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ABSTRACT 

A model of gendered social control is presented based on the concept of logic 

statements which undergird the two overarching discourses surrounding the social 

problem of domestic violence: a social service discourse and a feminist discourse. Two 

arguments are made. First, there will be a coherence between discourse and the program 

agendas offered at domestic violence shelters, a coherence between discourse or program 

agenda and organizational variables, and a coherence between discourse or program 

agenda and funding sources. The most robust empirical finding supported the coherence 

between a social service discourse and a program agenda based on the logic statements 

associated with masculinism, liberal individualism and medicalization. The second 

argument posits functional relationships among discourse, program agenda, the 

organizational variables and the funding variables. Social service programs were 

predicted by social service discourse and by federal monies and feminist programs were 

predicted by the number of women sheltered; social service discourse was predicted by 

social service programs and feminist discourse was predicted by the number of women 

sheltered. These findings suggest that some program agendas put in place by domestic 

violence shelters may actually contribute to masculinism as a cultural practice. 



CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION; 
DOMESTIC VIOLENCE ISSUES 

The surgeon general of the United States recently declared domestic violence to 

be an epidemic (Jones 1994; 12). However, it is not a new problem. One of the first 

essays in English about domestic violence was written over a century- ago by Frances 

Power Cobb. She recounts some of the "horror stories" of wife abuse and appeals to "the 

essential fairness of good and true Englishmen to right these wrongs" (Jones 1994; 16). 

The most dramatic development in aid to battered women has been the growth of 

the battered women's shelter movement. This movement started with women helping 

and sheltering other women (Martin 1976, Dobash and Dobash 1979; Schechter 1982; 

Ferraro 1985; Pleck 1987; Echols 1989; Jones 1994). Through organizing and lobbying 

efforts, this movement has been responsible for the enactment of legislation against 

domestic violence at the state level (see Table 1.1), and the influencing of police policy 

in the areas of mandatory arrest for batterers, enforcement of orders of protection, victim 

assistance, and the supervision of the eviction of the abuser (see Table 1.2). 

Given the above statements, we might be tempted to ask questions such as, 

"Aren't we doing enough?" or "Why does she stay when there is so much help available 

to her?" Questions like these insist that everything appears to be better - we now have 

shelters available, laws against domestic violence, and police practices have changed to 

help the abused person. But why then, does domestic violence seem to be holding 
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constant and in some ways seem to be getting worse? 

We as a society believe we have done all we can about domestic violence - that 

we have correctly defined the causes of the problem and have put laws, policies and 

institutions in place to deal with this problem. The goal of this dissertation is to address 

this illusion. The reality is that we have approximately three times as many animal 

shelters as shelters for battered women (Jones 1994). We have a judicial system that 

does not adequately enforce orders of protection (Jones 1994), police training that 

legitimizes a noncriminal treatment of domestic violence (Steinman 1991), and 

prosecutors that still believe battering is a private family matter (Cahn and Lerman 

1991). 

1 argue that the domestic violence shelter movement is a major support in 

maintaining this illusion. There is a tendency to assume that social movements, like the 

domestic violence shelter movement, analyze the problem correctly, are monolithic, and 

are constant over time (Snow et.al. 1986). That is, it is assumed that everyone in the 

movement agreed on the causes of, and therefore the solutions to, domestic violence. For 

example, by most accounts (Del Martin 1976; Schechter 1982; Buzawa and Buzawa 

1990; Eisenstein 1991; Dobash and Dobash 1992; Tifft 1993) the battered women's 

movement began with a vision supported by organizing and action. Through the political 

organizing and social action of the shelter movement the problem of domestic violence 

was brought to the attention of the general public, to legislators, and to the various law 

enforcement agencies. 
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While the social problem of domestic violence was the focal point of this 

movement, the shelters themselves were not homogenous organizations. At least three 

early shelter types have been identified in the literature; 1) safe houses built on an 

Alcoholics Anonymous model; 2) feminist shelters based on the ideologies embodied in 

radical feminism; and 3) neighborhood shelters organized by minority women (Del 

Martin 1976; Schechter 1982; Buzawaand Buzawa 1990; Eisenstein 1991; Dobashand 

Dobash 1992; Tifft 1993; Reinault 1995), each shelter type proposing its own definition 

of the problem and its own program agenda. 

Hence, some important questions about shelter differences need to be addressed. 

Are there still distinguishable shelter types? How has the social identity of "battered 

woman" been constructed at the various shelters? Where does shelter funding originate? 

What are the external constraints on these organizations? What are the factors which 

contribute to different discourses or orientations surrounding the problem of battered 

women and thus the solutions sought? Given the different program agendas, do some 

solutions or program agendas actually promote a masculinist culture? 

The theoretically interesting question proposed by studying the various solutions 

created within the different shelter models concerns the issue of gendered social control. 

One mechanism which reproduces female disadvantage is the way social problems are 

defined (Schur 1984). When a social problem implicates the power dynamics between 

women and men, some solutions may actually support the existing power structure. This 

is what I refer to as gendered social control. The argument 1 make is that the solutions 
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provided by the tradition built upon the family courts/social service model, carried out by 

the LEAA and its funding programs, and currently enacted through therapeutically-based 

program agendas actually promote a masculinist gender system. I develop a discursive 

model which draws heavily on feminist theory, Mary Douglas' (1986) work on social 

facts. Arm Swadler's (1986) tool kit analysis of culture, Nancy Fraser's (1990) model of 

needs interpretation in late-capitalist political culture, and organizational theory (Epstein 

et.al. 1988, McAdam and Snow 1997). 

Studying ideological discourses and structural differences among shelters, then, 

provides an opportunity to address substantive issues concerning gendered social control. 

How and to what extent can an oppositional movement like the radical women's 

movement mount challenges against the dominant masculinist culture? Given that there 

were three identifiable shelter types did they create alliances and coalitions, or were they 

at odds with each other? Was the dominant masculinist view of domestic violence 

modified in any meaningful way by the battered women's shelter movement, or any of the 

factions within it? Were the different movement factions modified in meaningful ways 

by the dominant masculinist view? 

By examining the process of problem-defining and solution finding, which Nancy 

Fraser (1990) refers to as needs discourses, I can answer these questions by looking at the 

hegemonic processes of gendered social control. However, before exploring the answer 

to the questions surrounding ideological discourse, program agendas, and the 

organizational environment of the battered women's movement, it is necessary to locate 
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the contemporary battered women's movement within a broader historical context, and 

the struggles that preceded it. 

The Early History of Domestic Violence 

Legal Background 

Under English common law, "the wife came under the control of her husband and 

he had the legal right to use force against her in order to insure that she fulfilled her 

wifely obligations, which included the consummation of the marriage, cohabitation, 

maintenance of conjugal rights, sexual fidelity, and general obedience and respject for his 

wishes" (Dobash and Dobash 1979:60). English common law had a significant effect on 

later American law. 

Between 1640 and 1680, the Puritans enacted the first laws against wife beating 

and "unnatural severity" to children (Pleck 1987:4). The husband's right to chastise his 

wife was upheld in the Supreme Court of Mississippi in 1824. The court ruled that a 

husband should be allowed to chastise "without being subject to vexatious prosecution, 

which would supposedly shame all parties" (Schechter 982:217). In 1864 a North 

Carolina Court ruled that the state should not interfere in cases of domestic chastisement 

but should leave the parties to themselves unless there was permanent injury or an excess 

of violence. In 1871, in the case Fulgham v. State, an Alabama court outlawed wife-

beating and ruled that "the privilege, ancietit though it be, to beat her with a stick, to pull 

her hair, choke her, spit in her face or kick her about the floor or to inflict upon her other 

like indignities, is not now acknowledged by our law" Sheffield (1984:7). In that same 



15  

year, 1871, wife beating was also outlawed in Massachusetts (Dobash and Dobash 

1979:63). 

At this time, prevailing notions about women and men were supported by a mix 

of masculinism and liberalism. This hybrid discourse asserted that the concepts of 

"citizen" and "worker," as ideal types, possessed masculine qualities, were independent 

and inhabited a public world. These concepts were juxtaposed to the concepts of 

"woman" and "mother" as ideal types who possessed feminine qualities, were dependent 

and inhabited a private world (Brenner 1990; Pateman 1988; Acker 1992). 

Liberal women activists embraced that part of a liberal discourse which centered 

on equality, human rights and the state's obligation to ensure those rights. In the 1870's 

these women raised the issue of domestic violence, and created coalitions with other 

social change movements: the temperance movement, the women's rights movement and 

the social purity movement (Pleck 1987). These separate movements could create 

coalitions because they were all drawing on elements within the much broader liberal 

political discourse. However, each group called on a different part of this broad 

discourse to present their specific social problem. 

Pleck (1987) found that during this period the demands of the conservative 

defenders of the family, and the policies perceived as "helping to strengthen the family," 

were seen as more legitimate than the demands of those who sought changes concerning 

separation, divorce, child custody for women, and court-ordered support, a major part of 

the liberal discourse as interpreted by these women activists. However, this means that 
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even though the women activists succeeded in politicizing the issue of domestic violence 

within the frame of hberahsm, a liberalism based on equality, human rights and the 

state's obligation to ensure those rights, the dominant masculinist culture refi^med the 

issue in such a way that the patriarchal family, and the power dynamics embedded within 

it, remained intact and sheltered from formal political process. This process of 

reframing, or drawing on certain elements of competing discourses in order to coopt their 

message, was repeated again in the contemporary battered women's movement. 

The Supreme Court, also embedded within a liberal discourse, established that a 

man had no right to beat his wife. However, it also held that a wife couldn't press 

charges; in a 1910 ruling, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled a wife couldn't charge her 

husband with assault and battery because "it would open the doors of the courts to 

accusations of all sorts of one spouse against the other and bring into public notice 

complaints for assaults, slander and libel" (Sheffield 1984;7). Again, the 1910 Supreme 

Court decision followed in the broad tradition of liberalism, somewhat modified by early 

women activists, but nonetheless preserving the distinction between public and private 

matters, as well as a somewhat modified version of the notion that women are men's 

property. These notions - the distinction between public and private, a modified version 

of woman as man's property, and the more general liberal vision of the courts as arbiters 

of competing human rights issues, have significant ramifications in the medical ization of 

domestic violence. 

The emphasis on liberal individualism and the idea of the court as a neutral 
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arbiter, allowed the court to move toward psychological explanations for this form of 

violence and away from seeing this violence as a crime. This move from criminality to 

psychotherapy is referred to as medicalization. Specifically, the process of 

medicalization is the redefining of domestic violence from a crime, punishable by jail 

time and enforced through the legal system, to a medical event, in which the crime is not 

a crime at all but a personal pathology which needs to be treated in some manner by the 

psychiatric community. The rise of the family court system illustrates this conversion 

from crime to personal pathology. 

Institutionalization of Treatment; Domestic Violence Becomes Medicalized 

During the 1920's, many domestic violence cases were being handled by a new 

kind of court - the Family Court. The Family Court system is part of the civil courts, not 

the criminal courts. Thus, the batterer never faces the same kinds of penalties if found 

guilty in a criminal court. In these courts, judges were "free to inquire into the couple's 

sexual life and personal misunderstandings, relatively unencumbered by the legal rules of 

evidence" (Pleck 1987:125). The basic goal of the Family Court system is not 

punishment, but the preservation and stabilization of the patriarchal family (Martin 

1976:105). Pleck (1987:143) states that Family Courts, "were less concerned about 

enforcing women's and children's rights than in assigning personal accountability for 

family problems." Fleck's (1987:125) analysis concludes that "psychiatrists and social 

workers had become the handmaidens of judicial decision-making." The problem of 

wife beating was defined as a woman's problem- a problem with her sexuality, biology 
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and extravagance. 

