

characterizations. Although this woman’s mother "always

taught" her, it wasn’t until the respondent had developed her

own definitions of self and situation that she was able to

hear her mother’s advice afresh, or perhaps really hear it at

all.

Other respondents reported acting on advice from friends or

Co-workers, although not always with positive outcomes, as

this account illustrated: the precipitating incident for

"telling" and soliciting advice was a bite from her partner

characterized as, ". . . [I]t was real scary. My arm wouldn’t

move and stuff, and they [medical personnell thought it was a

wild animal that bit me -- it was crazy" (Respondent 31). She

reported taking these actions as a result of defining the

extremity of this violence as abuse:

My friend at work, Sally, told me first [about shelter
for abused women], and I kept calling, and they’d always
be full, they’d never... I had called, I don’t know how
many times, they were always full, they could never help
me. There was a couple of times I was begging, and the
best they could do was tell me to go to St. Anthony’s or
somewhere like homeless people do, and it was late at
night. . . (Respondent 31)
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Even though she named the violence as abuse, and even though

she took action to try to physically remove herself from the

situation, at the time of the interview, this respondent was

still living with her abusive partner. The cumulative effects

of the abuse, her inability to access assistance when she felt

a desperate need, and the structural constraints of a system

designed to assist abused women left her feeling that she had

no other definable options.

A few of the women left their partners before defining the

violent actions as abusive. For the most part, these were

respondents with previous histories of violent encounters.

They had experienced abuse from other intimate partners or who

had witnessed or experienced violence in their families of

origin, so didn’t have to have the violence named for them

before they could recognize it. They knew what it was . The

situations were familiar. They left their relationships, but

reported not understanding their experiences until they had a

name for them. Their reports indicated understandings of

violence, but not of its meanings or its effects on their

lives. Although no longer physically present in the

relationships, they still had difficulties with their

interpretations of the violence. For them, there was no

patterned response that was characteristic. Some, for

example, expected that physical and emotional abuse was part

of marital interactions:
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And he was always, I don’t know, he'd call me stupid or
a bitch or a slut or a whore, and I kept on saying,
' well, that’s my father, ' you know, always ran down my
mom and I thought that’s just part of marriage.
(Respondent 11)

Others reported different expectations for their own

relationships:

Well, I saw my, I saw my dad get mad at my mom and throw
things. And I saw -- my parents hit us. And after we
all moved out, I saw, I knew my dad beat my mother up a
few times cause he started drinking and he had an affair.
But they’re still together, and I keep thinking, but I
couldn't, I couldn’t live that way, you know. I love my
mom and dad, but I couldn't, I couldn’t live that way.
I can’t be like them. (Respondent 5)

One respondent, who left before naming the violence as abuse,

nonetheless came to recognize the power of naming in giving

meaning to events and actions, even though she did not speak

the words "battering, " "abuse, " or "battered woman."

Hey, look what he’s doing. You know, it has a name. And
I think that was the big turning point. (Respondent 5)

It is a basic tenet of symbolic interactionism that to name is

to know, and that the extent of knowing is dependent upon the

extent of naming. Naming is understood to be central to any

human's cognition of the world (Strauss 1969). If the use of

language, and therefore naming, is related to perceptions of
reality, then naming their experiences of violence as "abuse"
may have provided these women with alternative interpretations
of their experiences. If they couldn’t name the experiences,
the experiences remained ambiguous and vulnerable to the men’s
definitional interpretations. If the women could name them,
the experiences assumed their "own" realities and the women’s

own perceptions of self and situation were affirmed. AS

Strauss (1969: 26) has suggested in a discussion of identity:
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Innovation, in fact, rests upon ambiguous, confused, not
wholly defined situations. Out of ambiguity arises
challenge and the discovery of new values: 'it is in the
area S Of ambiguity that transformations take
place . . . without such areas transformation would be
impossible."

Naming the Women

T. Mills (1985) has maintained that naming is a specific event

triggering a re-evaluation of the relationship. My analysis

supports that contention, but also expands it. When the women

named the violence as abuse, the naming led to re-evaluations

of their relationships; but when they named themselves as

"battered women" or "abused wives," the naming also led

reconstructions of self. Naming the violence as abuse was

experienced as significantly different than naming themselves

as "abused women" or "battered wives." This respondent, like

others, articulated perceptions of the prevailing social

definitions of "battered women" and, in consequence, tried to

distance herself from the label:

This is something that doesn’t happen. Happens to other
people. And those people are people you never associate
with, of course, because they are drug addicts and total
down and out losers. (Respondent 23)

First, naming their lived experiences as abusive affirmed

their interpretations of their situations and had the

potential of absolving them of feelings of guilt and

responsibility for the violence in their relationships. The

respondent quoted below repeated the litany of all the others,

i.e., she tried everything she knew to meet the man's demands,
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as a prelude to her comments about how a friend helped her to

reinterpret the relationship and how she both decided on a

course of action and reassigned to her husband the

responsibility for the violent interactions:

Even though I change to be an angel and it didn’t help at
all. It just seemed like the more I stayed there, the
more frustrating and provoked that he get, the more it
gets worse. For me to stay there, I don’t think I'm a
big help to him. Um, they told me that, ah -- my friend
told me that the only way for me to work my marriage out
between me, between me and him and leave him and sort out
the problems by himself. He needs a type of counseling
himself. . . (Respondent 12)

In contrast, a second aspect of naming or defining oneself as

"abused" or "battered" had diverse consequences. It could

result in positive changes for the women, or it could further

demean their already assaulted self images. On the one hand,

defining self as abused could absolve the women of guilt and

their feelings of culpability for the violence, on the other

it could lead to stigmatization and negative self evaluation.

In either case, assuming the label had consequences to self.

Although there may be other consequences, these were the only

two discussed by my respondents.

The labels "abused woman" and "battered wife" carry social

weight and reflect social assumptions that characterize women

in violent relationships as victims. Victim status is then

assigned to them. Holstein and Miller (1990) contended that

the essence of victim status includes passivity as helpless

recipients of violence and a lack of control over the harm
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that they have experienced. Further, victim status "dis

ables" women, who have experienced violence at the hands of

their intimate partners, because, as Holstein and Miller

(1990) suggested, it appropriates their personal identities as

competent actors (Holstein & Miller 1990). To be a victim can

be a debilitating status.

In my research, both the abusers’ naming of the women ("slut, "

"bitch," "whore"), and the "abused woman" label affected the

respondents’ senses of self. The meanings respondents derived

of themselves and of the experienced violence emerged from

their interactions. If the definitional negotiations

characteristic of these interactions resulted in labels that

were perceived negatively, they would then take on these

negative perceptions of self and, moreover, would also apply

them to other abused women. As Tierney (1982) has pointed

out, this process of negative valuation leads to the views of

"battered women" shared by the general public.

One respondent resisted any and all attempts to define her as

"battered" or "abused" despite her own horrific stories of

directed, controlled, and intentional violence in an eleven

year marriage. She cited resistance to police labels because

she was determined to maintain her self sufficiency:

And they [police officers ) had said that they wanted to
take me to [the city’s shelter for abused women] and I
said No. It’s nobody's business. I’m a real, I like to
keep things mine.
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She resisted her family’s characterizations because they

further reinforced negative judgments of her social worth :

She [mother] knew where I was [living with abusive matel
and she hated it. . . And ever since I was little everything
I did was wrong. ... I walked wrong. ... I talked wrong. ... I was
wrong period. . . Then my family took me and moved me . . . I
never even went back to the apartment.

She opposed characterizations proffered by the agency

sponsoring the support group where I met her, because her

attendance at the meeting and participation in this community

of "battered women" implied acceptance of the label:

Something I did not say to you was, I do not come here on
my own, but the courts have told me I have to come.
(Handwritten note passed to me at a support group meeting
on March l, 1990)

This respondent was an active participant in what Loseke

(1987) has termed "reality definition contests" over her

identity as it was constructed by her location in a violent

relationship. For her, the identity of "abused woman" was

deeply discrediting. Several other respondents were also

unwilling to define themselves as "battered women," unwilling

to assume the monolithic label, until no other interpretations

were available to them. For these respondents, the label was

assumed only when hope was lost.

Naming women as "battered wives" also had social consequences,

as this respondent’s story of an encounter with an orthopedic

physician suggested. The respondent, a health Care

professional in a burn unit for 16 years, had been





271

experiencing chronic back pain for over 10 years due to

degenerative disc problems. She had seen "a very young

doctor, very nice man" for a therapeutic re-evaluation. The

doctor had recommended time off her work schedule for

recuperation, as well as a psychiatric consultation for pain.

The subject of their discussion shifted to finances resulting

from work loss and her situation as a single, working parent,

and then to her participation in a recent television interview

regarding restraining orders:

[H]e says I didn’t see you on TV. And I said, and he
said what did you do? I said it was about restraining
orders. And he stands back against the counter, and I’m
sitting on the thing, "are you a battered woman?" And
from that point on, he believed that my back problems
were all from this, and he gave me a prescription for
anti-depressants. (Respondent 5)

This respondent’s continuing, chronic back problems were

reconstructed by this physician as emotional responses to the
stress of her circumstances. He discounted the work related

nature of the problem as well as her previous medical history
in light of the label "battered woman." As W. I. and D. S.
Thomas (quoted in Ritzer 1983) said, "If men define situations

as real, they are real in their consequences."

Thus, naming the women as "battered wives" or "abused women"
was a double edged sword. While in some cases it had negative
personal and social consequences, for most respondents naming
was a critical positive stage in the transformation of self.
It provided them with new sources of identity.

All of the respondents had periods of extreme definitional
confusion in their relationships. Although the extent and
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length varied idiosyncratically, these periods Were

characterized succinctly by this respondent:
So, you really, you know, a relationship like that, you
really start to doubt yourself and get real unbalanced.
Like, ' am I getting senile?’ You know, it all gets turned
around and I’m really confused. (Respondent ll)

When the women’s strategies for managing the violence were not

successful, the men’s definitional hegemony undermined their

Senses of self. With access to the naming label, and

potentially a new identity, most respondents reported viewing

the men's definitions as only one version of reality -- a

skewed version -- different from their own. The label was

seen by most respondents as a positive representation of their

existential conditions and as an alternative interpretation of

their experience from that of the abusers. Thus, their

arrival at the name "battered women" fractured the men's

definitional hegemony.

The identity of "abused wives" absolved most of the women of

guilt and responsibility for complicity in the violent

interactions and, consequently, served to empower them.

Naming was a shaft of sunlight piercing the fog of their

experiences. The following is a poetic declaration of this

point:

[I]f you take people and put them in their true context,
(pause 4 seconds) see I think that people know who they
really are and that we, we’re in a fog about it and when
someone names it, we’re like so drawn to it, you know,
and so this transformation happens when women name each
other for each other, you know. It’s like mommy
nurturing, right?
(Respondent 15)
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For most respondents, naming was a turning point in their

identities and social roles. They gave up trying to be loving

wives. Telling others led to changes in self definitions that

allowed them to engage in new social relationships and to

characterize themselves in ways more consonant with their own

interpretations of their experiences.