By the end of the 1920's psychiatric social work had become "the most 

prestigious branch of social work" (Pleck 1987; 147). With the rise in importance of 

psychiatric social work, came an added emphasis on women's masochism. Victims of 

abuse were "encouraged to minimize the external fact of abuse and instead examine their 

own psychic need to be abused" (Pleck 1987; 146). One psychiatrist coined the term 

"doormat wife" and applied it to battered wives. A doormat wife "was unable to examine 

her own complicity in her marital problems" and permits her husband to beat her "as a 

way of enabling her, however passively, to hold onto him" (Pleck 1987; 162). Physical 

protection of the abused woman was lost in the rush to find out why she both encouraged 

and allowed the abuse. 

With the rise of the Family Court system and the attendant rise in the importance 

of psychiatric social work, the issue of domestic violence more or less dropped from 

public view. Domestic violence was now no longer a political issue because, as the 

psychiatric community insisted, it was truly about troubled relationships and personal 

pathologies. Hence, the dominant ideological discourse espoused by the psychiatric 

community and embraced by the courts completed domestic violence's conversion from 

crime to personal pathology. 
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A Contemporary History of Domestic Violence; 
The I960's and Heightened Awareness 

Current academic interest in domestic violence started with concerns over 

battered children (Pleck 1987; Buzawa and Buzawa 1990). "The Battered Child 

Syndrome" was published in The Journal of the American Medical Association in 1962. 

No article on domestic violence had appeared in the Journal of Marriage and the Familv. 

sociology's major scholarly journal on the family, until 1969. Newspapers did not begin 

to report on battered women until 1974 (Pleck 1987). It took the second wave of 

feminism to raise the issue of domestic violence once again as a political issue. 

Feminism and Its Analysis of Domestic Violence 

Feminist activism, is not, nor has it ever been, monolithic. There are tensions 

associated with both the first and second wave of feminist activism, centering on 

sexuality, the relationship of the feminist movement to other movements, and the issue of 

political mobilization (Echols 1989). Two major fractures occurred within the 

contemporary feminist movement; fractures among liberal, and radical feminists, and the 

controversy over consciousness raising. This section lays out the ideological 

underpinnings of both liberal and radical feminism, moves to an analysis of 

consciousness raising and ends with the three shelter types that grew out of the early 

shelter movement. 



Liberal Feminism 

Liberal feminism is informed by a liberal political discourse grounded in the 

notions of egalitarianism, individualism, meritocracy, rationality, a separation of the 

public and private spheres, and the state as a neutral arbiter of competing interests. 

Liberal feminism embraced a women's rights perspective and wanted not to change the 

system, but to fix it. That is, the solution to women's subordination is to allow her equal 

access of opportunity into the existing system. The National Organization for Women 

(NOW), a liberal feminist organization, was organized in 1966. In line with its 

ideological underpinnings, the organization devoted much of its energy toward public 

funding for child-care facilities, the banning of employer discrimination against women, 

legal access to abortion, and passage of the Equal Rights Amendment (Pleck 1987:183). 

Issues concerning violence against women, such as rape and domestic violence, 

were not given attention until NOWs International Women's Year Convention in 

Houston in 1974. At this point a task force was formed to investigate the social problem 

of battered women, with Del Martin and Nancy Kirk-Gormley as coordinators (Martin 

1976; Ferraro 1985, Pleck 1987). This task force set three goals for itself 1) " a massive 

education program to make the public more aware of the prevalence of marital violence;" 

2) coalition building "with other women's organizations and civic groups to establish 

emergency shelters for victims;" and 3) "lobbying for remedial legislation" (Martin 

1976:177). 

Liberal feminists challenged the masculinist assumptions embodied within the 
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liberal political discourse by pushing for a women's rights perspective. As stated earlier, 

liberal feminists wanted to fix the system so women were included as equal participants. 

As far as liberal feminists were concerned, this should eradicate sexism and the attendant 

violence against women. Radical feminists, on the other hand, felt the gender system 

was beyond repair. Their solution centered on "radicalizing" women and the 

development of counter institutions. 

Radical Feminism 

Radical feminism grew out of the radicalism of the 1960's. Echols (1989) 

provides us with three characteristics concerning 1960's radicalism which are germane to 

radical feminism. The first characteristic is radicalism's aversion to liberalism. Echols 

(1989; 15) points out that radicals repudiation of liberalism developed in response to 

"liberalism's defaults - its timidity regarding black civil rights and its escalation of the 

Vietnam War." Moreover, not only did radicals disagree with the liberal solution of 

repairing the system, "they also quite understandably feared liberalism's ability to coopt 

and contain dissent" (Echols 1989:15). The second characteristic was the push to 

develop counter-institutions, centered on egalitarianism, centralized decision making, 

and an aversion to hierarchy. Radicals argued that counter or alternative institutions 

would satisfy unmet needs, and, by pointing out the failures of the dominant system, 

radicalize those people who used them. The third characteristic, was the "prefigurative 

and personal politics of the Movement" (Echols 1989:17). This form of politics was 

based on a "democracy of individual participation" (Echols 1989:16). New Leftists 



22  

reconceptualized the relationship between personal problems and social issues, recasting 

the personal as the political: the goal was not only to change one's life through political 

action, but also through personal transformation. 

Set within this backdrop of radicalism, it became apparent to many women in the 

60's radical movement that they were not seen as equals. However, the exact cause of 

women's oppression was hotly debated and ended up being very divisive. In a group that 

Echols refers to as "politicos," it was believed that women's oppression stemmed from 

capitalism, a Marxist or "leftist" interpretation of the problem. Politicos wanted women's 

liberation groups to stay connected and committed to the larger radical Movement. 

Through their connections and their ability to organize, the politico women were major 

contributors to the proliferation of women's liberation groups across the country (Echols 

1989:52). 

An opposing group of women, who called themselves feminists, proposed that it 

wasn't capitalism that oppressed women, but male supremacy. This group was 

influenced by Black power theorists who developed race as an important category of 

oppression. Radical feminists, as this group came to be known, centered their analysis of 

women's oppression around the three radical characteristics stated above. The first 

radical characteristic, an aversion to liberalism and in this case liberal feminism, was an 

aversion radical feminists shared with the politico faction. 

The second characteristic of the larger 60's radical movement important to the 

radical feminist movement, was the creation of counter institutions to satisfy unmet 



needs. Consequently women's liberationists created several kinds of counter institutions 

such as health clinics, abortion clinics, rape crisis centers, credit unions, and battered 

women's shelters. In addition to satisfying unmet needs, a goal was the radicalizing of 

people who used these institutions. One of the tools used to "radicalize" and organize 

was consciousness raising. However, consciousness raising ended up being a very 

divisive issue within the overall women's liberation movement. Liberal and politico 

feminists perceived consciousness raising as therapy, not as a way to "radicalize" or 

educate women about women's experiences. 

The third characteristic of the overall radical movement was a new vision of 

politics. This vision encompassed non-hierarchical political arrangements and a politics 

of the personal. Radical feminists, in their insistence on similarities and their disavowal 

of difference, brought the issue of egalitarianism to the forefront. However, the mix of 

egalitarianism with the process of consciousness raising produced an anti-leader stance 

and created tensions within the movement itself Another issue that egalitarianism 

raised, which created yet another fracture and more tension, occurred between the pro-

woman line of radical feminism, which argued that women's behavior was the result of 

immediate material conditions, not a result of their socialization as the politico group 

argued. The end result, according to Frances Chapman, a radical feminist, was that it 

allowed the "reformists and careerists to take over the movement simply because we 

refused to lead it" (Frances Chapman quoted in Echols 1989:210). The struggle over 

elitism and egalitarianism allowed the media to choose a spokesperson for the 



24  

movement, and "liberalism soon became the uncontested voice of feminism, thus 

allowing it to define the political agenda of the women's movement for the public at 

large" (Echols 1989:11), an effect which had specific consequences for the battered 

women's movement. 

In sum, the second wave of feminism owes a debt to the radicalism of the 60's. 

However, it is inaccurate to describe the second wave of feminism as coherent in its 

ideologies or goals. Radical feminists' explicit rejection of liberalism has to do with 

liberalism's acceptance of the public/private dichotomy, hierarchy, and individualism. 

That is, radical feminists see "the social structure of liberalism as the political problem, 

not a starting point fi-om which equal rights can be claimed" as liberal feminists do 

(Pateman 1989:119). Liberal feminism sought to redress the issue of women's 

oppression by including women in the mainstream, while radical feminists embodied a 

rejection of the mainstream itself Liberal feminists focused on the public sphere, while 

radical feminists focused on the sexual politics of the private. These same tensions 

within the broader women's liberation movement played themselves out all over again in 

the battered women's shelter movement with respect to the analysis of the problem of 

battered women, and political organizing and fund raising issues. 

Shelters, Consciousness Raising and the Split Between Liberal and Radical Feminists 

At the beginning of the battered women's movement, there were three identifiable 

shelter types: the AL-Anon model, the feminist model, and the grassroots/community 

organizing model. These different models defined the source of the problem of domestic 
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violence, and the solutions, very differently. Much of the controversy centered on the 

issue of consciousness raising versus therapy or counseling. 

AI-Anon; The Earliest Shelter Model 

The earliest shelter. Haven House in Pasadena, California, was started in 1965 by 

women connected with Al-Anon, a group affiliated with Alcoholics Anonymous (Martin 

1976: Ferraro 1985). This shelter was forced to close in 1972 due to various fire code 

violations, but reopened in 1974 (Ferraro 1985). Rainbow Retreat, in Phoenix, Arizona, 

and Faith House, in Glendale Arizona, a shelter started by a former co-worker of 

Rainbow Retreat, both began operations in 1973 (Martin 1976; Ferraro 1985). Ferraro 

(1985) suggests that these two shelters, along with Women's House, the first feminist 

shelter begun in 1972 in St. Paul, Minnesota (see below) are the three oldest 

continuously operating shelters in the United States. 

The Al-Anon shelters used a social work framework which located the problem 

within dysfunctional families, using concepts h'ke co-dependency and learned 

helplessness to explain the dysfunction (Martin 1976; Ferraro 1985; Reinault 1995). The 

solution was to give one-on-one counseling to the women in order to increase their self-

esteem. 

Admission is limited to abused families of alcoholic husbands for two reasons; 1) 

alcohol plays a primary role in many cases of domestic violence and 2) "government 

funds are readily available for alcohol-connected treatment projects" (Martin 1976:207). 

The Al-Anon model follows in the tradition of psychiatric social work. That is. 
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domestic violence is still defined as the woman's problem. For example, the shelter 

director of Haven House stated that she believes "once a woman ...strengthen(s) her self-

esteem, she will be less likely to allow the situation to continue unchanged when she 

returns home" (Martin 1976:210). 

Rainbow Retreat in Phoenix, Arizona, opened on November 1, 1973 also uses the 

Al-Anon model. Martin, reporting on Rainbow Retreat, states ; 

The first concern of the staff is to deal with the crisis that 
brought the woman to the shelter - the trauma of a beating 
or being thrown out of the house. As soon as possible she 
is worked into the schedule attended in the shelter. 'It 
sounds rigid and tiring, but when a woman is beaten and 
emotionally worn down, she needs to have decisions made 
for her at first.... Each resident receives one-to-one 
counseling and is required to participate in group therapy 
sessions. Emphasis is on looking at what is going on in the 
woman's life.... 'We try to get at the underlying problems,' 
Rhoades told me ... many wives are kept emotionally and 
financially dependent by their husbands that job training 
and placement has become another essential service 
provided by the retreat. 'But that doesn't mean that we 
advocate divorce,' the director quickly added. 'We have 
found that 64% of the husbands get treatment* (Martin 
1976:207-208). 

As stated earlier, this model locates the problem within dysftmctional families, and the 

solution is to give one-on-one counseling to the women in order to increase their self-

esteem. Schechter (1982:71) points out that "professionals in particular hunted for 

pathology and a battered women's syndrome, locating the cause of violence in women's 

personalities or their families of origin." 



The Feminist Shelter Model 

A second group of shelters, the feminist shelters, began as conscious raising 

groups and grew out of the radical feminist movement As stated above. Women's 

House, is the earliest shelter set up within this framework. Women's House began as a 

legal hot line project of the Women's Advocates Collective, a consciousness raising 

group, in March of 1972 (Pleck 1987). Women seeking refuge were housed at various 

member's houses. It took two years to secure enough funding to buy a house, and 

Women's House was officially opened in October of 1974 (Martin 1976). 

Feminist shelters located the source of the problem of domestic violence in the 

unequal power relationships between women and men in a sexist culture, and used 

consciousness raising and peer groups as tools to empower women. These shelters were 

predicated on the premise of respect, trust, and women supporting women as women, 

rather than as professionals helping clients to find solutions. Moreover, these shelters 

eschewed the hierarchical arrangements found in conventional organizational structures, 

preferring instead to have a collective membership, where everyone is equal and has an 

equal say in the operations of the shelter (Martin 1976:204). 

Sharon Vaughn, a founder of Women's House, rejected the concept of therapy as 

"creating a barrier which only serves to further isolate and dehumanize the woman who is 

a victim not only of her husband or lover, but of society itself (Martin 1976:204). With 

regard to her vision of battered women's shelters she stated; 



A shelter is not a treatment center, residents are not 
described as clients, battering is not described as a 
syndrome. Women are not thought of as victims except as 
victims of a crime requiring redress (Pleck 1987:189). 

Once a woman's physical needs for shelter, food and safety are met, Vaughn contended 

that peer counseling was a crucial factor. Through peer counseling the battered woman 

sees her own strength. "She no longer feels isolated knowing that even if she decides to 

return home, there is a bond between herself and other women" (Martin 1976:204) 

Feminist shelters, then, embody all the characteristics of the radical feminist 

movement: an aversion to liberalism's hierarchical arrangements built on the concept of 

individualism, the creation of counter institutions and the use of consciousness raising in 

the form of peer counseling to analyze women's strengths and to create a bond with other 

women as women. However, the controversy surrounding the issue of therapy versus 

consciousness raising remained very much at the forefront of the shelter movement. An 

especially contentious aspect of consciousness raising within the radical feminist group 

itself concerned the concept that women's experience is universal, denying any 

racial/ethnic or social class differences. 

Radical feminists argued that the purpose of consciousness raising was to 

"analyze male supremacy in order to dismiss it, while the purpose of therapy was to carve 

out personal solutions" (Echols 1989:87). One of the major proponents of consciousness 

raising, Kathy Sarachild, insisted that the movement's strategy and theory be based on the 

insights which emerged fi"om women's consciousness raising groups (Echols 1989:83). 
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Consciousness raising, as practiced by radical feminists, was based on their assertion that 

women's experience is universal and that women constituted a sex class, that the 

relationship between women and men needed to be recast in political terms, and that 

gender, rather than race or social class, was the primary contradiction. As stated above, 

this did not sit well with feminists who argued that race/ethnicity and social class also 

contributed to women's oppression. 

Grassroots Shelters 

A third group of shelters, organized by neighborhood women, acknowledged the 

racial/ethnic and social class differences among women. This group asserted that women 

of color may have different issues surrounding domestic violence, issues such as the 

racism of many police departments and the judicial system, language barriers and 

cultural competencies. The earliest of these shelters was La Casa de las Madres 

(Mother's House), which began in 1976 in San Francisco, California. The idea for this 

shelter originated in the Latina Community, and was modeled after Women's House. The 

Latina women, in their search for funding and housing, and created coalitions with 

women from various ethnic backgrounds (Martin 1976). 

Marta Segovia Ashley, a radical feminist and founder of the La Casa Coalition, 

said that a battered woman need "a place where she will be safe, where she will be fed 

and cared for; she needs a retreat where she can grow strong again" (Martin 1976:211). 

Ashley (quoted in Martin 1976:212) was criticized by her Latina sisters who viewed La 

Casa as a threat: 
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We have to save our culture, they remind her. But Ashley 
argues, "Any part of a culture that depends upon or uses 
violence isn't worth saving. That part of our culture that is 
violent and oppressive needs to be amputated in the same 
way as an arm or a leg needs to be amputated when 
gangrene sets in.... We want to preserve that part of the 
family and the culture that is non-violent." 

This third group of shelters is a modification of the feminist shelters. Ashley was critical 

of family crisis intervention (Martin 1976:214), a criticism she shared with the feminist 

shelters. However, radical feminism's move to a universal sisterhood alienated both 

women of color and women of different social class backgrounds. 

As stated at the beginning of this section, these three different models defined the 

source of the problem of domestic violence, and the solutions, very differently, with 

much of the controversy centering on the issue of consciousness raising versus therapy or 

counseling. The AI-Anon shelters were in favor of therapy and counseling for the 

dysfunctional family, and used professional social workers to carry out this program 

agenda. Feminist shelters used consciousness raising in the form of peer counseling, as 

well as non-hierarchical organizational structures to enforce and reinforce the notion of a 

universal sisterhood and the similar ways that "men treat us badly" (hooks 1984). 

Grassroots shelters were aligned with feminist shelters, but didn't see the sisterhood as 

universal. Grassroots organizers felt that there were important social class and cultural 

differences between women, but still used the technique of peer counseling. 

Funding, and program legitimacy became the next issue to further divide these 

groups, as the following example shows. The Center for Women Policy Studies (CWPS) 
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was founded 1972 to "identify, analyze and propose solutions to problems related to the 

status of women" (Schechter 1982:189). The Center was criticized by radical feminist 

groups who worked on the issues of rape (the anti-rape movement preceded and 

instructed the social movement surrounding domestic violence). A 1975 article issued by 

the Feminist Alliance Against Rape (FAAR), is an example of the hostile feelings 

developing among the various feminist organizations. This article criticized the Center 

for its handling of a large rape research grant; 

By claiming to be feminist, such organizations as the 
CWPS gain certain credibility with funding sources seeking 
to fund token projects. These funding sources are 
responding to pressure generated by the feminist movement 
and its popular support by large numbers of women.... 
While the CWPS identifies itself with the feminist 
movement, it has failed to seek the criticism and support 
offeminists organized against rape (Schechter 1982; 190). 

While FAAR was criticizing the handling of a rape research grant, it foreshadowed issues 

raised in relation to funding and the battered women's movement. 

The Law Enforcement Assistance Association (LEAA) 

Police Practices and the LEAA 

With the emergence of the battered women's movement in the I970's police 

departments were pressured to provide better protection and more services to battered 

women. Liberal middle-class white women in the movement assumed and expected 

police responsiveness. Moreover, the visibility in the media of these problems, and the 

dedication of the shelters to provide refuge, raised communities' expectations of police 
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work in the area of domestic violence (Wermuth 1982:35). 

Domestic violence calls were hard to handle, and were considered a dangerous 

nuisance by the police. Officers were often discouraged from taking criminal action, 

partly due to the conception that domestic violence is not a crime, but rather a private 

interpersonal problem (Wermuth 1982:33). This conception was backed up by the Law 

Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA). 

The LEAA was established by Title I of the 1968 Omnibus Crime Control and 

Safe Streets Act, and was launched during the first Nixon administration. The LEAA 

"sponsored law enforcement training institutes for state and local officials, began to 

develop national criminal justice data-gathering and information-sharing networks, 

spurred ambitious criminal rehabilitation programs, and encouraged local community-

based crime control initiatives" (Diiulio, Smith and Saiger 1995:453). 

The LEAA was a grant-making agency. Its primary mission was to curb 

organized crime and control urban civil disorders. However, the LEAA was not to make 

nor to administer crime policy - only to channel funds to state and local govemments in 

order to "1) encourage States and units of general local government to prepare and adopt 

comprehensive plans based upon their evaluation of State and local problems of law 

enforcement; 2) authorize grants to States and units of local government in order to 

improve and strengthen law enforcement; and 3) encourage research and development 

directed toward the improvement of law enforcement and the development of new 

methods for the prevention and reduction of crime and the detection and apprehension of 



criminals" (Title I of the 1968 Act quoted Diiulio, Smith and Saiger 1995:453). 

Louis Mayo, former Division Director for the National Institute of Justice, credits 

Morton Bard for drawing national attention to police responses in domestic violence 

cases. The national policy at that time was for police to do as little as possible and then 

leave the situation. However, Bard convinced the LEAA that crisis intervention 

techniques would have a significant potential for reducing risk factors and improving 

police responses when dealing with domestic violence calls (Buzawa and Buzawa 

1990:71). Bard convinced the LEAA to fund a feasibility study for a special unit of 

officers and, in 1967, the LEAA funded Bard's plan for a Family Crisis Unit in New York 

City. The thrust of this program was to improve officer morale, decrease citizen 

complaints and meet administrative needs. 

Drawing on the psychological theories of domestic violence espoused by the 

psychiatric social workers. Bard created a therapeutic model of intervention built on 

training police officers in crisis intervention techniques. This shifted the definition of 

domestic violence calls to "service work" and contributed to the acceptance of crisis 

intervention training (Wermuth 1982). The result of this reframing of fwlice work - the 

use of professional crisis intervention techniques to mediate conflicts between women 

and men - had the effect of legitimating a non-criminal treatment of woman battering. 

The limitations of crisis intervention in police work were summarized in a 

publication of the Police Executive Research Forum (which was funded by the LEAA): 
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The severity of spouse abuse and wife beating problems 
that has recently emerged is different from that 
traditionally thought to be involved in family fights .... 
Moreover, the right of a man to discipline and physically 
punish his wife, permitted under colonial laws, and even 
state law until the last century has been rejected. 

The traditional police response to these calls, emphasizing 
crisis intervention skills and reconciliation of the parties, is 
inappropriate and unhelpful in cases involving serious 
injury or repeated abuse, nor is it effective in reducing the 
number of spouse abuse cases. In fact, it may aggravate the 
problem by suggesting to assailants that their violent 
behavior can be overlooked (Wermuth 1982:34). 

This analysis is more in line with the radical feminist analysis of the problem. That is, 

this analysis asserts that it is no longer seen as appropriate for the husband to define his 

wife as his property nor to chastise her like a child. Moreover, at this point the police 

were resisting the attempt to privatize the problem through the use of crisis intervention 

and mediation skills. However, in the long run, the LEAA ignored this critique, and 

pursued the decriminalization of woman battering, thus bolstering the professionals' hold 

on the shelter movement. 