Strauss (1969:92) has theorized that ". . . [I]n coming to new

terms a person becomes something other than he (sic) once was.

Terminological shifts necessitate, but also signalize, new

evaluations: of self and other, of events, acts, and objects:

and the transformation of perception is irreversible; once

having changed, there is no going back." Once naming the

abuse has occurred, these women were unable to continue to

view the violence within their former frameworks. This does

not suggest anything magical about the act of naming, rather

it makes naming central to their reconstructions of self and

situation. It is an act of identification that marks the

boundaries of their experiences. Both continuities and

transformations led to changes in the meanings of the

violence. Meaning was bound within the relationships and was,

therefore, as hedged with ambiguities as the relationships

themselves. Over time the women became aware that the

meanings conveyed by the violence reflected covert realities

that would probably remain unexamined. Nonetheless, the women

experienced profound tranformational effects as a result of

{
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their interpretations of these meanings.

Naming the relationships as abusive and self within them as

abused provided for reinterpretations of the past. Johnson

and Ferraro (1984) suggested that naming changed feelings and

interpretations. My respondents viewed old realities in new

ways. Old meanings were experienced differently. Naming had

consequences. Feeling victimized, with or without a label,

threatened the women’s self competence. Reconstructing the

relationships and the self led to a sense of autonomy and

permitted them to make choices and to act in the interests of

their own emotional and physical safety.

Choosing to Leave

When the women’s coping resources were exhausted, when their

management strategies were judged to have failed, when nothing

seemed to change and nothing seemed to work, most of these

respondents' left their relationships. One respondent’s

powerful and tragic story mirrored others expressed less

eloquently:

I left [him] because I tried. I tried it. I tried. That
day I went over there, I said I’m gonna go spend the
week-end with my boyfriend and I’m gonna go be with the
person I love, who I wanna be with more than anybody in
the whole world cause I’m in love with him 'cause he’s
Smart and he's (pause 4 seconds) sexy and he's (pause 3
seconds) he’s an incredible person. If he walked in the
room, you’d be completely, he’s a stunning individual.
You know, he’s, you’d see it. Everyone can see it.
He's, he's really bright. So I went over there and I was
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in a good mood. And I was gonna have fun. And I was so
happy to go have fun, you know. And within 45 minutes or
3 hours, it was a complete nightmare. I was like, all I
could think of was, you know, like (pause 4 seconds) fuck
(expressed in a whisper with an expulsion of breath), you
know, I so much needed to be held and cuddled and be
laughin' and, you know, and just really have fun. I was
so in the mood to just be laughin', you know, just, I
had, anything, I had money. You wanna take a drive,
drive to the seashore? It doesn’t matter. We could do
anything. Fine. Go to a movie. Rent a movie. Stay home.
Not stay home. Take a bubble bath together. Anything. But
no, we’re gonna do the torture chamber, the, you know,
(pause 5 seconds) power plays. And I just knew, I tried
it, that’s what I tell myself, "You tried it
[respondent J. " (Respondent 15)

The dissonance between the respondents’ experiences of

directed violence and their partners’ definitions of the

situations, as well as the escalating, on-going nature of the

violence, led to changed definitions, resolutions to what I

term "the abused women’s gap." The old definitions of self,

love, and family were rejected in favor of reconstructed

definitions that were more consonant with the women's lived

experiences. The failures of their action strategies to

produce the intended cessation of violence altered their

understandings of the relationships and moved them towards new

identities. This respondent articulated the transformations

experienced by many:

My life got so unmanageable, and just really sad about
what happened and, you know, just thought that I can't,
I’m totally powerless over what happened, you know. I’m
powerless over him and his life and how he deals with his
anger and his emotions out of -- I'm just, you know, if
he wants to fix it, he’ll fix it and get the help he
needs and -- so I’m just, I have to focus on myself now,
and try to let go of the, uh, the stuff and just carry on
somehow. Hard. (Respondent 16)
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With the assumption of the newly labelled identity of abused

or battered woman, most of the respondents began to free

themselves of blame and of the failure implicit in the

responsibility for the violence. Moreover, most insisted that

their partners assume full responsibility for their violent

actions. As their frames of meaning shifted within these

metaphorical crucibles, the women’s senses of self were

further transformed. Some, like this respondent, were able to

generate anger at the undeserved nature Of their

circumstances:

I’m just angry at the situation and at him, you know, for
doing those things to me, basically. (Respondent 14)

Assumption of the identity of "battered women" was, for many,

causative to leaving the relationship. Being "battered women"

and remaining in the violent relationships was an

identification as victim writ large and in neon. Loseke and

Cahill (1984) have argued that once a woman admits that she is

a victim of violence, her competence is called into question

if she stays. She is seen as someone who is unable to manage

her own affairs. In a discussion of her perceived

victimization, one respondent reflected the trap in the social
ideology of women as nurturers:

I guess maybe that’s one way I can heal people is that I
become the victim so that they can always feel better.
The trouble is, is that I never, I never get anything in
return, and um, (pause 4 seconds), I can’t get out of the
game. (Respondent 10)

Those who chose to stay in their relationships and to continue

working to remediate their situations did not assume the
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label. Those who called themselves "battered" or "abused"

used the definition to empower themselves to leave. They then

identified themselves as "formerly battered women" and used

the label as an all inclusive explanation of their past and

current actions and the reasons for their single status.

Physically leaving the relationships, however, did not end the

relationships, did not sever the emotional connections between

the couples, and did not conclude the transformations of self.

It is important to remember that most, if not all, of these

women did not want to leave their relationships; they wanted

to change them. Their intimate, but wounding, relationships

remained the same, despite their efforts to change them. But

the definitional struggles, the cumulative effects of the

relationships, and the tensions between the power of affection

and the power of abuse did change the women. They left in

order to preserve their senses of self and their own

definitions of the situations. Leaving was an act of

autonomy, but it did not sever the emotional ties for any of

the respondents.

Exiting the abusive relationships was only the first step on

their long journeys. The fear of the abusers lasted much

longer than the relationships for it was very deeply

ingrained. Much of the subsequent emotional work focused on

getting the batterers’ energy and influence out of their
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lives. It was very difficult for these abused women to get

away from the psychological presence of the abusers for it had

been so deeply internalized. As this respondent reported:

But I don’t know why -–til this day (3 1/2 years after
separation), you know, and he scares me now -- I'm just
really totally afraid of him.

Fear was a common internalized response. Many respondents

reported on-going cautionary activities many years after their

separations.

All of the respondents reported struggling to resist desires

to return. They fought their own feelings that "bad strokes

is better than no strokes" (Respondent 2). It was not only

possible, but very common to be physically detached but

emotionally connected to their partners, as these remarks

suggested:

. . . [T]he only power I have in the relationship with [him]
is not to have anything to do with him. Every minute
that I don’t have anything to do with him, he’s losing
and he knows it. (Respondent 15)

The relationship was not over, it had simply been

reconstructed within a different definitional frame. The

struggle for power was on-going, although it was occurring in

a non-contact arena. It did not occur without intense, acute,

personal pain for the women. The same respondent reported

that after 2 to 3 months without contact with her abusive

partner that her friends said:

You get so into yourself and back into being [you] . It’s
like you get full of yourself again. (Respondent 15)
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But her sense of herself was at odds with her friends'

perceptions. She experienced herself as being very unhappy

when she didn’t see him. She explained this feeling:

I see it [contact with partner] as making me happy. I
see it as all I’m doing is yearning to see him, or talk
to him, so I’m unhappy, right? Then I talk to him, I'm
really happy right when I’m talking to him, 'cause it’s
like I hold my breath when I see him, or talk to him.
It's like I drink him in great draughts, draughts, you
know, it’s like I just wanna (intake of breath), you
know, get as much of him as I can because then he’s gone
and I have to hold my breath again. It's what I feel
like, I can’t breathe. I feel so constricted, you know.
So, but what I don’t, that’s how I think of it. That I'm
only happy when I'm with him. (Respondent 15)

Desperate to escape the relationships, the women, nonetheless,

talk of the longing, the desire to be coupled, and the pain

inherent in mourning the death of the "old realities" dream

that their partners represented. Leaving without pain

apparently required emotional detachments from the abusers

that none of the respondents reported experiencing. In this

society, marriage continues to remain the primary medium for

deep, human connections. It is a difficult tie to sever even

where there is severe abuse.

So the respondents decisions to leave were fraught with

ambivalence. Their abusive partners were not abusive 24 hours

a day, every day of the week. Sometimes they were "warm,"

"loving, " "attentive," and "nurturing." Often, the women’s

decisions to exit the relationships were made in crises of

ambiguity. "I - I hate him but, I just find it so hard to
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leave him" (Respondent 14) .

Ultimately, these women, who experienced interpersonal

violence at the hands of their intimate partners, made their

own decisions to stay or leave, based on evolving definitional

frames of meaning. Neither choice was made without

ambivalence. Of those women who chose to leave, this

respondent’s remarks were typical:

You know, like when I first came out here, as I was
comin’ out on the plane, in my way, I felt relieved
'cause I knew I wouldn’t get hit on, but at the same time
I felt very hurted, cryin' and stuff, because I didn’t
really want it to come down with me leavin' him. ... I
thought my love and his love would hold each other
together, but it’s the hitting, that’s why I left, 'cause
I couldn’t take any more of it. (Respondent 7)

Broken dreams remained broken dreams regardless of how they

were broken.

Conclusion

For the respondents in my study, naming the violence as abuse

was a catalytic point in their transformation processes.

Naming the abuse crystallized the definitional negotiations

that characterized these relationships. It also signalled a

rift in the definitional hegemony appropriated by the abusive

I■ le IQ - Most respondents reported that controlling their own

definitions had profound effects on the continuation of their

relationships, if not on their abusers.
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Asserting their own definitional hegemony was not without

Costs to the women. It was presaged by a loss of hope for

change and the abandonment of marital dreams. Some also

mourned the loss of a "just world" ideology, the sense that

their kindness and caring would be rewarded, particularly in

their intimate relationships. Further, naming the abuse had

Consequences. Naming provided the interpretations that made

the men's violent acts understandable. It triggered both re

evaluations of the relationships, as noted by Mills (1985),

and reconstructions of reality by the women in them. Once the

violent interactions were identified as intentional and

directed, the respondents decided that they did not have to

tolerate the abuse and that they had to act in their own

interests.

Naming their violent experiences as abusive was significantly

different for these respondents than naming themselves "abused

women." While naming the abuse most often resulted in

absolving the women of feelings of guilt and responsibility,

naming themselves "battered" frequently had more negative

Consequences. In some cases, it led to stigmatization and

negative self evaluations. Both the abusers' naming of the

Women and the social naming of "battered women" could serve to

appropriate the respondents’ identities as competent actors.

Some assumed the label only when no other interpretations were

available to them. Most, however, accepted the label
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voluntarily as it offered the potential for an empowered

identity that accurately represented their existential

situations.

With the assumption of the label, "battered women," they began

to free themselves of blame and failure for their violent

relationships. Further, they began to insist that their

partners assume full responsibility for their violent actions.