Reform of Police Practices 

In 1977 the final "classic study" of Bard's research agenda. Domestic Violence 

and the Police: Studies in Detroit and Kansas Crty by Marie Wilt and James Bannon 

(1977), was published by the Police Foundation (Buzawa and Buzawa 1990). The results 

of their study demonstrated three points concerning policing and domestic violence; 1) 

domestic violence is directly related to homicide; 2) police are repeatedly called to the 
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scene of most domestic violence related homicides; and 3) ineffective police response 

contribute to the excessive rates of death and injury to victims and the high costs of 

intervention to poh'ce departments (Buzawa and Buzav^ 1990:71). 

The effects of this research, and consequent studies along similar lines, were 

three-fold (Buzawa and Buzawa 1990). First, there was an overwhelming research 

consensus that current police responses to domestic violence did not conform to the 

reasonable expectation of proactive policing. Second, it was found that inappropriate or 

passive police responses contributed to the high social costs of domestic violence. Third, 

alternative methods of providing police service, such as arrest, could reduce the heavy 

toll of domestic violence. But what alternative police methods would be supported? 

The LEAA, once again looked at the problem of domestic violence in 1978. This 

time their policy-makers outlined a community wide model, the Family Violence 

Program (FVP), an umbrella program for direct and indirect services to both victims and 

perpetrators. The stated purpose was "to encourage local governments to improve their 

response to crime victims and witnesses, giving special attention to victims of rape, 

sexual abuse (including incest) and spousal assault" (Wermuth 1982:34). Between 1977 

and 1980, the Center for Women Policy Studies (CWPS) in Washington received 

approximately one million dollars in LEAA funds "to provide technical assistance to 

LEAA Family Violence Programs, to research and produce the Response newsletter, and 

to provide information to many agencies and groups through its Resource Center on 

Family Violence" (Schechter 1982:189). Other services paid for by the LEAA included 



shelter, child care, information and referral, hotlines, advocacy, counseling, crisis 

intervention, legal assistance, transportation, mediation/ arbitration, and diversion. 

Additionally in 1978 the National Coalition Against Domestic Violence (NCADV) was 

formed as an outgrowth of a conference titled, "Consultation on Battered Women: Issues 

of Public Policy," which was sponsored by the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights 

(Schechter 1982). 

Diversion programs, not arrest and criminal prosecutions, were encouraged by the 

LEAA's Family Violence Program's projects. Diversion is formally designed to 

rehabilitate the wife-abuser; informally it allows the offenders to side-step the criminal 

justice process. Wermuth (1982:39) describes this treatment model: 

...the illness of violent behavior incubates within the family 
system and is symptomatic of stress and underlying 
personal and family conflicts. Victims, therefore, also are 
encouraged to attend therapy, so they can see the role they 
played in what happened. The violence itself is not 
identified as the problem, as it would be if perpetrated by a 
stranger; instead psychological ill health, interpersonal 
communication difficulties, and family tensions are the 
root causes of this symptomatic abuse. 

This treatment model is very similar to the psychiatric social worker's model of domestic 

violence developed during the late I920's. Hence, the Family Violence Project defined 

wife abuse as a crime, but, through the use of diversion programs, denied its criminality 

and legitimated psychological explanations and solutions for domestic violence. 

Schechter (1982:186) points out that the LEAA's primary interest lay in making 

the criminal justice system work better and that this interest was at odds with the 



movement's interests in "preserving victims' rights to self-determination as well as ending 

violence against women." By 1979, 16 projects were funded under the LEAA's Family 

Violence Program; nine more were added in 1980 for a total of 25 programs. However, 

while all LEAA funded programs offered services to battered women, they also had to 

improve the criminal justice system. One goal of the LEAA was to increase successful 

prosecution - however this goal is sometimes at odds with the movement's stand on 

victims' rights. For example, an LEAA program funded in Ohio "proposed to offer 

offenders and victims professional assistance in conflict resolution without the adverse 

effects of exposure in the court system. Another program, aimed at batterer counseling, 

was to provide a cost benefit analysis to determine how frequently the program avoided 

formal proceedings, whether it saved resources, and if it was cost effective" (Schechter 

1982:187). 

Domestic Violence Shelters and the LEAA: The Controversy over Services, Programs 

and Funding 

The battered women's movement, made up by this time of radical and liberal 

feminists, as well as professional social service workers, viewed LEAA funding as a 

mixed blessing. Schechter (1982) points out that money was needed - but concerned 

radical feminists asked at what cost to the autonomy of the movement? Liberal feminists 

answered that the power of the movement to promote the interests of battered women 

would be enhanced wath increased government credibility. Radical feminists argued that 

the real power of the movement lay in organizing women and demanding the government 
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respond to battered women's needs, not the other way around. 

Nonetheless, a benefit of the Family Violence Program was that many shelters 

were given the funds to operate on a more fiscally sound basis. There was a burst of 

shelter growth during the 1970's due to this infusion of federal money and monies from 

the Comprehensive Employment and Training Assistance (CETA) program (Ferraro 

1985). The increase in shelter activity is documented by Ferraro (1985:379): there were 

12 shelters in the United Sates at the end of 1975, 79 shelters by the end of 1977, and 190 

shelters by the end of 1980. 

As shown by the dramatic increase in residential shelters, accepting the LEAA 

funds provided increased opportunities to provide more services to more women, 

increased educational outreach and developed new opportunities for political organizing. 

On the other hand, this funding also brought increased specialization, more hierarchy and 

less autonomy for both the movement and shelter residents. 

Success in getting funding means that organizations must turn more of their 

energy toward grant writing and maintaining satisfactory relationships with funding 

agencies. Hence, fimding became both an issue and a priority. Martin (1976:345) points 

out the dilemma; 

Some groups may decide that obtaining funds is of primary 
importance and they will bend their proposals to soothe the 
prejudices of funding agencies. For example, government 
agencies and foundations are apt to view programs 
designed merely to help women as unimportant. Therefore 
writers of proposals would be better off emphasizing the 
destructiveness of family violence, the importance of 
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saving the children from a violent environment, and the 
need to prevent domestic homicide. Programs whose 
stated goal is to help women become strong and 
independent threaten the establishment and frighten 
traditional frmding sources. 

Once the issue of battering gained legitimacy and frmding was made available, more 

estabhshed organizations took over the issues that grassroots women worked so hard to 

raise. Often shelters had to convince skeptical funders that they did indeed legitimately 

represent the interests of battered women. Political and economic circumstances varied 

from state to state and from urban to rural areas. Most shelters contended, and still do, 

with renewable grants, guaranteed for no more than one or two years. The influence of 

psychological explanations, with the help of LEAA program agendas, came to the 

forefront as funding agency after funding agency defined battered women as a mental 

health issue (Schechter 1982:95). Hence, the liberal and professional discourses, based 

on "helping" victims became the dominant discourse. Changing the societal conditions 

which contributed to the commission of this violence, a major component of the radical 

feminist stance, became seen as less desirable, measurable or ftindable. 

Schechter (1982:187) points out that some feminist organizations which applied 

for and received LEAA monies maintained their autonomy by fighting for victim's rights 

to confidential services and self-determination. However, Schechter (1982:201) also 

states: 

From the [battered women's shelter] movement's point of 
view, activists often had little maneuverability, taking what 
they could get and working to stop dangerous 
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developments. For example, a choice between criminal 
justice or mental health fimding is not a large option; both 
redefine a social issue into an individual difficulty by 
labeling battered women, as the Department of Labor does, 
another segment of the female population with special 
problems. 

Complicating the assessment of the federal government's 
role, however, is internal movement disagreement over the 
assertion that the government's actions were co-optive. An 
internal struggle about the appropriate role of the 
government and whether the ideology it explicates is 
helpful or damaging continues, based on unresolved 
debates over politics and goals of the movement. 

By the beginning of the 1980's fewer than half of all existing shelters were founded by or 

directly related to radical feminist groups or ideologies (Ferraro and Johnson 1985:379). 

The LEAA programs reformed the criminal justice system in important ways, but 

had the additional effect of depoliticizing the issue of violence against women. Radical 

feminists had defined woman battering as violence aimed at controlling women with the 

effect of maintaining unequal power relations between women and men. Crisis 

intervention techniques used by the police and the diversion programs used by the 

criminal justice system, refi-amed this problem in individualistic and psychological terms. 

Defining the problem in this way 1) preserved a liberal vision of the split 

between the public and private, and the attendant notion of the dependency of the private 

sphere on the public; 2) reinforced the liberal vision of the state as a neutral arbiter of 

competing interests; and 3) supported the medicalized vision of dysfunctional families 

greatly in need of therapy. Moreover, the media carried this vision of woman battering to 



the pubh'c (Werrauth 1982:42). 

By this time, the liberal feminists had allied themselves with the professional 

social service workers. However, the hallmark of these different attitudes toward shelter 

work is ideologically based - whether these different groups see their work as part of the 

system or as an alternative to it, whether one sees the state as a neutral arbiter of 

competing interests (a liberal perspective), or as a site of gender contestation and 

political struggle (radical perspective). 

Legislative Consequences of the LEAA 

Laws Against Domestic Violence 

Domestic violence had caught the public's attention. Even given the tensions 

between liberal and radical feminists within the battered women's movement itself and 

the added tensions caused by the attempt at therapeutic professionalization of the 

movement, the first state law against domestic violence was passed in 1976 in 

Pennsylvania, a state which also ratified the Equal Rights Amendment (ERA). 

Tables 1.1 and 1.2 give a quick overview of the states chosen for this study and 

imfwrtant legislative issues. Given the above historical discussion, the relevant 

dimensions for consideration include the year domestic violence legislation was passed, 

if court ordered counseling is required for the perpetrator and a delineation of police 

powers. I also included ratification of the ERA, as a proxy measure for liberal feminist 

mobilization. Note that court-ordered counseling is not required in the states which 

passed domestic violence legislation from 1976 through 1978. However, every state 



except Florida that passed legislation after 1978 requires court-ordered counseling for 

the perpetrator of the crime. This could be explained by the concept of founding effects. 

That is, after the LEAA programs took effect, psychological explanations and social 

service delivery systems, became the dominant discourse, just as they had in the 1920's 

with the inception of the family courts system. This emphasis on psychological 

explanations, in turn influenced legislators to build this concept into the body of laws 

dealing with domestic violence. 

Police Powers 

Table 1.2 deals specifically with legislated police powers. A radical analysis of 

woman battering would want police to be mandated to arrest the perpetrator, instead of 

leaving the arrest policy up to the discretion of the police. Only two states mandate 

arrest for abuse, Louisiana and Oregon. Only three states, Oregon, New Mexico and 

Minnesota, mandate arrest for violation of protection orders. The most effective 

combination, from a radical perspective, is mandatory arrest with no court-ordered 

counseling. Only one state, Oregon, mandates arrest for both abuse and violation of 

orders of protection, with no court-ordered counseling. The least effective combination, 

from a radical perspective, occurs when discretionary police powers are combined with 

court-ordered counseling. This sends a very powerful message that domestic violence is 

not a criminal matter, but rather a private interpersonal problem. Two out of eleven 

states fall into this category - Arizona and Illinois. While these are interesting contrasts 

among the states chosen for inclusion in this study, my small state sample will not allow 
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me to directly address these issues. My sample will allow me to address substantive 

differences among the shelters themselves. 

Control through Solutions 

It is apparent from the historical account given above that the LEAA and the 

radical faction of the battered woman's shelter movement did not define the social 

problem of domestic violence in the same way. Moreover, abused women, when they try 

to speak to the police, the courts, and the social workers, may have their words reframed 

in such a way as to fit into the culture's dominant ideology about the way the world 

works. Loseke( 1992:39) points out; 

Not all violence is that of wife abuse, not all women are 
instances of the battered woman. Only some forms of 
violence, only some victimized women have been socially 
constructed as objects for public attention. 

But how did we decide what forms of violence are wife/woman abuse? How does this 

defining fit into our larger cultural understandings of the way the world works? What 

programs have been set in place to remedy this social problem as it has been defined? 

According to the critical conflict and labeling approaches, developed within the 

broader deviance tradition of sociology, a mechanism which reproduces a given social 

structure is the way that social problems are defined (Thomas 1923; Loseke and Cahill 

1984; Schur 1984; Farrell and Swiggert 1988). In this theoretical perspective, 

"definitions of the situation provide the meanings that lend order to an otherwise 

disorderly world" (Farrell and Swiggert 1988:140). Deviant behavior is behavior that 
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comes to be defined as such by powerful groups using poh'tical, economic and discursive 

resources. 

As stated at the outset of this chapter, the theoretically interesting question 

proposed by studying the various solutions created within the different shelter models 

concerns the issue of gendered social control. A mechanism which reproduces female 

disadvantage is the way social problems are defined. Moreover, when the social problem 

implicates the power dynamics between women and men, some solutions may actually 

support the existing power structure. This is what I refer to as gendered social control. 

Solutions provided by the tradition built upon the family courts/social service model, 

carried out by the LEAA and its fimding programs, and currently enacted through 

therapeutically-based program agendas actually promotes prominent elements of our 

current masculinist gender system. 

The rest of this work is centered on the development of my gendered model of 

gendered social control. Chapter 2 presents the major concepts and processes used in 

the model of gendered social control: concepts such as culture, ideology and logic 

statements, and processes such as hegemony and social control. Swidler's (1986) model 

of cultural action is presented and combined with Douglas' propositions concerning how 

social facts are remembered. 

Briefly I argue that any cultural system achieves coherence through a network of 

ideologies or beliefs. These ideological belief systems, or discourses, are made up of 

logic statements which "fit" with the logic statements embedded in other prevailing 
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discourses of the culture. Briefly, logic statements are social facts which become the 

basis for strategic actions concerning various issues. Since logic statements are the basis 

or building blocks of discourse, the same logic statements can be used to express either a 

whole discourse or justify a given program agenda. Solutions to social problems must be 

consistent with these logics in order to be perceived as legitimate, and therefore eligible 

for public ftinding. I present the logic statements associated with discourses of liberal 

individualism, masculinism and medicalization which create the hybrid social service 

discourse . The logic statements undergirding feminism are also presented. 

Fraser's (1990) discursive model of the politics of needs interpretation is 

introduced as well. My model of gendered social control improves on her model by 

developing and implementing a more differentiated theoretical language, which allows 

for an empricial analyses of her general propositions. I also look more closely at her 

process of claims adjudication, which I perceive as a hegemonic process involving frame 

realignment. 

Chapter 3 lays out my model of gendered social control and presents the specific 

hypotheses to be tested. A two stage model is presented. The first stage concerns 

coherence of the logic statements presented in Chapter 2 into two discourses which 

parallel the discourses presented in Fraser's (1990) model. The second stage proposes 

that there is a relationship between discourse, the kinds of programs in place at the 

shelters, funding sources and the organizational environment. 

In general my model proposes that solutions, such as the types of programs 



offered at the shelters, must be consistent with how problems are defined. For example, 

if psychological causes are invoked, social service explanations and remedies are the 

answer. However, if the cause of woman battering is identified as the power imbalance 

created by a woman's economic and emotional dependence on her mate created within 

and enacted through a masculinist culture, then the remedy is to change the masculinist 

culture and provide the woman with the tools of economic independence. If, on the other 

hand, counseling programs are funded and programs which economically empower 

women are not, then a masculinist gender system, may actually be supported. 

Chapter 4 describes the collection of the data and methods of data analysis. This 

chapter explains how the sample was drawn, and the sf)ecific variables used to measure 

the discourse espoused at the shelters, the kinds of programs offered at the shelters, their 

age and size, and the kinds of funding. This chapter also introduces the statistical 

modeling used to test the hypotheses proposed in Chapter 3. 

Chapters 5 and 6 present the data analysis. Chapter 5 explains the procedures 

involved in doing a factor analysis and presents the results of the factor analysis 

performed on the discursive variable set, the program type variable set and the funding 

variable set [ argued that there would be two coherent constructs underlying the 

discourse variable set, the program agenda variable set, and the funding variable set. 

Chapter 6 presents the results of the multiple regression analysis used to test the 

functional relationships among discourse, program type, funding, age and size. 

Chapter 7 presents some concluding thoughts, as well as policy implications. If, 
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as I argue, social service-oriented programming is perpetuated and sustained through the 

synergistic logic statements of masculinism, individualism and medical ization, then we 

need to recast those ideas about who battered women are, what causes woman battering, 

and what it takes to create a safe and economically productive environment for women in 

our society. 
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TABLE LI 

PASSAGE OF ERA, YEAR DOMESTIC VIOLENCE 
LEGISLATION PASSED AND COURT-ORDERED COUNSELING 

IN THE STATES FROM WHICH THE SAMPLE WAS DRAWN 

STATE ERA YEAR D.V. LAW COURT-ORDERED 
PASSED COUNSELING 

Arizona NO 1980 YES 
California YES 1980 YES 
Florida NO 1984 NO 
Illinois NO 1986 YES 
Louisiana NO 1979 YES 
Massachusetts YES 1978 NO 
Michigan YES 1978 NO 
Minnesota YES yes 0 

New Mexico YES No Law NO 
Oregon YES 1977 NO 
Pennsylvania YES 1976 NO 

NOTES; 
1) Information concerning the passage of domestic violence legislation and what 
it entails is taken from Legal References Ouarteriv. 10( 1/2) 1990:79-82. 

2) Passage of the ERA is taken to be a measure of political conservatism or 
liberalism. 

3) Geographic location is assumed to be important due to differential values 
systems held in the various geo-political regions. For instance. Southerners may 
have a different conception of femininity as opposed to people in the Southwest 
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TABLE 1.2 

POLICE POWERS AND RESPONSEBILmES FOR 
ENFORCING ORDERS OF PROTECTION 

IN THE STATES FROM WHICH THE SAMPLE WAS DRAWN 

WDA WDA WMA WMA Other Poh'ce Responsibilities 
Abuse Violation Abuse Violation 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

Arizona 
California 
Florida 
Illinois 
Louisiana 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
New Mexico 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 

WDA Abuse = Warrantless Discretionary Arrest if probable cause of abuse 
WDA Violation = Warrantless Discretionary Arrest if probable cause of order violation 
WMA Abuse = Warrantless Mandatory Arrest if probable cause of abuse 
WMA Violation = Warrantless Mandatory Arrest if probable cause of order violation 
Other Police Responsibilities 

1 = Train Officers 
2 = Establish procedures for verifying orders in effect to field officers 
3 = Use all means to prevent abuse 
4 = Enforce orders 
5 = Provide victim assistance 
6 = Inform victim of legal rights 
7 = Supervise eviction of abuser 
8 = Report and keep records 

This matrix is adapted from Finn "State-by-State Guide to Enforcement of Civil 
Protection Orders" Response 78 (14) Nol:10. This analysis was verified by an attorney in 
every state except Minnesota in the spring of 1988. 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* * 

* * * • * * * 

• * * * * • 

4c 4c :|E 

* * * * t * 
* * * * * 

* * 

* * * • • 

* 

• * * • 

* * * * 
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CHAPTER 2 

DrSCURSIVE RESOURCES AMD DISCOURSE MOBILIZATION 

The historical account of the women's movement, and the battered women's 

shelter movement which grew out of it, shows that there were a plurality of solutions 

provided for the amelioration of the problem of domestic violence. These various 

solutions were based on the meanings attributed to who battered women are and what 

they need. 

Meaning can be mobilized at the individual, organizational and structural levels 

of society in the same way other kinds of resources are mobilized by organizations. 

Hence, the way we define problems leads to what seem to be appropriate solutions. The 

general argument advanced in this dissertation is that when the root cause of a social 

problem concerns the existing unequal power relations between women and men, some 

solutions to those social problems may actually give legitimacy to our masculinist gender 

system. 

Specifically, I believe the social problem of domestic violence has as its root 

cause the power imbalance between women and men in our masculinist gender system. 

A plurality of solutions exist as societal responses to this social problem. Those 

responses which grew out of the I920's family court system and the rise of therapeutic 

social work incorporate some of the same underlying logical structures as the current 

masculinist gender system. Hence, the solutions which appear to challenge the current 

masculinist gender system may actually reinforce it. 



Chapter Overview 

In this chapter I define the major concepts and processes I will be working with to 

formulate my conceptual model of gendered social control. I begin by looking at the 

concepts of culture and ideology. Culture is not seen as a unified set of practices, but is, 

instead, visioned as a sets of competing ideological practices which provide various 

blueprints or designs for living. Ideologies are over-arching belief and meaning systems, 

communicated through language (discourse) and enacted through patterns of practices 

and organizational arrangements. Since culture is made up of competing ideological 

practices, and since these practices are communicated through language, the term 

"discourse" will be used to refer to the whole complex of beliefs, patterns of practices 

and organizational arrangements associated with a particular ideology. 

A major goal of this chapter is to show how meaning is mobilized in order to 

establish the dominance of one discourse over another. Nancy Eraser's (1990) model of 

needs interpretation is used to show how this occurs. Her model is based on an analysis 

of three different kinds of needs discourse: oppositional, reprivatization and expert needs 

discourses. Fraser fX)sits that needs, in this case the social problem of domestic violence, 

are politicized and brought into the public arena when there is a shift in the boundaries 

separating the political, the economic and the domestic dimensions of social life. 

However, her model needs to be expanded in two important ways. First, a more precise 

theoretical language is needed. Fraser presents the interpretation of needs as if each 

discourse (oppositional, reprivatization and expert) were complete and total unto itself. 
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These complete and total discourses compete with each other for ascendance as the 

dominant discourse. A problem with Eraser's model is the notion that oppositional 

discourses and the dominant discourse are mutually exclusive. Often these various 

discurses contain some common components. 

My extension of her model involves breaking down the competing discourses into 

those components. I refer to these components as "logic statements." These logic 

statements are analogous to the axiomatic statements used in geometry, or grammar 

rules, or rules of a game. These statements may then be linked together in various ways 

to form the oppositional, reprivatization and expert forms of needs discourse. Hence, 

logic statements are the building blocks of ideological belief systems. Logic statements 

can be combined in various ways in order to make sense of new information or to solve 

social problems, or push for social change. Additionally, logic statements put limits on 

the kinds of problems to be dealt with and on the kinds of solutions devised. Logic 

statements give belief systems their adaptability and permit their continuity over time. 

This paper analyzes only those logics germane to the social problem of domestic 

violence: the logics underlying the ideologies of masculinism, feminism, liberal 

individualism and medicalization. 

Eraser's model also lacks a precise analysis of hegemonic processes. Hegemony 

is a process of domination which establishes how constraints work through a process of 

reframing competing ideological discourses. So the question becomes, how do people 

choose and combine the various logics? That is, how do they remember what tools they 
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have in their toolbox and which ones work best for a given problem? What puts limits 

on our choices and behaviors? 