Ultimately, most left the relationships to preserve and

maintain integrity of self. The decisions to leave, however,

were fraught with ambivalence and ambiguity. Desperate to

escape the violence, the women, nonetheless, reported acute

longing for their partners, desiring to be coupled again,

mourning the loss of their dreams.

Consequently, exiting the relationships did not end the

relationships or sever the emotional ties. Much of the

Subsequent emotional work focused on getting the abusers’

energy and influence out of their lives. The psychological

presence of the abusers was deeply internalized and not easily

eliminated.

While the relationships did not end, they were reconstructed

within different definitional frames. The on-going struggles

between these respondents and their partners continued in non

contact arenas or in the controlled arenas of the legal
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justice system. For most of my respondents, there were no

endings; there were only new beginnings.

There was no single pattern to their new beginnings. All the

respondents were actively involved in introspective analyses

of their relationships and themselves. Resolution and closure

seemed to be predicated on understanding the meanings of these

relationships in their lives. Toward that end, all of the

respondents participated in support group counseling for

differing periods of time. Some also sought private therapy.

A few participated in various 12 step programs.

Future plans were nebulous. For most of the respondents, day

to day reality was consuming. Self-direction was related to

coping with the immediate future. One 36 year old respondent

summarized the directional patterns of many seeking these new

beginnings:

It’s like, I feel like at 40 I’m gonna go errrrr (sound
of engine motor) and I’ll be 40, and you know, bit it’s
like I really, I’m really 50 but I’m really 22. I'm
really 12 goin' on 50. It’s like there’s a way that I’m
9, it’s like there’s a way that I’ve already seen my
whole life. I, I already saw it all. It’s like I
already lived it all. I could, do you know what I mean?
There’s a way that I'm ages old and there’s this other
way that I really am like 17 or somethin’. I’m just
stuck in somethin’. So if I want to catch up with myself
and I think that that is, that’s really the work at
hand. . . I’m done. (Respondent 15)
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Chapter 8

". . . it doesn't always end. . ."

Sociologists have long known that what people do in specific
interactions expresses and reflects historical and social
structural forces beyond their particular encounters. Yet

despite research on the historical, social, and economic bases
of women's subordination that has examined how hierarchical

arrangements in male/female encounterS are routinely
established and maintained, there is little sustained research
attending to abusive relationships as starkly reflective of
such hierarchical ordering. My research addressed these
lacunae by directing attention to the power negotiations
continuous in the on-going interactions between abusive men
and their female partners as manifested in definitional
dialogues in which the violence was both constructed and

reconstructed. I contend that the definitional dialogues
revealed in this research are outcomes of a patriarchal social
organization, particularly the organization of domestic
arrangements, as pervasive in the homes of abused women, as
well as in the more public arenas of contemporary life.

Intimate, or "domestic, " violence has been constructed and
envisioned in much sociological writing in static models which
have served the dominant frameworks around which further

analyses have been developed. The static constructions are
predicated on certain sociocultural assumptions, on the
presumed meanings of violence in the lives of abused women,
and on conventional conceptions of abused women. In my view,
the interactive and processual nature of abusive relationships
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has remained underinvestigated because of the failure to
recognize the dynamic quality of these relationships and,
particularly, because of the failure to recognize women's
construction of knowledge within the definitional dialogues
that characterize their lived experiences. My research
demonstrates how the definitions of self, situation, and

violence are tied to the ways that the meanings of violent
events are constructed by the women themselves. I posit
knowledge as a socially constructed human activity, a la
Berger and Luckman (1966). In the cases of intimate violence

which formed the data for this study, I examined the women’s
constructions of knowledge as they developed across time
within the metaphorical crucibles of their violent
circumstances and as they emerged from the negotiations that
occurred around competing definitions of self, situation, and
violence.

Battered women’s processes of transformation of self begin in
the definitional dialogues with their partners initiated
before any violent episodes occur, continue throughout the
courses of the relationships, and extend beyond. Competing
definitions of self, situation, and violence in abusive
relationships formed the contexts within which these abused
women began the processes that resulted in transformations of

self. The women in this study reported that initially the
dialogues around competing definitions occurred externally
with the abusive partners and internally in their own "guts."
These abused women related working continuously to resolve the
apparent contradictions inherent in the relationships where
their partners, their most important sources of love and
affection, were simultaneously the most dangerous people in
their lives. It was the simultaneity of love and violence
amid the banalities of everyday life that had to be
analytically grasped.
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8 . 1 SUMMARY

8.1. 1 Definitional Hegemony

Definitional hegemony, a process of the male partners’
defining and controlling the women and the relational
situations, presaged later forms of physical and emotional
violence. The abusive males attempted early in the
relationships to impose their own notions of reality, their
definitions, on their intimate female partners. The women

initially tried to accept these definitions, even though their
partners' definitions contradicted their own experiences. As
the abuse escalated, the men's definitions of the mutually
enacted violent situations became difficult for the women to

maintain.

In asserting definitional hegemony, abusers often used
pejorative terms to define their partners, e.g., "slut, "
"cunt, " "whore," and so on. These terms defined the women’s
situations relative to their intimate interactions and

reflected the counterroles of dominance assumed by men. The
men's denials of the women’s own definitions of their reality
became, in the words of many, "crazy making." Yet the men

continued to imply that theirs were the sole, significant
definitions and most men denied that their actions were

violent or abusive. By imposing their definitions, the men
strengthened their control over the women. As the women were

battered by the words used to characterize them, they began to
internalize the derogatory definitions, taking the role of
other, that is, the abusive partner. The women came to view
the relationships as all inclusive and determined in their
forms. Their self-saving actions then became contingent on
men's definitions. The women attempted to resist the
definitions at the same time that they tried to incorporate
their understandings of the men's motives into their own
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definitional frames. In the process, the women experienced
transformations of self.

In the retrospective accounts provided by the women I studied,
through the process of naming the women, abusers supplied
external definitions for the women's senses of self. They

defined the situations and the women, not from 'objective
reality, " but from positions of situated power and control.
Abusive males attempted to destroy, not only the bodies of the
women, but their senses of self. These were areas of women's

being that were resistent to power and control, as this
respondent made clear:

[A] ll the time, you just start feeling right and get beat
up and it takes days to feel physically normal again and
you’re just exhausted all the time, I just can’t think
straight. I’ve been off work and feeling a little
better. . . and I made this decision to go home, it’s like
I made a decision 1 (Respondent 31)

These women resisted the definitions but wondered why their

partners thought that they were true. They altered their

actions as a means of altering the definitions. In the

process, they altered their perceptions and experiences of

self. It was their definitions of the situations and NOT the

characteristics of the interactions that were critical in

understanding the abused women’s actions and responses.

Abused women struggled both internally and externally to gain

Some autonomous measure of definitional control over self and

circumstances.

While the women and their partners were constantly negotiating

these definitions, the women were simultaneously involved in
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their own internal definitional dialogues. Their own

definitions were also in flux. As the men's definitions of

them and their relationships became increasingly unpredictable

and abusive, old meanings no longer worked. The abused women

forged new meanings. These were not rooted in the violent

acts, but rather in the responses within the women to the

acts, that is, in the meanings they assigned to them. The

women were involved both in trying to understand the violence

within their old frameworks of love and family and in trying

to protect and maintain their own definitions of self. The

processes occurred simultaneously and they developed. Thus

there were continuous inner dialogues in which the women

reconstructed the meanings of the violence in their lives

along with continuous external dialogues in which they

negotiated definitions with the abusers.

When physically violent acts occurred, directed against the

Women by their intimate partners, the acts themselves did not

determine the meanings for the women. The violent acts might

not have been interpreted as violent, or abusive, and

especially initially were not constructed as such. Violence

is not a culturally expected courtship or marital interaction.

Cultural expectations of love and marriage (i.e., intimacy,

sharing, and communication) do not generally include the

"stories from hell" that are the lived experiences of abused

Women. It was the unexpected nature of the violence and its
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seeming unpredictability that made it difficult for women to

assimilate and, therefore, easier for them to deny.

The men’s abusive behavior was not defined by the violence of

their acts, but rather by the meanings that the women attached

to them. These women were particularly unsure of definitions

of their experiences if there were no obvious injuries. They

then questioned the seriousness of the assaults. Consonant

with Ferraro's (1979) earlier findings, the meanings the women

attached to the violent episodes were influenced by the

severity of the violence. Severity apparently contributed to

a resolution of ambiguity. In much research, intimate

violence is commonly constructed as individual, rather than

social, that is, violence is directed against particular

wives, or is familial, as part of dysfunctional interactions.

Research focus has attended more to the severity and

provocations of violence against wives than to its broad

social legitimacy and the consequences of that wider

legitimacy on the interactions per se.

Whether or not these 32 women ultimately defined the acts as

violent, the on-going definitional dialogues with their

partners did, indeed, focus on the severity of the violence

and not on its legitimacy. One consequence of negotiating

permeable boundaries around acceptable levels of violence was

that these abused women ended up feeling grateful that the
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abuse was not more profound, as this respondent demonstrated:

I couldn’t believe he was doing that, I couldn't believe
he wouldn’t stop. He was totally out of control. If he
hadn’t been driving the car, he would have beaten me
until I was dead, probably. Cause he was just hitting me
and hitting me and hitting me . . . (Respondent 31)

8. 1.2 Invisibility

Definitional dialogues were, at first, primarily limited to

the women’s interactions with their intimate partners and with

their own "little voices." Initially most respondents tried

to make their realities consonant with their partners'

definitions. They struggled with their mates and with

themselves in their own internal dialogues over the

definitional inconsistencies. But at first most did it alone.

They publically supported the authenticity of their partners’

definitions and, in so doing, they rendered their partners’

violent actions invisible to others and most minimized these

actions to themselves.

Constructing invisibility was an interactive process employed

to avoid destroying the credibility of the definitions of the

situations. Constructing invisibility involved designing

Courses of action to elicit desired interpretations and

responses from the generalized other. It was, as Goffman

(1971) has suggested, an impression management strategy used

to affect other people's perceptions of the problematic

interactions. For the women, it was also a face saving
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strategy (Lester 1983) that allowed them to claim their own

definitions of self. In preventing the men's images as

abusers from becoming public, the women simultaneously veiled

their own images as victims of abuse. What was rendered

invisible to others, through the women’s own collusion in

social pretense, could also be constructed as non-existent

inside the relationship.

Consequently, women’s strategies for constructing invisibility

focused on public constructions of their relationships and

families as happy. When the violence did become public, it

then challenged the women’s public presentations of self and

identity. As reported by the women, abusive men also utilized

a variety of strategies to minimize the de-privatization of

the violence which differed significantly from the women’s

strategies. Men's strategies focused on controlling the women

and on controlling the information that they expressed

publically. The strategies men utilized usually worked for

awhile. When the men were successful in making the women

complicit in concealing the abuse, the violence remained

invisible to others. These women essentially became locked in

to definitional dialogues with partners who controlled the

definitions.

Further, the women reported actively employing what Chang

(1989) has termed problem solving and coping strategies to try
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to manage the violence throughout the courses of the

relationships. The women’s management strategies, predicated

on imputing specific motives for men’s violence, initially

attempted to preserve the relationships, to figure out the

violence and its effects, and to keep it from occurring again.

These strategies were embedded in their attempts to contain

the violence and to preserve their own definitions of self and

situation in contradistinction to the abusers'

characterizations of them. As the physical and emotional

violence escalated, preservation of their senses of self

became critical. The self, however, had already been

irrevocably altered by having experienced such directed

violence from their intimate partners. It was further altered

by their continuing attempts to understand the abusers'

interpretations of the violence. Attempts to manage the

violence were most often rooted in the motives that women

imputed for the actions. The women had to define the violence

as intentional in order to leave their abusive relationships.

Their processes of re-defining the violence were also

processes of re-definition of self.

Despite the women’s active attempts at management, the

violence Ousually continued unabated. Yet while their

management strategies did not significantly change the

violence, they profoundly altered the ways that women

experienced self. Mills (1985) has maintained that the abused
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woman loses her "observing self." That is, Mills asserted

that the abused woman becomes very passive and barely reacts

to her social environment. In sharp contrast, rather than a

loss of self, in this study I found that passivity was an

active strategy of survival. It was not, as Walker (1979) has

Contended, an identity. Passivity as an identity is a view

from the "outside." From the "inside," respondents themselves

reported choosing passivities as strategic modes of action to

deflate escalating violence. Passive resistance was a form of

preservation of self. At times, the abused women’s survival

was contingent on restraining any overt expression of self

definition. Respondents made strategy decisions. They often

had to appear to acquiesce to abusers’ demands. Although they

appeared to accept the abusers’ controls and definitions, they

continued to harbor and even, in some cases, to nurture

Others. They survived life-threatening experiences by

developing adaptive strategies of resistance and strength.

Passivity was one such strategy.

The definitional struggles between the women and their abusive

mates and the accumulated consequences of the relationships

themselves further transformed the women’s definitions of self

and situation. The women were caught between simultaneous,

yet contradictory, beliefs in their partners as the sole

providers of intimate love and affection and as the most

dangerous persons in their lives. The women's isolation in
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the definitional dialogues made it difficult for them to

access interpretations other than their mates’. As their

relational experiences became less and less tenable, these

women reached out for support and assistance in interpreting

the definitional hegemony of their partners.

8 : 1 - 3–Telling

As their definitional strategies broke down and as they

exhausted their personal resources, the women began bringing

others into the definitional frame by "telling." Telling can

be viewed as a significant social act since it made public a

new identity, changed relationships, and altered others'

definitions of the women. Most of the respondents did not

tell others until they determined that they could not alter

the courses of abuse alone. Those who did tell after the

first episode were most often dating partners who left the

relationships before serious commitments were made.

Telling others was another coping strategy intended to

generate involvement and to bring in additional problem

solving techniques and perspectives to reduce, or eliminate,

the violence. It was also intended as a strategy to confirm

the women’s own interpretations of their situations. Telling

others was not, initially, conceived of as a tactic to exit

the relationships. Most respondents stated clearly that
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initially they were not trying to leave their relationships.

Instead, they were trying to develop definitions consonant

with their experiences and with their partners’ explanations.

In the early stages, they sought definitions that would reduce

or stop the violence and ’ return' the couple to harmonious

lives together.

When the women in these abusive relationships began telling

others about the violence in their lives, they did so within

the context of social definitions about wife abuse. While, as

Loseke (1987) has pointed out, the label itself identifies the

type of actors, "wife" and implicitly "husband, " and the type

of problem, "abuse, " it has also come to imply an assignment

of responsibility for the problem, that is, husbands produce

wives as victims. One consequence of the reductionism of

these social definitions is loss of understanding of the

reciprocal processes of influence in abusive relationships.

Both parties make contributions, positive and negative, to the

relationships. Actions taken by both parties lead to the

violent events. It disempowers abused women to continuously

Cast them as powerless, passive victims of violence. The men

are not totally responsible and the women are not totally

innocent. Relationships are jointly produced. In addition to

violence, abusive relationships also produce love and

affection. However, and perhaps most importantly, the

relationships and the violent interactions do not reflect a
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reciprocity of equals. Women, socially and culturally, are in

secondary positions with regard to men; there is an inherent

imbalance of power at the micro level that mirrors and

reproduces macro level inequalities. The two interactants in

a relationship are not coacting equals.

In telling, the women often found themselves trapped by the

complicity of their previous presentations of self and

situation. All too often their own constructions of

invisibility rendered their new reports suspect. Their

experiences were often challenged or denied. Additionally,

since much of the experienced abuse was emotional and since

emotional pain is ambiguous and not observable, it was

frequently difficult for women in "telling" to establish cause

and effect violence sequences for others.

One consequence of telling, of making the invisible visible,

was that others began to forge definitions with and about the

women. The violence came to be reinterpreted and affected by

the definitional frames constructed by the helpers. Most

women in this study experienced an additive influence in

forging new definitions of their situations. Initially most

women denied others' definitions of their relationships as

abusive and/or of themselves as abused, or battered, women.

Others had past orientations based on the violence. Further,

outsiders frequently saw the violent events as unambiguous
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assaults that required immediate action to ensure women's

safety. In contrast, the women themselves had future

orientations predicated on their partners’ promises of change.

The women’s worlds existed increasingly in crises of

ambiguity. They were seeking resolution of the ambiguities

and contradictions. As more and more outsiders defined the

relationships in the same ways and as the violence escalated

uncontrolled, the women began to reframe their old

definitions.

Telling ended the invisibility and reduced the women's

experiences of isolation and loneliness. The violent

experiences were shared and reinterpreted, often in conformity

with the women’s own assessments and definitions rather than

those of their abusive partners' or, at least in the telling

process, their doubts regarding the abusers' definitions

surfaced and were expressed along with fragments of their own

reflexivity.

8-1-4 Language Obstacles to Help Seeking

The telling occurred, however, within the context of a

gendered language system that itself posed obstacles to the

expression of the meanings of violence in the lives of

battered women. Abused women have experience of a whole that

is fragmented by a language of facts that does not adequately
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capture the emotive content of violent interactions. AS

Devault (1990) and others (Smith 1979; Keller 1985; Long 1987)

have indicated, the dominant language formulations, which

reflect male experiences and categories, are often incongruent

with women’s lives. This "linguistic incongruity" allowed my

respondents to name the experiences as violence, but not to

convey the meanings, the intensity, or the effects of the

violence. This lack of symbolic and interpretive expression

of the events’ consequences itself results in the gendered

suppression of abused women’s lives.

The abused women in this study had palpable need to make sense

of their violent life experiences. In narrating these

experiences, they struggled with gendered language to

communicate what they felt was virtually incommunicable.

Women attempting to communicate abusive experiences must

negotiate within the context of word choices that are

insufficient to the task of capturing their realities. Where

there was an insufficient vocabulary available, respondents

attempted to find emotional images within the dominant

language that would convey the closest approximation. Most

turned to metaphors to capture experiences of emotion. They

"translated" (Devault 1990) their experiences by calling forth

a shared reality. They drew on what Devault has characterized

as "women to women" talk, that is, the taken for granted

experiences of women dealing with men in the society that form
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a part of a meaningful female discourse. Where there was no

language adequate to communicate effects, these women turned

to others with similar experiences. Experiential knowledge

helped to bridge the language barriers.

When language itself impeded communication, help seeking was

impaired. Abused women seeking help through the process of

telling their experiences were thwarted by a language and

vocabulary that was not sufficient for their needs. If names

for the meanings of the experience do not exist, as Smith

(1979) has suggested, then the experience is not "actionable, "

and help provision is inherently ineffective.

8. 1.5 Help-Seeking

From the respondents' perspectives, help seeking and help

provision activities occurred within a stream of on-going

interactions, in the actions and reactions of the women to

their partners’ actions. As the violence escalated and became

the most salient feature of their relationships, it also

became the catalyst for women's help seeking interactions.

Help seeking was located in attempts to preserve physical

boundaries and definitions of self in the face of abusers’

continuous negations of those definitions. Perceiving

themselves as locked into definitional dialogues with their
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mates, these women sought assistance through "telling" that

would affirm, construct, maintain, and preserve their own

senses of self in contradistinction to those of their

partners.

For the women in this study, help provision was predicated on

the potential providers acceptance of the women’s own accounts

of the violence in their intimate relationships, but not

necessarily assenting to the women’s definitions of the

situations. Well-intentioned helpers often did not recognize

how their social images of abuse and abused women affected and

shaped their responses to the women’s help seeking overtures.

Frequently then, the helpers of these abused women had their

own agendas, or different sets of definitions, to apply in

seeking resolution of the violence. While both the abused

Women and their social supporters sought a cessation of the

violence, they often defined the situations and the

participants in them very differently. Outsiders,

particularly those people with little personal experience of

violence, had a tendency to simplify what the abused women

perceived as very complex relationships. By focusing on some

details and ignoring others, outsiders sometimes reduced the

intimate relationships to the incidents of violence.

Even researchers on wife abuse (Straus, Gelles, and Steinmetz

1980; Straus and Gelles 1986) frequently appear to develop

their analyses by establishing violence as the paramount
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phenomena in the relationships, although the violence may be,

and often is, sporadic, while affectionate connections may be

more consistent:

I definitely wish he’d stop hitting me and control his
temper and it’d be fine, because we have good times. We
get along well, if he's not mad about something, we have
a good time. I wish he’d stop hitting me . . . (Respondent
31)

The abused women themselves saw the violence through prisms of

the entire relationships. Abuse was only one part of a much

larger whole.

Help, for most women in this study, then was most often

perceived as affirmation of their realities, their definitions

of self and situations. They asked that outsiders, as social

supporters, listen and help them to interpret their

experiences. In short, women wanted helpers to accept them as

credible testifiers to their own experiences, but not to

impose others’ own definitions. It was the abused women, not

their helpers, who were in the relationships. These women

knew that they were the ones who had to play out whatever

alternative strategies or courses of action would be generated

by telling others. Consistently, most women reported not

wanting to be defined by the circumstances of their violent

relationships. They wanted definitional assistance, not

definitional oppression.

As the additive effects of outsider definitions began to alter



302

their own interpretations, most women more actively utilized

outside supporters to interpret, or mitigate, the violence.

In highly idiosyncratic ways, the women divided their areas of

concern into discrete units. Perhaps because this process

allowed them to isolate their areas of worry and concern, and

perhaps because this isolation was itself a course of action

initiated by the women, they were able to ask supporters for

assistance with tasks that were "actionable." Supporters

were no longer asked to unburden the women of the entire scope

of the violence within the relationships, but only to help

remediate a discrete portion of it.

Talking, listening, allowing the women to break out of the

invisibility, to move away from the abusers' definitions,

however hesitantly, were cited over and over as the primary

support measures provided by informal helpers. Social

supporters listened to the women’s accounts and helped them to

forge new definitions of self in their violent situations.

Additionally, informal helpers provided other forms of

emotional support including interceding, witnessing,

protecting, reflecting, and providing material support, all of

which validated the women’s senses of self worth.

Talking with, witnessing, and helping to interpret experience

was thus of incalculable value to most of these respondents.