Mary Douglas' (1986) model of how institutions think allows me to answer these 

questions. Douglas' model can be used to show that a discourse becomes dominant if its 

component parts, or logic statements, fit with or inform other available discourses. The 

process, then, involves breaking down the competing discourses into their component 

logic statements, linking these logic statements together in different ways, so that what 

were once challenging and oppositional discourses lose their credibility because their 

component parts, their logic statements, aren't "remembered," to use Douglas' (1986) 

terminology. Historical grounding of the social problem, then, allows one to see how 

competing groups cobble different logic statements together in a pragmatic reaction to 

opportunities and constraints. 

My model, while focusing on language and the way social problems are defined, 

also analyzes patterns of practice and organizational arrangements. Hence, a major 

portion of the empirical analysis in Chapters 4, 5 and 6 is the linking of discourse with 

the actual practices enacted at the various shelters. However, in this chapter, this linkage 

leads to a discussion of how both discursive and organizational resources are mobilized 

by competing groups. The full model of gendered social control as it relates to the social 

problem of battered women is then presented. 

Culture: How It Shapes Action Through Ideological Practices 

The concept of culture has become important in several disciplines, each bringing 
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its own understanding and interpretation of the word (Williams 1983). These differing 

interpretations have also brought confusion. Much of the confusion centers on how 

culture works - do people actively create or pjassively receive culture? Does culture 

provide ultimate values which are shared over time, or can cultural beliefs be broken 

down and combined in various ways to provide competing value systems and different 

problem solving strategies? 

In this section, I quickly survey three views of culture: culture as reflection, 

culture as ultimate values and culture as providing sets of action strategies. A major flaw 

in each of these schools of thought has been viewing culture as unified practice. This 

concept of culture as a unified whole permits little change over time, and does not allow 

an adequate analysis of discursive dominance. A solution to this problem is to break 

culture down into smaller component parts, so we can see how people construct their 

strategies of action, based on specific understandings of the way the world works. 

Within the discipline of sociology, some theorists propose that culture refers to 

material production, using the process of reflection to describe the connection between a 

cultixral object and its meaning for a particular way of life, i.e. culture reflects society 

(Lovventhal 1968). This view pushes us to understand more about shared meanings, but 

what happens when the meanings are not shared? Do people merely receive these 

reflected meanings, or do we actively interpret, and perhaps distort, the reflections to suit 

our purposes? 

The "ultimate values" model was one solution posed to the puzzle the reflection 
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model proposed At any one point in time a given culture contains conflicting symbols, 

rituals, stories and guides to action. An ultimate values model suggests that there are 

ultimate values which are not in conflict The ultimate values of a culture are passed on 

from generation to generation through the process of socialization. Culture shapes action, 

then, by supplying ultimate ends or values toward which action is directed. Weber's 

argument in The Protestant Ethic is an example of an ultimate values model. 

Swidler (1986) argues, however, that culture influences action, not by providing 

ultimate values, but by providing a "tool kit" of habits, skills and styles from which 

people construct "strategies of action." People do not build these strategies of action 

from scratch, but construct chains of action beginning with some prefabricated links. 

However, the nature of these links and the process by which they become cobbled 

together is not made explicit in her work. Eraser's (1990) model of needs interpretation 

does specify that these links are nested in specific ways depending on the particular 

discursive resources available for groups to use. Nonetheless, Swidler's model suggests 

that culture influences action through the shape and organization of those links, not by 

providing ultimate values. 

Swidler's model looks at choices - culture provides many tools and we choose the 

tools we are most competent with. But what about constraints on behavior? During 

"settled times" culture constrains action by providing only a limited set of "tools" from 

which to construct action. However, during "unsettled times," which Swidler defines as 

periods of social transformation, competing ideologies establish new strategies of action. 



There are two problems with the "settled times" analysis; 1) personal agency is obscured 

- it is as if someone, who is not clearly articulated, locked up the tool box, leaving only a 

few tools out; and 2) there are few "settled times." Social relations are often in a state of 

contestation. These problems are the result of her stunted definition of ideology. 

Swidler defines an ideology as an explicit, articulated, highly organized meaning 

system which tries to provide unified answers to problems of social action. She assumes 

a continuum from ideology to tradition to common sense in which ideology is a phase in 

the development of a system of cultural meanings. But in describing ideology passively 

as a phase, she tends to exclude the play of power in pushing to the forefi^ont one 

meaning system over another. Explaining cultural outcomes requires an understanding 

of the direct influences of ideology on action, as well as an understanding of why one 

ideology rather than another triumphs or endures, as Swidler points out. But without an 

analysis of power, and a better articulation of how ideology is situated to both personal 

action (agency) and social structure, the explanation falls flat. 

Thompson (1984) provides an action theory of ideology - ideology as a process of 

meaning production. Specifically, Thompson (1984), defines ideologies as action-

oriented and relatively coherent systems of beliefs and values about human nature and 

social life which blend factual descriptions of situations, with moral prescriptions about 

what is right or good. 

Borhek and Curtis (1975) and Mary Douglas (1986) refer to these factual 

descriptions as social facts. Social facts are statements which may or may not be true 
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about the world and the behavior of things in it (Borhek and Curtis 1975). These social 

facts are shared by publics, persist over time, and motivate some degree of commitment 

(Borhek and Curtis 1975). 

Thompson (1984) also asserts that the analysis of ideology is the study of 

language in the social world. It is within language, or discourse, that meaning is 

mobilized in the interests of particular groups. Meaning, can be mobilized at an 

individual level, but it can also be mobilized at the institutional and structural levels of 

society, in much the same way that other kinds of resources are mobilized by 

organizations. 

In sum, Swidler (1986) proposed that culture can be metaphorically envisioned as 

a tool box of habits, skills and styles from which people construct strategies of action. 

However, there is not a single moral order, no ultimate value that everyone shares. 

Swidler's model is enhanced by adding Thompson's (1984) analysis of ideology. There 

are competing ideological discourses and practices within that tool box, and meaning can 

be mobilized in the interests of legitimating any of those strategies of action (or tools to 

keep the metaphor going). Within the context of this work on domestic violence, then, it 

is important to identify how different groups mobilized competing discourses as to the 

causes of, and the solutions to, this social problem. Eraser's model addresses both how 

the competing discourses are "built" and how discursive mobilization occurs. The next 

presents Eraser's conception of how discourses surrounding needs interpretation are built. 

Chapter 3 presents Eraser's process of discursive resource mobilization. 
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Fraser's Model of Needs Interpretation: Oppositional, Reprivatization and Expert Forms 

of Discourse 

Fraser (1990) asserts that there are many discourses, or "needs-talk," surrounding 

any given social problem. Fraser (1990;203) defines "needs-talk" as "a site of struggle 

where groups with unequal discursive power and non-discursive resources compete to 

establish as hegemonic their respective interpretation" of any given social problem. 

Needs-talk, when applied to the social problem of domestic violence, is a form of 

discourse which addresses who battered women are, what causes the battering of women 

in significant-other relationships, what sheltering goals are, and what solutions should be 

put in place to help ameliorate this social problem. These four topics - the perception of 

who battered women are, the explanation given as to why this social problem occurs, 

shelter goals, and types of programs offered - become the relevant dimensions in my 

empirical analysis of discourse in my model of gendered social control, presented in the 

following chapter. 

Additionally, Fraser's model is situated within specific social-structural features. 

Fraser attributes the rise of politicized needs-talk to shifts in the boundaries separating 

the political, the economic, and the domestic dimensions of social life. This is just the 

case in the politicization of woman battering as a social problem - radical feminists 

argued that the relations between women and men needed to be recast in political terms 

(Echols 1989:3) and, in their analysis of woman battering, shifted the act of battering 

from a private family affair to the public right of a woman not to be assaulted. 



Fraser's model posits three major forms of needs-talk, or needs discourse, in late-

capitalist societies, such as the United States: 1) an oppositional discourse which arises 

when the need is articulated and politicized from "below"; 2) a reprivatization discourse 

which emerges in response to oppositional forms of discourse; and 3) expert forms of 

discourse which become the bridge discourses loosely linking popular movements to the 

State. 

The historical background provided in Chapter 1 provides examples of all three 

forms of needs discourse. The first form of needs discourse, the oppositional form, is the 

battered women's movement which established woman battering as a social problem, i.e. 

established the political status of this need. The radical faction of the women's 

movement articulated a feminist interpretation of this need as well as a radical feminist 

vision of how this need could be satisfied. The social problem of woman battering was 

defined as part of a power dynamic operating between women and men in a sexist 

society. This need, according to the oppositional/feminist interpretation, could be 

satisfied by criminalizing woman battering, by giving shelter to women who tried to 

escape the abusive situation, by providing consciousness raising groups, and by 

providing legal and social agency advocacy. 

The second form of needs discourse, reprivatization, tries to reinstate the 

boundaries between "political" or public and "domestic" or private. Because 

reprivatization discourses are offered in response to the politicization of a need, they 

often highlight the oppositional discourse, while at the same time rejecting it. Fraser 



60 

(1990:210) states, "Reprivatizers may insist, for example, that domestic battery is not a 

legitimate subject of political discourse but a familial or religious matter." Pleck 

(1987:197) points out that the New Right, a coalition of conservative, fundamentalist 

Protestant ministers, bom-again Christians, anti-abortion Catholics, Mormons, and 

Orthodox Jews, associated domestic violence legislation with feminism which they saw 

as an "attack on motherhood, the family and Christian values." 

The third form of discourse, expert needs discourse, links popular movements to 

the State. Fraser (1990:211-212) states: 

This can best be understood in the context of social 
problem solving, institution building and professional class 
formation....Expert needs discourses are the vehicles for 
translating sufficiently politicized needs into objects of 
potential state intervention And they are closely connected 
with institutions of knowledge production and utilization.... 
As a result of these expert redefinitions, the people whose 
needs are in question are repositioned. They become 
individual cases ....rendered passive, positioned as potential 
recipients of predefined services rather than as agents 
involved in interpreting their needs and shaping their life 
conditions. 

Notice the kinds of words she uses - "rendered passive," "individual cases," "become 

recipients of predefined services rather than as agents involved in interpreting their 

needs." This is exactly what happened with the inception of the family court system and 

its reliance on therapeutic sociaJ work in the 1920's. 

Pleck (1987) presents a current account of a shelter in Arizona which exemplifies 

this form of discourse. The shelter received funding fi-om the state's mental health 
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bureau which required the shelter to maintain case files and provide treatment programs 

for each resident. Some of the original founders left due to their resistance against 

bureaucratic and casework procedures. The new board hired a male professional social 

worker to supervise the counselors. Clinical language replaced "normal" conversational 

descriptives in the casework narratives presented at staff meetings. As a result of the 

psychologizing of the problem of battered women within an expert needs discourse, the 

problem becomes defined as a problem of dysfunctional families. The solution is 

intensive therapy for both the wife and the husband. Battered women's shelters are to 

provide battered women with counseling/therapy and with education on issues 

surrounding the dysfunctional family. 

In sum, Eraser's model accurately captures the various discursive frames 

culturally available to describe the social problem of woman battering. However, the 

interesting questions concern the linkages between these discursive frames, as well as 

how one discursive frame becomes dominant. In order to answer these questions, 

Eraser's model needs to be elaborated in two important ways: a more differentiated 

theoretical language, using the concept of logic statements, to make the model more 

amenable to empirical investigation, and an account of the process by which and to what 

extent oppositional discourses become hegemonic, that is to say "durable" or 

remembered. 
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LOGIC STATEMENTS 

The Connection Between Logic Statements and Ideologies 

In everyday life reality tends to be constructed in such a way that primacy is given 

to the here and now and is dominated by pragmatic, individualistic concerns (Wuthnow 

1976). For example, an individual police officer, when responding to a domestic 

violence call, is concerned with defusing the immediate situation without getting hurt or 

killed. She/he does not take into account the political process that resulted in the law 

that she/he is supposed to uphold. The politicians, in negotiating the statutes of the law 

are immediately concerned with what should be included into the law and do not take 

into account the difficulty of the implementation of the law. The battered woman does 

not care about either of these two processes - she just wants the immediate violence to 

stop so that she (and her children any) will be safe. The judge in the criminal justice 

system is concerned with the most expedient way of dealing with the situation, often 

times taking the violent event out of the hands of the criminal justice system and putting 

it into the mediation system. 

By itself, everyday reality provides no schema for integrating these diverse 

spheres so that each becomes part of some larger constellation of meaning. Ideologies 

provide this integrative schema. Recall that the definition of ideology 1 am using comes 

from Thompson (1984): ideologies as action-oriented and relatively coherent systems of 

social facts. These social facts about human nature and social life blend factual 

descriptions of situations, with moral prescriptions about what is right or wrong. An 
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ideology is a discursive process which integrates the discrete realms of personal life by 

providing a larger frame of reference in relation to which meaning can be perceived and 

mobilized. 

I propose is not just to look at full-blown ideologies or discourses, but to break 

down these ideological discourses into smaller component "parts," what both Borhek and 

Curtis (1975) and Douglas (1986) have referred to as social facts, and what I elaborate on 

as "logic statements." By decomposing discourses into their underlying logic statements, 

Swidler's concept of "tools" becomes more workable. Many tools are needed to 

complete a construction job. As you are loading your tool kit, you put in the tools you 

think you will need. Framing - a house or an ideology - requires a different set of tools 

than laying the foundation. Some tools simply work better together than others, and 

some tools are so basic that you include them no matter what the task. 

Logic statements undergird ideological belief systems and £U"e analogous to 

axiomatic statements used in geometry, or the grammars of languages or the rules of 

games. Logic statements put limits on the kinds of problems to be dealt with and on the 

kinds of solutions devised. Logic statements give ideologies their adaptability and permit 

their continuity over time. Logic statements vary along at least two dimensions; 1) 

complexity, or the number of basic statements they contain, and 2) connection between 

the statements and between/among the logics themselves. 

The logic statements of ideological systems, such as masculinism and feminism, 

are usually very simple, containing just a few statements or basic rules. These basic rules 
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allow for elaborations and the transfer of these statements to different settings. Later in 

this chapter I will contend that not only are these statements transferable to different 

settings, they can be combined with other logic statements from other ideological 

discursive systems whenever a social problem needs to be solved. Hence, a single logic 

may be implicated in the creation of several different discourses, a point to be taken up 

after the specific logic statements undergirding masculinism, liberal individualism, 

medicalization and feminism are specified. 

In sum, logic statements are axiomatic statements that individuals, social 

organizations and institutions use in putting together any ideological system. These logic 

statements are truly discursive resources which may be called on to mobilize meaning in 

support of a particular position on any given social problem. In the next section of this 

paper, I will examine the ideological discourses of masculinism, liberal individualism, 

medicalization and feminism by decomposing these larger ideological frames into sets of 

logic statements. These logic statements are then reorganized into Fraser's concept of 

needs-talk; oppositional, reprivatization and expert needs discourses. 

Logic Statements Supporting the Ideological Discourse of Masculinism 

The hallmark of masculinism is the elevation of men and everything male and the 

subordination of women and everything female (Anderson 1996; Sapiro 1990; Ruth 

1995; Pateman 1988; Meis 1984; Chafetz 1989). There are three logic statementswhich 

are central to masculinism: 

1) Males and females/masculinity and femininity are polar opposites, based on 



biology and/ or "natural" differences. 

a) Masculinity consists of assertiveness to the point of aggression, 

independence, strength, rationality, and intelligence. Femininity consists 

of meekness, mildness, dependence, weakness, and irmocence. 

b) Male dominance is a god-given right. 

c) Male dominance is biologically based and is perpetuated through 

women's biological and emotional mothering. 

2) Everything associated with men and masculinity is held in high regard, giving 

them the right to control all of society's major institutions (family, polity, 

economy, education, religion). Men are the central cultural actors and maieness is 

normative. 

a) This results in men being the head of the family, the head of all 

political systems, the head of all economic systems, the head of all 

educational systems, and the head of all religious systems. 

3) Men own and control women's labor power, both productive and reproductive, 

including women's bodies, their mind, their sexuality and their reproduction. 

a) This results in men's dominance and entitlements, both physical and 

emotional, and women's subservience and dependency. Moreover, male 

violence is crucial in perpetuating this dependent state. 

These logic statements may be combined with logic statements from the other 

ideological discourses presented below. The way these various logic statements are 
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combined create different strategies of action for meaning mobilization in support of a 

specific point of view. 

Logic Statements Supporting the Ideological Discourse of Liberal Individualism 

Liberal individualism is based on the notion that human beings are moral agents 

who govern their own lives and any resulting inequities are therefore fair and legitimate 

(Jaggar 1988; Pateman 1988). Moreover, within any liberal discourses on the state, the 

state is seen as a neutral arbiter which mediates among several competing interest 

groups. 

Brenner (1990; 193-194) asserts that a liberal discourse operates from two 

interrelated assumptions; the ideal of meritocracy "which accepts the notion of inequality 

and hierarchy" and the model of dependency which assumes a separation of public and 

private spheres. 

Within the ideal of individual meritocracy, equality has a spiecific meaning -

equality of opportunity. Fairness and legitimacy exist when 

the distribution of individuals within unequal positions 
reflects their individual qualities - their differential 
motivation, talent, intelligence, and effort - and not their 
gender, race, religion or family background. (Brenner 
1990; 194). 

Hence, individuals are moral agents who govern their own lives, hierarchy and 

meritocracy are normative social structures, and any resulting inequalities are fair or 

legitimate. Political citizenship is "defined by independence, by the capacity to make 

choices based on individual self-interest, free from control by others on whom one is 
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dependent" (Brenner 1990:195). 

A basic tenet of this ideological discourse requires individuals to develop their 

"innate" talents to the best of their abilities and use them to pursue their own self 

interests (Jaggar 1988; Pateman 1988). This discourse espouses achievement, ambition, 

diligence and moral discipline as the way to get ahead. There is little sense of society as 

being composed of social structures, patterns of behavior which become entities in 

themselves beyond the individuals who created them. Individuals are seen as agents who 

govem their own lives - they are in charge of their own destiny. Individuals are free to 

choose their own goals in life, to set their own courses of action, free of the constraints of 

sexism, racism, ageism, etc. Success or failure is attributed to the characteristics of the 

individual. These characteristics include independence, hard work, determination, thrift, 

honesty, and willpower. Liberal individualism is also based on competition and 

autonomy, and reinforces a high degree of conformity in values and standards of conduct. 

Conformity to the predominant success ethic is required for the health of society. Hence, 

individualism legitimates not only the pursuit of success, but also the inequalities which 

result from it. The logic statements supporting the ideological discourse of liberal 

individualism can be stated as follows; 

1) Individuals are moral agents who govem their own lives and who are in charge 

of their own destiny. 

2) There is a separation of the public sphere dominated by men from the private 

sphere inhabited by women. 
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3) Individuals are independent, autonomous, self-reliant and solitary. 

4) Individuals compete using their innate abilities. 

5) Any resulting inequalities are legitimate. 

The focus IS on the individual and structural characteristics such as gender, 

race/ethnicity, and social class, have no place in this discourse. I call this an ideological 

discourse of "empty social spaces". That is, this discourse assumes that structural 

characteristics impose no constraints. This very quality, however, allows the logic 

statements of this discourse to be used by any minority to claim his or right to be judged 

on individual merit 

The logic statements contained within a discourse of liberal individualism can be 

combined with the logic statements contained in the discourse of masculinism, but they 

can also be combined with the logic statements contained within a feminist discourse. 

These different combinations have vastly different consequences when it comes to the 

defining and the putting forth of solutions to the problem of domestic violence. 

When combined with the logic statements of masculinism, the logic statements 

which support a liberal individualist discourse create a "hybrid" discourse in which there 

is a moral and economic principle of independence for men, while, at the same time 

there is an economic and emotional principle of dependence for women (Brenner 1990). 

Moreover, it is women's care-giving and the expectation that they should do so, that 

makes them most dependent. Those women who are the most economically and 

emotionally vulnerable and dependent are those women who have incorporated the logic 
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statements supporting a masculinist ideology into their own sense of self The blending 

of these two sets of logic statements have repercussions for the concept of "citizen" as 

well. Women and men are differentially incorporated as citizens, with the concept of 

"woman" usually juxtaposed to the concepts of "citizen" and "worker" (Pateman 1988). 

The principle of individual autonomy asserts that all persons are entitled to be 

deliberative and purposive social agents, capable of formulating their own lives. 

However, the blending of this statement with the logic statement supporting a 

masculinist ideology, that maleness is normative, results in a corollary logic statement 

supporting of masculinism; that women live contingent, not autonomous lives (Sapiro 

1990:51). 

Logic Statements Supporting the Ideological Discourse of Medicalization 

The history concerning the LEAA presented in Chapter 1 revealed that this 

agency supported law enforcement programs and shelter programs built on the 

therapeutic model advanced by the psychiatric social workers. Also recall from Chapter 

I that medical ization refers to the redefining of some social act as an individual medical 

event. The notion of medical event is broadened to include both physical and 

psychological events and interventions. 

There is a general tendency in modem western cultures to see medical science as 

the potential healer of all diseases (Radosh 1983; 11). The inclusion of a wide array of 

interpersonal problems as mental illnesses, as well as the inclusion of acts of intimate 

violence as mental illness, has the effect of casting those persons into the sick role 
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(Parsons as elaborated in Conrad and Schneider 1980). The person who plays the "sick 

role" is exempt from normal role responsibilities. The "sick" person must regard the 

illness as undesirable, must seek competent help, and must comply with the prescribed 

treatment. Parsons further asserted that both crime and illness are designations for 

deviant, or sick, behavior. 

Modem social control has shifted away from an external threat of execution to 

the internal notion of rehabilitation carried out through the therapeutic state (ReifT 1966; 

Foucault 1980). Parsons assigned a social control frinction to medicine in general and to 

the physician role in particular - the role of the therapeutic agent In this formulation, 

illness is seen as deviant because of its threat to the stability of the social system through 

its impact on individuals and their role performances. Therapy is seen as a re-integrative 

process for the person in the sick role. This stands in stark contrast to the concept of 

consciousness raising used by radical feminists. Additionally, therapy is aimed at 

personal solutions while the radical groups of the 1960's collectively argued that there is 

something wrong with the system, either the class system or the gender system or the 

structure of inequalities resulting from race. 

Hence, the bias of the therapeutic state, as far as deviance, criminality, and social 

control is concerned, is to treat those people who threaten the social system as "sick" and 

in need of re-integration. Durkheim noted that as societies progressed from simple to 

complex, sanctions for deviance changed from punishment to treatment or rehabilitation. 