Empathic witnessing of their existential experiences gave
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credence and validity to the women’s stories. By listening

and therefore, in a way, witnessing, helpers allowed these

women to shape their realities by telling. Women constructed

their experiences by telling and in telling interpreted and

defined them. They needed empathic listeners to tell their

stories to . Responses from potential helpers amplified

feelings of vulnerability and self blame, or legitimized and

validated and, consequently, contributed help and support that

empowered the women to act. Telling was the symbolic bridge

that connected self to others. It linked inner experiences

with meanings and relations in the social world.

8. 1 . 6 Negative Effects of Social Support

The presumed intention of support is the provision of help --

emotional, material, psychological, and social -- but, as

Coyne (1988) has suggested, the consequences of help may not

be useful to the recipient for a variety of reasons. In the

case of battered women, it may not be the help they want, even

if they asked for it, but rather may be the kinds of

assistance others have imposed on them.

When abused women sought help or assistance from either formal

or informal sources, they frequently had to convince the

potential helpers that they had, in fact, experienced serious

violence at the hands of their intimate partners. Moreover,
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they had to not only prove that the abuse occurred, they also

had to prove that they were worthy of help and assistance.

Potential supporters’ acceptance of their proof was contingent

upon the women following through on the supporters' programs

for remediation, particularly leaving the abuser, or, in the

case of the police, filing charges. The major condition of

help provision, then, was evidence of the women's personal

intent to change the circumstances of violence and commitment

to "doing something about it." This condition was frequently

negative in its consequences for the women themselves.

One negative effect developed from what I have termed the

"contingency factor": others would provide help as long as the

women were willing to accept others' definitions of the

situations and others' prescriptions for action. Outsiders'

definitions of the situations gave them power over the

interpretations of the interactions, over courses of action to

remediate the violence, and over the actions of the abused

WOI■ le In . If the women rejected supporters' definitions and

prescriptions, they were often blamed for continuing in the

relationships, for refusing the help, for liking the abuse,

and so on. One particularly grave feature of supporters'

definitions was that they reflected the social definitions and

Stereotypes of battered women as dependent, masochistic,

passive, and provocative of the violence.
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To alter these outsiders' definitions, while simultaneously

clinging to their own definitions in the face of repeated

assaults to self from their partners, the abused women stood

in the same relation to their helpers that they stood with

regard to their abusers. That is, in order to change other's

definitions of them, they had to accept others' definitions

and alter their own actions. Whether "other" was the abusive

partner or a conditional helper, the structure of the

situation was the same.

Another consequence of outsiders defining the violent

relationships and a further condition for a negative effect in

help provision was the apparent inability of outsiders to

understand the women’s experiences of constant terror and

ambiguity. Lacking this understanding, others defined courses

of action for the women which were not consonant with their

own definitions of their situations.

Nonetheless, outside support fractured the internal and

external definitional dialogues and made them multilogs within

which the respondents then continued definitional

negotiations. By honing their own perspectives and naming

their own experiences within these multilogs over time, most

of the respondents took action based on their own definitions.

Most left their abusive relationships.
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8. 1 .. 7 Naming the Abuse

For the respondents in my study, naming the violence as abuse

was a catalytic point in their transformation processes.

Naming the abuse crystallized the definitional negotiations

that characterized these relationships. It also signalled a

rift in the definitional hegemony appropriated by the abusive

partners. Most respondents reported that controlling their

own definitions had profound effects on the continuation of

their relationships, if not on their abusers.

However, asserting their own definitional hegemony was not

without costs to most women. It was presaged by a loss of

hope for change and the abandonment of marital dreams. Naming

the abuse had consequences. Naming provided the

interpretations that made the men's violent aCt S

understandable. It triggered both re-evaluations of the

relationships, as noted by Mills (1985), and reconstructions

of reality by the women in them. Once the violent

interactions were identified as intentional and directed, the

respondents decided that they did not have to tolerate the

abuse and that they had to act in their own interests.

Naming their violent experiences as abusive was significantly

different for these respondents than naming themselves "abused

women . " While naming the abuse most often resulted in
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absolving the women of feelings of guilt and responsibility,

naming themselves "battered women" frequently had more

negative consequences. In Some Cases, it led to

stigmatization and further negative self evaluations. Both

the abusers’ naming of the women and the social naming of

"battered women" could, and sometimes did, Serve to

appropriate the respondents’ social identities as competent

actors. Some respondents assumed the label only when no other

interpretations were available to them. Most, however,

accepted the label voluntarily as it offered the potential for

an empowered identity that accurately represented their

existential situations.

With the assumption of the label "battered woman" respondents

began to free themselves of feelings of blame and failure for

their violent relationships. Further, they began to insist

that their partners assume full responsibility for their

violent actions. Ultimately, most respondents left the

relationships to rebuild, preserve, and maintain integrity of

self. The decisions to leave, however, were fraught with

ambivalence and ambiguity. Desperate to escape the violence,

the women nonetheless reported acute longing for their

partners, desiring to be coupled again, mourning the loss of

their dreams.

älliº Exiting the Violent Relationships
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Substantive and theoretical literature on wife abuse assumes

a model of leaving abusive relationships as the conventionally

desirable outcome and treats women who stay as deviant. A

notable exception to this model is the work of Loseke and

Cahill (1984). They argued that once "experts" identified a

woman as battered, normative expectations regarding marital

stability were reversed. That is, separated and divorced

women are commonly called upon to explain why they left,

"leaving" requires an account (Loseke and Cahill 1984). In

the case of abused women, however, staying is implicitly

defined as deviant and therefore as requiring explanation.

Conventional approaches view the relationships as colored by

the violence, not as a dialectic where violence is colored by

other dimensions of the relationships as well. This

reductionism seriously violates the Inature Of the

relationships. I examined the women's understandings, as

reported to me, of self, situation, and violence as they were

altered by the experiences of intimate, interpersonal

violence. While the circumstances related were experienced

individually and idiosyncratically, they simultaneously

incorporated, mirrored, and reinterpreted broader social

patterns of social, political, economic, and ideological

relations between men and women.

Women in this study identified a complex panorama of
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ideological and social structural constraints that affected

leaving their relationships. These marital relationships were

both interactive and dynamic. The marriages changed. The

violent interactions escalated. As the violence increased in

intensity, the women’s reasons for staying, or leaving,

changed. There was no singular explanation of why women get

in or stay in violent relationships. Significantly, there was

no single explanation of either staying or leaving for each

woman. Multiple explanations occurred within the accounts of

each woman and across the women.

Most women implicitly accepted responsibility for the violence

perpetrated against them. They allowed it to happen if only

by remaining in a situation, i.e., the marriage, where it

could happen. They internalized an interpretation of the

violence as a personal failure in a specific regard.

Conventional social 'wisdom" has it that if an abused woman

did not like the violence, she would leave the situation.

These women believed that their physical presence in the

relationships formed the tacit condition that permitted the

abuse to continue. For that, they held themselves complicit.

For these respondents, exiting the relationships did not end

the relationships or sever the emotional ties. Much of the

women’s subsequent emotion work focused on getting the

abusers' energy and influence out of their lives. The
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psychological presence of the abusers was deeply internalized

and not easily eliminated.

While the relationships did not end, they were reconstructed

within different definitional frames. The on-going struggles

between these respondents and their partners continued in non

contact arenas or in the controlled arenas of the legal

justice system. For most of my respondents, there were no

endings; there were only new beginnings.

8 - 2 SIGNIFICANCE OF THE RESEARCH

The women in this study reported undegoing transformations of

self as a result of their experiences of intimate,

interpersonal violence. By examining and delineating those

processes, this research calls into question some of the

assumptions of classical Symbolic Interactionism.

The focus on the self in Symbolic Interactionism from Mead

(1939) onward (especially Blumer 1969) has been on its

cognitive constructions. The individual "takes the role" of

other individuals and groups in differing situations and

circumstances in a continuous process of creation of self.

Taking the role of other is a gradual process exemplified in

this research, for example, in the women’s ascriptions of

motives for the violence perpetrated against them. While Mead
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(1939:204) assumed "a self which is quite distinguishable from

the body," he, nonetheless, also posited a body and self

inexorably linked, that is, without a corporeal presence there

is no self. Body and self were involved in reciprocal

integrations, ". . . bodily experiences are for us organized

about a self. . . " (Mead 1939:200), where the body’s relation to

its encompassing environment was integral to the development

of a self. In classical Symbolic Interactionism, the body is

a Center for the self. Directed, intimate violence alters

this body-as-center concept. With intimate violence, self

becomes separated from its physical form. Meanings become

attached to the violent acts; motives are ascribed to explain

violent actions. Body is experienced socially and is

constructed with social definitions.

Threatened and activated experiences of directed, intimate

violence upset the expected environments of women’s selves.

The violence alters the taken-for-granted expectations of love

and marriage. Through reflexive processes of meaning and

interpretation, "... thinking --- or the internalized

conversation of gestures which constitutes thinking ---" (Mead

1939:220), abused women transform their constructions of self.

Mead's (1939:228) definitive stance that self is a cognitive

process, i.e., "self-consciousness, rather than affective

experience with its motor accompaniments, provides the core
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and primary structure of the self, which is thus essentially

a cognitive rather than an emotional phenomena, " is a basic

tenet of Symbolic Interactionism. This research suggests a

condition that modifies this traditional assumption of self.

The experiences of violence narrated by the respondents

demonstrated that feelings and emotions were pervasive and

primary in the lives of abused women and, in fact, were the

processes through which they related to self and to the world.

Managing and giving meaning to their conflicting emotions led

these women to new feelings and interpretations of self.

Additionally, Symbolic Interactionist constructions of self

have been predicated on the assumption that the interactants

are co-acting equals. This research calls that assumption

into question by shedding light on the power relations

inherent in intimate heterosexual relationships which mirror

the broader social contexts in which women are less than equal

co-actants. The environments and interactions within which

women's selves are in continuous process, particularly the

intimate interactions reported in this research, are both

qualitatively and quantitatively different than the

experiences of men. Hierarchical and/or patriarchal social

conditions, as they adversely affect women, are not accounted

for in Symbolic Interactionist formulations of self. Without

attention to the effects of these social processes, Symbolic

Interactionist constructions of self lack comprehension of

s
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women's interpretations of, and the meanings associated with,

women’s own constructions of self.

In placing women and their experiences at the center of this

analysis, my research addresses the lacunae in substantive

sociological research and in theoretical constructs that

address issues of wife abuse and domestic violence without

attempting to understand the battered women’s OWI)

constructions of their experiences and circumstances. My

research attempts to remediate this gap by answering the

following questions: How do women develop meaning in

situations of intimate violence? How is the construction of

meaning affected by gender? Do definitions of self change as

a result of changing definitions of violence? If so, how?

How do help providers and/or social supporters affect the

violent relationships?

In this study, I also address the issues of the routine

establishment and maintenance of hierarchical arrangements in

male/female relationships by directing attention to power

negotiations and to those dialogues in which the situations

are defined and reconstructed in the on-going interactions

between abusive men and their female partners. The

definitional dialogues that are part of this research are

outcomes of the social organization of domestic arrangements

in the homes of abused women and in the more public arenas of
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contemporary life.

Further, no extant research has examined how language limits

women’s abilities to construct meanings from their experiences

of violence. Women have experience of a whole that is

fragmented by a language of facts that does not adequately

capture the emotive content of the violent interactions. My

research attends to this void in language and relates it to

women and to the sociology of knowledge by examining how women

communicate the effects of the violence on their senses of

self and how they "make sense" of their situations.

It is important to identify the multiple perspectives brought

to bear in any interaction, and most particularly in violent

interactions. It is also important to illustrate how the

actors involved take action based on the meanings that they

ascribe for the violence. Here my research examines the

women’s perspectives, as self-reported, as they ascribe

meanings and as they view themselves as having changed through

the courses of the relationships. Their violent relationships

are construed as the metaphorical crucibles within which these

abused women underwent transformations of self.

Another issue salient in the literature of wife abuse and

addressed in my research is the gender blindness of most

examinations of the bases of legitimacy for violence against
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women on an interactional level. In much research, the

violence is constructed as either individual (vs. social),

that is, directed against particular wives, or familial, as

part of dysfunctional family units. In consequence, most of

the research on domestic violence and wife abuse is focused on

the severity of the violence and its provocation and not on

its broad, social legitimacy and on the consequences of that

wider legitimacy in the interactions per se. Through the

voices of my respondents, I attend to the pervasiveness of

acceptance of violence against women, even by its recipients,

as a gendered phenomena perpetrated by men against women in

their social locations as wives and partners.

My research further addresses the prevailing social

assumptions about abused women with regard to exiting the

relationships. Researchers appear to develop their analyses

by establishing violence as the paramount phenomenon in the

relationships and the normative response as leaving. These

analyses lack a sense of the interactive nature of

relationships of intimate violence. This analysis presents a

view of these interactions as constructed and defined by the

women experiencing the violence. I examine the women's

understandings, as reported to me, of self, situation, and

violence as they were altered by lived experience. I present

the women as they speak for themselves, make their own

interpretations, define their own situations, and give
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meanings to their personal experiences. While the experiences

related are experienced individually and idiosyncratically,

they simultaneously incorporate, mirror, and reinterpret

broader social patterns of social, political, economic, and

ideological relations between men and women. My research

delineated these processes as they framed these violent

relationships and as they affected both the courses of

violence and the resources available to women who chose to

leave their relationships.

Additionally, the studies of abused women reported in the

literature are based on the experiences of women who are or

were residents of shelters for battered women. While it is

only those women who become 'visible' as victims of spouse

abuse who are potential research subjects, the limitations of

studies to shelter populations of women is a serious

restriction to understandings of the problem. The respondents

to my research were not drawn from a shelter population, but

rather came from an outreach support group for women who were

attempting to cope with, change, or leave their abusive

situations before they became acute and required emergency

action.

8. 3 CONCLUSIONS

Structural conditions -- historical, political, economic,

º
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social and cultural constraints -- shape social institutions.

Within the domain of male/female interactions, these

conditions have patterned a social and cultural system of

gender inequality. While social institutions have promoted

"traditional" values of gender hierarchy and stratification,

other feminist and humanist models have been developed to

challenge these constructions. Sociologically, there is a

need to examine more fully how concepts of family, intimacy,

home, marriage, and power contribute to violence against women

in intimate environments. From these new perspectives, broader

social strategies for preventive and ameliorative actions

regarding violence against women could be developed.

While structural changes in the political economy and women’s

entry in the workplace in record numbers have undermined, to

a very limited extent, these traditional, patriarchal gender

relationships, nonetheless they have been replaced (as

illustrated in the discussion of the legal justice system in

Section 6.5.3) with subtler forms Of hierarchical

organization. The loss of the analysis of social specificity

of this violence against women, except among feminists, and

the social structural context within which this violence is

Constructed have combined to reduce a social problem to a

private trouble. This construction has resulted in state

intervention measures that do not address the political nature

of women's subordination and lack of autonomy in the society,

i
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most particularly in violent interactions. Within the legal

justice system, for example, new procedures have been

developed, i.e., defining wife abuse as a crime of assault,

mandatory arrests in some states, and so on. But the problems

of intimate violence against women have remained intact.

Individual male authority has been replaced with state,

bureaucratic control or with shelter control. The dominant

current social policy to contain wife abuse is action by the

legal justice system. Without a concomitant restructuring of

economic access and state support to abused women, attempts to

empower abused women in violent relationships will have

minimal effects at best.

8 . 4 POLICY IMPLICATIONS

With regard to intimate, interpersonal violence directed

against women, there is a need to enlarge the social knowledge

base so that the general populace is able, more effectively

and with increased understanding, to prevent exposure to

situations of intimate violence and to respond immediately and

supportively to women in violent relationships. Educational

programs and training should engage people in the mediation of

socially and culturally significant interpretations of

intimate violence and should develop models of egalitarian

male/female interactions directed toward social aspects of

eliminating violence against women. Educational encounters

º
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should occur over the range of age, racial, ethnic, religious,

rural, and urban groups and should include the exchange,

interpretation, and assessment of socially constructed views

of wife abuse and abused women. Educational training in

intimate violence, then, should focus on the nature of wife

abuse, the needs of abused women, and both personal strategies

and help resources to cope with and to exit from violent

relationships.

Further, educational models should highlight the range of

structural conditions affecting intimate violence against

women and the potential sources of mediation. Pivotal to a

change context are the main areas where the violent situations

can be shaped by mediative activities. These are: l) a social

context that includes social and economic autonomy for women;

2) the mediation of men's social violence against women, its

meanings and consequences; and 3) the mediation and management

of the violent interactions of particular relational units

over time. These areas are ones which reflect significant

social policy involvement in shaping the experiences and

outcomes of wife abuse. The location of wife abuse within the

marital unit suggests this dyad as a significant focus point

for change efforts. Models of egalitarian dyadic interactions

should specify new modes of couple communication, women

Centered social organization, and experimental forms of

marital units based on women’s autonomy.

3.
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Continued establishment and maintenance of shelters is vital

in providing immediate relief to abused women and their

children, but shelters are only a short term solution. There

is a need for wider social change. In the absence of such a

restructuring of society, abused women continue to need self

help movements that demand public welfare support including

state directed resources for women.

Abused women report a need for information about successful

personal strategies, informal help resources, and supportive

formal resources. This information should be disseminated

through all possible avenues from the media, religious groups,

social service agencies, lawyers, doctors, welfare workers,

and so on. Pamphlets and/or brochures to help women recognize

abusive situations and to cope with their consequences should

be made available in supermarkets, emergency rooms, shopping

malls, laundromats, and work sites. Public funds should be

made available to women’s groups to fund indigenous

paraprofessionals to conduct outreach work before the

particular experiences of individual women’s abuse become

established.

Finally, there is a need for a strong national organization

that can disseminate information, help self-help groups to

organize, co-ordinate efforts to change legislation and

procedures, and struggle for housing and economic resources
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Solicitation of Volunteers
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Information Sheet About Participating in a Research Study

Lora Lempert, M.S., is a doctoral candidate in Sociology at the University

of California, San Francisco. She is studying women's needs for help and support
in violent relationships, especially, what kinds of help and support women need
and from whom. She is working under the direction of Dr. Adele Clarke, Professor,
University of California, San Francisco.

If I agree to be interviewed, Lora will talk with me for approximately 1 to 2
hours. If I give her permission to do so, the interview will be tape recorded.

Otherwise, Lora will take notes.

If for any reason I don't want to answer a question or continue with the

interview, I can refuse to answer any question or end the interview. Even if

I refuse to participate, or choose to end the interview, I will be able to

receive help from this agency.

I understand that I will be identified only by my first name, or a made-up

name of my choosing, and that no further attempt to identify me will be made.

I will be paid $10 at the end of the interview to cover any costs for coming
to the interview.

I will be able to talk with Lora about this study before I agree to participate.

She will answer all questions to my satisfaction. If I have further questions,
I may call her at 239-1457 ext. 4.

If I agree to be interviewed, I will give my first name, a phone number where I
can be reached, and a time when I can be reached. Lora will contact me to

arrange a good time for the interview, or I will call her to tell her that I
would like to be interviewed.

239-1457 ext. 4
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º, La Casa* 0.

jºji de lasMadres.*

* - }
:: , , San Franciscos-*.*.*.

*—- .
| " battered women

and their children

X ºr º *** first shelter for&= % º

Committee on Human Research February 15, 1990
Suite 11
Laurel Heights Campus
Box 0616
University of California
San Francisco,CA. 94143

Dear Committee Members:

La Casa de las Madres, an organization of support services for abused women
and their children, would like to inform you of our support for the research
effort of Lora Lempert. We understand that the purpose of her study to be
the relationships between the help seeking behaviors of women who have
been abused by their mates and the lived experience of violence.

Lora Lempert has been a volunteer with this agency for almost nine years.
She continues to volunteer time on our 24 hour crisis line, has served as
facilitator for the volunteer support groups, and was the recipient of our
Outstanding Wolunteer Award in 1986. She is sensitive to the needs of
abused Women.

We have been assured of the confidential treatment of subject identities and
of the tapes and notes from the interviews. We further understand that
participation is completely voluntary.

965 Mission Street, Suite 218 . San Francisco, CA 94103 - (415) 777-1808

i
º

-
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Our agency supports this research because of its potential long term benefit
to battered women. The information provided by this study will be useful to
Counselors and advocates for battered women. It Will prove critical to policy
makers in the state and federal legislative systems.

La Casa has agreed to provide Lora with access to women who come to our
Drop In Center, as well as to allow her weekly participation in the weekly
support group meetings. Further to facilitate the interview process and to
make the participants feel more comfortable, we have agreed to provide
space in our center for the interviews to take place.

We sincerely hope that you will judge favorably her request to do research
With this important population.

Respectfully,

Aolínge R. Echeverría 20
A3914/0%. ■ ºrdinator & Drop) in Sérvices
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Human Subjects Interview Protocol
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University of California, San Francisco

INFORMATION SHEET REGARD ING PARTICIPATION IN A RESEARCH STUDY

A. Purpose and Background

Lora Bex Lempert, M. S., is a doctoral candidate in
sociology at the University of California, San Francisco.
She is studying women's needs for help and support in
violent relationships. She is working under the
direction of Dr. Adele Clarke, Profess or, University of
California, San Francisco.

B. Procedures
If I agree to participate in the study, the following will

OCCUlr :

Interviews with me regarding the violent relationship and the
kind of help and support I need (ed).
Recording, or audio-taping, the interviews with me.
Observing the women's support group.

These interviews will be arranged at a convenient time and will
take about l- 2 hours. * *

C. Risks/Discomforts
1. It may be in convenient for me to take part.
2. Some questions may make me uncomfortable or upset, but I am

free to decline to answer any question at any time, or to end the
interview.

3. Even if the questions do not make me upset, I can refuse to
answer them. *

4. Participation in research may involve a loss of privacy,
however, my records will be kept as confidential as possible under
the law. No names will be collected. No signatures will be
required. Participation in the interview will be an indication of
consent.

5. Tapes will be stored in a locked cabinet accessible only to
the investigator. Tapes will be destroyed upon completion of the
study.

D. Benefits
There will be no direct benefits to me from participating in

this study. The anticipated benefit of these procedures is a
better understanding of the needs of abused women for help and
support.

E. Reimbursement
I will be paid $10.00 for my participation in this study. If

I decided to withdraw prior to the start of the interview, I will
receive no compensation. If I decide to withdraw once the
interview has begun, or to not answer questions, I will still
receive the $10.00 reimbursement. Reimbursement will be paid in
cash at the conclusion of the interview.

March 1991
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F. Questions
I have talked to Lora Lempert about this study and have had
all of my questions answered. If I have any further questions
about the study, I may call her at (415) 337-7 ll0.
If I have any questions or comments about , participation in

this study, I should first talk with Lora Lempert. If for some
reason, I do not wish to do this, I may contact Dr. Adele Clarke at
(415) 47 6-0 694. Further, I may contact the Committee on Human
Research, which is concerned with protection of volunteers in
research projects. I may reach the committee office between 8 a.m.
and 5 p.m. Monday through Friday, by calling (415) 476- 1814 or by
writing to the Committee on Human Research, Suite l l , Laurel
Heights Campus, Box 0.6l 6, University of California, San Francisco.

G. Consent
I have read and understood all of the above.
I understand that my participation in the interview will be

taken as an indication of consent.
I have been given a copy of this form to keep.

Participation in research is voluntary. I am free to decline to be
in this study, or to withdraw from it at any point. My decision, as
to whether or not to participate in this study will have no
influence on my present or future status as a patient, student, or
employee at UCSF or as a client at the support center.

March 199 l
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION

E: RACE/ ETHNICITY: Asian

Black
Caucasian
Hispanic
Native American
Pacific Islander
Other

=
UCATION: Highest Grade Completed
Elementary School High School College Graduate School

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22

s
-->

|
LIGION: None How active are you religiously? never active

Protestant infrequent (1–2 per y
Catholic occasional (1 per mo.
Jewish regularly (weekly)
Other

-

ARITAL STATUS: single, never married If married or living with partner, how long?
married
divorced
separated
widowed

HILDREN: Ages and sex

INCOME: Joint Household : Your earning contribution:

$0 – $10,000 $0 – $10,000
$ 10,001 – $20,000 $10,001 – $20,000
$20,001 – $30,000 $20,001 – $30,000

-

$30,001 – $40,000 $30,001 – $40,000 9.
$40,001 – $50,000 $40,001 – $50,000
$50,001 – $60,000 $50,001 – $60,000
$60,001 + $60,000 + 3.

EMPLOYMENT HISTORY: ~ :

At what age did you begin working? .
What was your longest period of employment?

-

Where did you work? What did you do?

Were you paid: salary? hourly? Was it: full time? Part time?

Were you: fired 2 quit? lá■ d off? Why? *.

Are you currently employed in work outside your home? yes no º

Doing what?
-

For how long? How did you get the job? (knew someone, friend o
a friend, ad in the paper, etc.)
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ALTH HISTORY:

w would you rate your health? excellent good fair poor very bad

ho are you comparing yourself to when you make the rating?

we you had any chemical dependencies? yes no

so, which chemicals? alcohol tobacco marijuana cocaine heroin

amphetamines (uppers) tanquilizers (downers) other

r how long have you been a user?

we your tried detoxification or rehabilitation programs?
w many times? Did they work? yes no Why, or why not?

d the dependency occur before during after the abusive relationship?

‘e you currently taking medications? yes In O

Prescribed? yes In O Non-Prescribed? yes In O

Please list

■

* º \

*





Interview Questions:

Tel 1 me the story of this relationship. (If prompts needed: How
did you meet? What was it like? What happened/)

Tel l me about the violence. (When did it start? What was your
response? Did you get help? Did you tell anyone?)

First time? What did you do? Who did you tell ?
Did you ask for help? Did you get it?

Worst time? What did you need? Did you get it? From
whom?

Last time?

Tel 1 me:

Who helps you? In what ways?

Who do you have fun with? Doing what?

Who helps you figure out what to do?

t * you ever had help from a stranger? (someone not knownO you
About a time when you felt isolated or alone.

Do you have a particular person that you confide in? Does
that person know about the abuse? What does s/he do that is
helpful ?

Things you did to get help.

What happened when you asked for help?

If I tell you that I am trying to assess your experience with
violence in a relationship and the kinds of support you need, is
there anything that I did not ask? Is there anything I should
have asked more about? Is there anything that I missed that you
think is important?

Anything that you want to add■ ?
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RESOURCES

SHELTERS

La Casa de las Madres 333–1515 San Francisco
Rosalie House 695–0.783 San Francisco
A Safe Place 536—7233 Oakland
MAWS 924–6616 Marin

24 HOUR MEDICAL

SF General 821–8200

Sexual Trauma Services 821-3222
Womens Needs Center 221–7371

24 HOUR CRISIS LINES

La Casa de las Madres 333–1515
Suicide Prevention 221–1423
Rape Hotline 647—RAPE
Child Abuse Hotline 441–KIDS
Alcohol Helpline 564–5400
Drug Hotline 366-7374 or 752-3400

CRISIS COUNSELING

SF General Crisis Clinic 821–8125 24 hours
Mt. Zion 885–7290
Langley Porter 476-2215
Woman, Inc. 864–4722
Center for Special Problems 558–4801
Community Crisis Service 885–7290
SF Women Against Rape 647–7273
Women's Alcoholism Center 285–4484
Women's Institute for Mental Health 864-2364

LEGAL COUNSELING

Woman, Inc. 864–4722
Asian Women's Legal Assistance 781–0401
SF Neighborhood Legal Assistance 627-0200
Legal Aid 864–3273
Legal Help Connection Center 391-96.21

JUSTICE SYSTEM ASSISTANCE

Family Violence Project 821–4553
Community United Against Violence 864–3112
SF Legal Assistance Foundation- 433–8741

Domestic Relations Unit



1 × 7 337





= - . . . . - , , -i > -----' " ~ , , , -- - ) -
*

ºn v ºn 9 || s - * f /
---- * * - . - … *

-- -
* . ~~ ti *~~ º º

-> º º ~, ~, - --- ,-y --- º -->--> * * *, * * * * * * : , , ; , ; --> --- * : *

*- 1. º.º. º. ". .
-

-\, , , * , - . . . * * 1. * * *
º, --- * - - - “. . . . . / " . . . . . . . . . ." • * ~.

º A-" * - ; º -- - *

‘. . ,- º º * , *- --- -
** - ---> in 1 * ~ * º **,

- * - - - - -

º, , Z′ – * ** |--
* | jº, *-

Lºl º,
- * s" º

º y C, |
- -*

| º - yº - º *- - ~, • * - - - ---- - * *C ‘… . -* * * .*, *, * : , ; * , º * º
* .* *". - ---, º ~y * *-s - s - - -- - -

- -- * . . . . . . . . . . . . . * * * - * - - - … "
* * * * * * * * º 4 - - - y = < * * - *

º, , ; } - - - , , - - - , - - - - * - y
--* : * : - - - - ... "

- º * - . * * * * * * * * * * * * * . . . . . - - - ->
- - * * *- * , *- * - . * * --

* * * -> . j, ) - - * - s * * * * .* * / º • *

.* I'_*. º | r . . º Z * ~~~~ --> ■ --
-

L! . . º ; : Y *.* |
- … " " -- º ■- - - - - º

- - º l " * º ■ * - • * - -- r | sº - ºr - -* -- º –
º - - º - - -

- * * ~~ … I – , , , ■ , , , , ,
* * -w , , - I - - - - * * - - • * * * *– sº * * * s 1. º. v . ; , ; T . - . 1 … * g a - -- º - * ~ * v

* : . .
- -

* : *. -
* * * ~y. * - -

- -
~ ... ** * - - - * - , , , , , ,

~\. * * * * * * - * ~ * - * . . . . . . . . . . . º * - º //º - * ~ * * * * - - - - * * * *E. v - * . . . . . . .” - - º “ º —º > *, - -

! º *- *--º
- -

, º f * - * > - * = * * - e— tº º rº- Lºº /
- . 2 ass * * - - -| -

-
º

- - - - -- --- l
- º

- -* | º |
-

| * , L
* - º --

-
* - r–- - - ---

, - ºr º, -, * ~ *-* , , . ! ~ * * * *; C
:1 G | TI * .

- º - - ~, * . º * * * * º

| * s y
-

-

~ ‘. . . Nº - -- - - --" - - ** = --- --- * *

f / , , , , º, ** * * o --- -- Cºº" // Wºº (D **, ºr º
* **

' ' ' ' ' ' - * - ~ \, , , , , , . . . . . . . ) - . - - - - - - - - , , * * * ~". * , , , , * , - . . . . . . . . -… "...Y ... . J. : : ■ , º, . . . ." ..º . º º -- ", , - º- lº
º * - - * * * , - *. *-*

| º º L it.
* * * * * * * - '*. // s * *. º L | 1. ; : * * Y º

-

- * º ■ - º
-

N \ is * sº - r | º, º sº- º ■ - -, * * * **- - * |
- … " * *: ) - ~~ º --> - . […] º ---- * , * *

| - -
... * - cº - s

cº- is . . . . . . . ~
- * ~ * * * - L-J -- * A \ ºf . , 1 T. º * - . . * ■ ,

-
º, * - º * C.

"… --> \
-Q_^T) º º C ...' /. º tº J

-I-1
* -- * , *-
- , ,

__ -

- ‘... | | | | | \º Yy -

| º * * --- º

T- s* - * . - *-

* A. R. v . . . . "I lº - - , y

º- ~, º, . Nº -y * : …”
- -

* - - - * *.*, " … --> - * * * * * * * * * * .

-
º l■ . º, 2 º

º
º º a y 1 - * * * * * * * º tº.. * - ... . . ; / * = < o

-

- - * - ** --

- *
~ : *- ...? º, * - /* * * / * * * * * * * * ~ * ** *1.

-- A-
-

** º * * ‘. -

''' - sº -- º Lº
* * .*** ■ -, *, *

-

T- es -- * , L
* * --- - ~. º

-
º,Tri- ºvº, Jr.

º, ** ---

--~, ºs º■■ º, º--" .." <! --- *- - - - -
~

*- - c. | * – º Llº Rºo
-~ * -- ºr-- * * * - * ... x - *-* > y v. ". . . . º - - * *

, º | º * * * ~ º [ T * , v - ". - l º, t

º ■ º
-

_* -–" - * , | º --- * -- *
Fºs * * f . ** - - * .

c- A y º – º ºf vº; ! I º --- - * …— !. y ... " -
| Li **, *.* --, , -º * . . . - .

- -- * - -- - -

- -- -
* > !" yº ; : * / // . ~, º, sº * g - - º,

"... ', f fºr ºf ºn
- - - - - - - - - º

- -, * * * * . . - - - - -

- / ; * * * * * * * º g - * A- º * .. v. ' ' ' ' ' ' . . . . . . . ." ->

*- º *... º
º

* * , *-- ~~ .**** * * * *** * º - * - - -I tº RARY & I-r-■ ‘º / .. 5 * Lºº ºr
- -- * A . • . - * -

[...] c' ‘’s r-º-n º º, ■ ºw - ( * - rº, :* --> º -

T ...] ...S. * * * * * * * - *- -> --->

a -> & t A/
r * * *- * * .* º: v - , i. |

- * - º* , , -º- * \tº *** - - - - -, -- * .
* - • * *y *** -> * - -- -

*** - * * - º "… Nº • ***. . . . . . . / , , º, " - i --

- * * .* * * * ºr - ) 7. - - - - - - - - - - - - -
-

• . ."
* . . *-º • * : * ~ * ~ * --> * --- º - * * * * * *--- * , - - * - - - - *-

- - - - - - - - -- - º

*...* . . ** * * = r - - "… ; , ;
- -, *-ºn tº tº- * - - . ,

- - º * ~ * º - - -
… " ----- º -- *- : - * - -"... [...] sº — , , |* . -- -- ** - s". .* º - - - º

y º - --> A- ºf v ºf |T ''', - * Af .
- * * ... * \ . . . . . º

- -
- - - * - • *- : *

- º .." * , - * ". . -> º * - 7. -- * º * --, º

* - tº■ º "... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
- *.*. ^) *- º * -- * : *

- r º // * ** * Y * -- * * * * - -.* & *- ~ * : *- * * * | º, * * - - º
-

- - - * * - ---
-

l



-
`-y | ■ º (* | Sº ~.

-

sº '', i|- R vº; * | l º, -> * * ■ // º º | -* º A-N■ vºj J [T] * , , | – > º 7. // r . |

* * *- ~, ”, sº ºf C. *. sº 2-, y !-- -
* - - * ! - - *º/º º ". . . . . . * , , -a - - º 0. ºf Jºl■ ■ º º, -

- <! sº Cºlº■ ? i■ /: )
y

– -

zº º º º º, º -
º * , * -

7/7 sº, º Lºbº º Lºl º, , ) tº tººº 2.

º * * * *-- sº º, - *-
-

|
- ** * * ~ lt * - * - _* x- - * ,

-

T º "… [ . sº º,
- '', - r º-- - - .* º -y 2 * f ■ - - * * = º r º, º **,

--> * A-Riv. \■ ... I T1 ºr tº 4. t // ^2. ~! º A. ej v ºf J. T. º *
y * -

* , a- -*. * - - * a y *...* * , --

** …” , --, **, r* . º, ** º
º " ; , sº ~y

º º tºº //º ~, * > * -y
-

--> dº.", "A/.../■ º º *
- * * - - - - - - - - * * * \- * * * * 7 y - - - - - - - ) :- * f. * - º

-
º v. * A-" sº ºn Q ºf ■ ■ º tºº. . -> *;

-
J º º “. s f… ', *- ~ ** * 2 * * ,

-

-
º, O) } a º, * ■ º Sº-

*. ºx- - * -
-* –- f' * * -

º º | || º, t / —" tº
-

º, y L■ ! » RA Q_Y º r- º, L’ / —” º ■ º
wº * , L I - -- s” * . * -

`… C (J. - *- 9.
- - -* -- - * - r -* . -

t !C
-

“. . - º lº■ wº . . " *... º l -
C ‘. . -

…** º º * -

"-- * - -- * * * - ~
s -" ! --> * ‘. . . * y- ... -- - ** a -

• * ~ * º !, ºf . , , 3. lº º *// º, ~, º .* - º ry- ---, -º * º º C.J.,º/ Fº (
-

*, *, * /... ". . . . . . - « - - - * *
º º 4. *- *:::/ . * * * * * *Ly- • 2. - y

*- *- / * * *- -- !. – *- -
sº *. ~ > º, A- w-* *...* º * ^)/ -"

- - º º, * , - *** *, *.* - a". º
-

tº º tº •S £2. º ■ º .* wº ■ º º, . º ,----, * D
- -

1 ■ : . ■ º ■ º Y º ---- * …, *** --> º […] º L | 1 ~ R_Y lsº r º, , '■ * sº
- g" Q.

- ---- --> - * } ºº - ---- * - sº-
-- -

º, --- ~ º **

º, |
-

| -- "
-

C, ...? ~ */ sº * º C, | ... ■ º --, - .-- ~) º ■ ºls ºvº anº
-- - 2, 1 - J - I -- - w -

* , /
-

- * - * - - -* - *- • * - * * *

| *... º u■ C º, -º ~, *2. º L. C. º,
* -- * * !... Nº ** * * -- . --> ~, º, Nº * * *

º º º Zºº, ■ º y - º/º º º ºf ºv º tºº.
º 2. º º/7 i■ 's J S 6. – 4– .Nº. 2, \ ^*** { / , , , , , , ºu, - _º “.

-- *. *- r *- sº ºf . *

* a s º O)) º 'J', ºn tº - º* * º, ºn tº a r < * * * *.. ! 3 º … . tº ■ º. A tº Y ~ * , ---, *.
■ º-, *. Li Q. RARY sº r %, tº - tº T º, L | [ ] A ºn º º, &| * * * - --- ^) ---- ... Sº * . r

º, | º c- 1, 2 C. :
- - . .” - - -

* , --

º - º, ----, - sº *

-
º, ~. - t ~

lºvº º I º, º cº- ( Jºj v ºf Q ■ º º,º ** * 1 -~, a. -" ~ º -- ~,
* * 12. S -, *. 2, -º *-

. ºn ■ ºf Q 2 - -\
-
º (" ")º/º - º 7 ºf ■ º-º-, - - - )

-- º .S. º. *-*** º/7 ...’’t ■ º J
- – *- .S. *2, *- º 1 * * * * * *, * ~ * *

- .** -> º *- - - --

, Tº - * * * - f
) º • * * *º ) *, * * x - -, ■ * * : * ~ * * *- *. * - ->ºn tº ºn tº

■ º
-

º --- - * , | cº º º _º -* - -- º- - - f |
- * & f 4 * -* * - * .. - - †. --- ~ -

*. - *...* --

* . . . . sº ºvºi g ■ º, º –– e. º “º sº ºvy g in º • ** * * - - - * -*, * -- º, Nº * ...? ~~ ** -->
12 º * sº Yº f / , , , , ~, !. S *... -- * * **, *, *, , , , / ; , , , º, * > --> o

-
("...'Y', ºi,'" . * * * - * . s * - - , , , *, *, *. . * - - - - - - -f- 4 - . \- --" * * *...] * & .

º - .*- :- // . . . . !, tº & Cº. - -- sº º * . . . .--- º *- -- 1 - !, *~ - ! *
* * - *- f º 3. *-

- 4. f - ** ** . º .* . .** s º
- - - - - * : * * : * ~ * ~ * , --- -

/
- ‘. .

"º. º' -–" º T º, Li (; R & Riº º L t / * º T * , 1.* - --> -- -

-, ( ) _* ~~ - - - º | > º - ~ -* - - ) |( - º f, L ~ ~ y cº, ■ * * r
--- ~ *- : * * * . . - ~. * - - -

Tº
-

* ..
2. … A U ve; G | T 'º º {{ º' ºvº, G

*- '*, * ~, º, ºr \- ''. º -* *- - * * ** ! --> ~, .
s - - º - *** * 7–

- * * > * * *** * * , * , , , i

º, !, */ f : . . . . . . ") ºf Q Cº., ºf º º -\ ''', fºr º, . . . . ) {} \ º/). o
* ` • . . . . , t → _º « , -- -> º Jº/ *** * * * * * * -> % - -

º ■ º. A ■ º Y º º º
-

-> * , | | º R A R_Y sº º º !
*- : * > * ~ * * ~ º ■ ºr . , Z/ º sº T º, tº fºr ... --> º, * * * ~ • |* * º * ~ - -

- - - *- - - - > -

" . . º (). ■ º ... Sº ---
º, | -r- º º

º
-

-, *- ** * y º ~. " "º - *...*. --- . S. -*. º I. ~ * ~.. º / º -- sº ºvºº gº 'º -- ~ / 2 : - - - - ,
*- -- º -- *

-
* -* - -: 1 ~, º,

-
2, St. ~, * - * , --> º, ■ /º (Y 2 S -y - -

* - . . . .
* - 2. – ~ y, ºr, A-, -, -, -, -, -, } !. * - /- ºr - - A.A. ■ y. A - - ~ y, ºf ■ º- ºr ºf , , ) - * -- * * *y 3 *. '•' . . . / ; , , , , t , t t ...Nº º,

- – , - 1. *- * { ! // • * * * * * * * * -S ºs
*- *~ -

* -- ! * º A- --> º, * * */

º * , * ''.
w

D ■ º º * , ...” * ** - - --- º - - - * **. -

Nº [I] º ■ º R A R Y º | º, º / ~~ º ■ º ”. | | {} ■ _\ Q_Y º
-

| ºf . gº - 2 ... • | * , ~ - ) -

º – -- * , - ºr > Ö. º --- * , ■ --- º
-

~ sº - º | | sº -* y º º º ºn v. N. . . * – ~ / > º
. . . . v . . . . . I ". - * t! * , - - - ºv : J 17 *2. > • //

*
-* --> ! --> 4, sº º, º

-
º

--, * -- - ~,
* , º, . . . . . M /. , , , ") *z, * ºr- *

º tº / * , , , zºº, 2 º' * 7--
* - - - - - - - f : i■ - - * * * * * * * ºf ºf . " -- * ~ * : * ~ *- : *r. * - ~ * * * **, / * * * * * *< 1. *- * //º -- * * Nº Cº., –4 A-2 .S. º. Q_ " " '' . ■ **** - ... ."

e- *~~ - - •. *-

~~ - y -

. --
sº - * , ---- -- * - º ----- º

^. ■ -> f L | -- " º * *
-

- ~ ■ / | |
* * -- - ***

- - º * * - --- - - • * -

* ~ * --a
; vº. 9 in º. --

º
º sº ºvºi Jin Hº -

y2 * * : * > / Tº v ºf J º Li
_* *-

*~ *
** * º * , - * , - º ... -- * , •

f } º * . * * * - ‘. º : ) _º º, * * * * ~ * sº

º & ), ~~ - ** º, L. i º RA ■ º Y º º, * A ~ º ■ º ". | | {} R_* * *- -->. . . . ( , - - -

y * * * * -- -
- - * -** -- º N
* * º ~, *.*. N * - * . . .” - ***… --> * , , ; ; ; ; ; / , , , , . º, J. 2-y -º- '', º' º },..." '*** : 'º - *

* * * * . *.*.*.* *-* * * * -f ■ \ . * , * , , , !---, -, -, -- - tº -- * * * \- - - \, s

* *-*. º º -- *- º, v_i’’’ ■ y, *** { *, * * ..º º
- - *- -> º: *- 's

º -
~ - --

- º
- * *~~ * . ). > *. ºº ‘’A O ; ) - - * , º- 2 : * *

-
** --- ----

*.. * * - •

º |-- º, t /~ sº H- *2. is RARY Fºr º º —" º |-- º L
- - - - - - - -