Moreover, along with the change in sanctions and social control agents, there is a 



corresponding change in the definition of deviant behavior. When treatment rather than 

punishment becomes the preferred sanction for deviance, an increasing amount of 

behavior becomes conceptualized within a medicalized model as illness (Conrad and 

Schneider 1980). Moreover, Pitts (1971) has argued that the construction of social 

problems as medical events is one of the ways the modem state uses social problems as 

entrance points for social control. 

The history of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration's (LEAA) 

attempts to decriminalize domestic violence given in Chapter 1 is a concrete example of 

how this occurs. Medicalization models of deviance rely heavily on definitional, labeling 

and symbolic interactionist approaches. A definition of the situation is constructed in 

such a way that the kinds of behavior formerly classified as deviant become reclassified 

as personal illnesses. 

Police training in crisis intervention legitimizes a non-criminal treatment of 

domestic violence in general and the abuser in particular. The LEAA, however, funded 

and supported training police officers in crisis intervention techniques, as well as funded 

and supported diversion responses to domestic violence in the criminal justice system. 

Steinman (1991) points out that police reactions to treating battering as a crime are 

critical because of the police's gatekeeping function. He goes on to offer that many 

police officers still view battering as a private matter, that some doubt the utility of 

making arrests, and treat battering less seriously than they should have (Steinman 

1991:5). Moreover, many prosecutors still believe that woman battering by a husband or 



significant other is a private family matter (Cahn and Lerman 1991:107). This kind of 

police training is consistent with societal imperatives contained within the logic 

statements supporting a masculinist ideology; a man's wife is his property and the 

patriarchal nuclear family form is the legitimate family form which must be protected. 

In sum, within the medicalized model of deviance and social control the source of 

deviant behavior is located within the individual. A physiological or mental condition is 

assumed to cause the behavioral deviance. The adoption of a medical model legitimates 

and mandates medical intervention. A medicalization discourse of deviance consists of 

the following logic statements; 

1) The source of deviant behavior is located within the individual. 

2) The deviant individual is classified as "sick". 

3) Illness is seen as deviant because of its threat to the stability of the 

social system through its impact on role performance. 

4) The appropriate agent of social control is the therapeutic community. 

Therapy is seen as a re-integrative process for the person in the sick role. 

Within the ideological discourse of liberal individualism, both the source of 

goodness and badness is located within the individual. Within the ideological discourse 

of medicalization, the source of badness, deviance, or illness is also located within the 

individual. Within a liberal individualist discourse, individuals are moral agents who 

govern their own lives and who are in charge of their own destiny. They are 

independent, autonomous, self-reliant and solitary, competing using their innate abilities. 



Any resulting inequalities are seen as legitimate. Within a medicalization discourse, this 

autonomous individual becomes "sick" and hence partakes in deviant behaviors. This 

sick individual can only be re-integrated into society through therapy or rehabilitation. 

Logic Statements Supporting the Ideological Discourse of Feminism 

As shown in the historical account given in Chapter 1, liberal feminism has its 

roots in the broader liberal political tradition, thus focusing its analysis on the public 

sphere, whereas the radical/cultural feminist analysis focused on the private sphere. The 

liberal idea of equal social standing for all and a discourse centered on rights and 

obligations is the starting point for liberal feminism. Masculinist liberalism argued that 

women were by nature had a lesser mental capacity, were less rational, and, therefore 

ought to subjugate themselves to men (Jaggar 1988; Pateman 1989). Early (but not 

contemporary) feminist liberalism, while accepting the biological basis of the 

differences between women and men, denied that this made them any less capable or 

rational (Meis 1986; Jaggar 1988; Pateman 1989). 

Liberal feminists have drawn on the language of rights as a way of illuminating 

social problems and mobilizing political action in order to expand women's access to 

public institutions and to redress inequality in the private sphere (Schneider 1990; 

Diamond and Quimby 1988). Hence, it was through the use of this language of rights 

and the process of rights claiming that liberal feminists put violence against women on 

the political agenda. The language of rights is articulated through rights claims: 

A rights claim can make a statement of entitlement that is 
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universal and categorical. This entitlement can be seen as 
negative because it protects against intrusion by the state (a 
right to privacy), or the same right can be seen as 
affirmative because it enables an individual to do 
something (a right to choose to bear a child). Thus, a rights 
claim can define the boundaries of state power and the 
entitlement to do something (Schneider 1990:226). 

Hence, liberal feminists embrace a women's rights perspective, using the state as their 

ally to enforce their claims of equality. 

Marxist, Socialist and radical feminist theories grew out of the radicalism of the 

60's and thus stand in opposition to liberal feminism. Marxist feminists take their cue 

from the social production argument found in orthodox Marxism (Jaggar and Rothenberg 

1993). These accounts assert that the major problem for women is their relationship to 

the economic system. Hence, women must enter the labor market in order to become part 

of the production process. Moreover, as women enter the labor force, they will develop a 

class status of their own comparable to male workers. Marxist feminists, in an attempt to 

incorporate important aspects of women's lives have also looked at housework; the 

relation of housework to capital, and the place of housework in capitalist society. 

Marxist feminists fail to analyze the labor process within the family sufficiently 

by neglecting to completely answer who benefits from women's household labor? 

Capitalism does indeed benefit, but so do husbands and fathers who receive personal 

services in the home. This is the point at which Socialist feminists get into the fi^y. 

Socialist feminist accounts insist on looking at both women's relationship to the 

means of production, the public sphere, and their relationship to the means of 
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reproduction, the private sphere (Jaggar and Rothenberg 1993). Hence, these accounts 

are more concerned with the materialist problematic than are radical feminists. One of 

the central concerns of a socialist feminist analysis is the determinate nature of a 

gendered division of labor and the implications of this division for power relationships 

between women and men. Socialist feminists use the term patriarchy, not masculinist, to 

describe these relationships. Patriarchy in this account is defined as "a set of social 

relations between men, which have a material base, and which, though hierarchical, 

establish or create interdependence and solidarity among men that enable them to 

dominate women" (Hartmann p. 14). The material base is men's control over women's 

labor power both in the home and in waged labor. Men maintain this control by 

excluding women from access to some essential productive resources. 

In sum Marxist feminists assert that class relations are primary for understanding 

women's subordination, in opposition to the radical feminists assertion that sex is the 

primary contradiction. Liberal feminists would not argue that class is the primary 

contradiction, but they do focus their analysis on the public sphere, as do Marxist 

feminists. Radical, and to some extent, socialist feminists, focus their analysis on the 

private sphere. All variations of feminism need to be understood as a forms of political 

action. Each feminism is a variation on a single theme - we live in a masculinist culture 

which systematically oppresses and devalues women. Hence, while each feminism 

supplies a different view of the origin and sustainability of women's oppression, the 

following statements can be asserted to undergird feminism in general; 
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1) Women's and men's current positions in our society's hierarchy are the result of 

social, not biological, causes and thus are changeable. Note, this is not to say that 

women and men are biologically the same, only that biology is not the basis for 

one's social position. 

2) Women and men are social equals. This entails a re-visioning of all social 

activities. 

3) Women's work is her work. Moreover, it needs to be seen as productive labor 

(the Marxist/socialist variation), whether it is paid for or not. 

4) Women's sexuality is hers to define. She is not to be defined as a sexual 

object, but as an equal sexual participant capable of making choices about her 

sexuality as well as her sexual orientation. 

The logic statements of a general feminist discourse are not as cohesive and obdurate as 

the other sets of logic statements undergirding the ideological discourses of masculinism, 

liberal individualism and medicalization. This results in an ideological discourse which 

may more easily be broken apart. 

In sum, 1 have provided logic statements, which provide the undergirding for the 

discourses of masculinism, liberal individualism, medicalization and feminism. Logic 

statements are discursive resources which may be called upon to mobilize meaning in 

support of any given discursive position. Moreover, a single logic statement may be 

implicated in the creation of hybrid discourses. Table 2.1 provides an overall matrix of 

these statements, which ideological discourse they support (masculinism, liberal 



77 

individualism, medicalization, or feminism), and which logic statements "fit" with other 

ideological discourses to form hybrid discourses. 

This matrix is important for Eraser's concept of needs discourse. Fraser's use of 

the concept of discourse shares a common problem with other social movement 

literature; that social movements, and the discourses they embody, aie monolithic and 

constant over time. As shown in chapter 1, this was not the case for the feminist 

movement and it is not the case for the discourses embodied within that movement. 

Hence, it is important to see how elements of each discourse can be used as a discursive 

resource by proponents of other, perhaps opposing, discourses to make their case 

stronger. 

Ideological Discourses and Needs-Talk Discourses: 

An Application of Logic Statements to The Battered Women's Movement 

Fraser does not use the ideological frames of masculinism, liberal individualism, 

medicalization and feminism. Instead she sets up her concept of needs discourses, 

dividing the area of contested needs into three separate discursive frames: 1) 

Oppositional forms which arise when the need is articulated and politicized from 

"below"; 2) reprivatization forms which emerge in response to oppositional forms of 

discourse; and 3) expert forms of discourse which become the bridge discourses loosely 

linking popular movements to the State. It is at this point that her analysis needs to be 

supplemented by a more differentiated theoretical language. She does not acknowledge 

that her needs discourses are set within a much broader ideological frame - a contentious 
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framework which has been around for hundreds of years. As stated above, by breaking 

down the larger ideological frames into their component parts, we can see how 

competing groups used the available logic statements as discursive resources in order to 

mobilize meaning, commitment and people towards one solution over another. 

The historical background provided in Chapter 1 provides examples of all three 

forms of needs discourse. Notice how each needs discourse can incorporate existing 

logic statements. 

Women's Advocates, a shelter in St. Paul Minnesota, provides an example of 

Eraser's oppositional form of needs discourse. Recall from chapter 1 that a founder of 

Women's Advocates stated; 

A shelter is not a treatment center; residents are not 
described as clients, battering is not described as a 
syndrome. Women are not thought of as victims except as 
victims of a crime requiring redress (Pleck 1987:189). 

From the history given in chapter 1, we know that this shelter was visioned and begun by 

a group of radical feminists. While this specific statement does not necessarily reveal the 

embodiment of all the logic statements associated with feminism, we may infer that this 

programmatic statement of the Women's Advocates shelter falls well within the 

parameters set for a radical feminist ideological discourse. But this statement also picks 

up the concept of an individual citizen's right to press charges, a logic statement 

embedded in liberal individualism. This statement also opposes all those logic 

statements contained within the hybrid masculinism - medicalization discourse, a 
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discourse exemplified by the rise of the family courts system in the 1920s. 

The second form of needs discourse, reprivatization, tries to reinstate the 

boundaries between "political" or public and "domestic" or private. Major supporters of 

the reprivatization discourse are members of the New Right, who associated any move 

to legislate the issue of domestic violence as "an attack on motherhood, the family, and 

Christian values" (Pleck 1987:197). A masculinist discourse is built on the statements 

that male dominance is a god-given right, and that it is biologically based and 

perpetuated through women's biological and emotional mothering. This places the 

reprivatization discourse squarely wathin a masculinist ideological frame. 

The third form of discourse is the expert form of discourse which links popular 

movements to the state. The move to create the family court system in the 1920's was an 

early form of this discourse and the current family court system has carried on the major 

premise of that earlier court system: reconciliation through counseling is the primary goal 

(Martin 1976:180). Rainbow Retreat, the Phoenix, Arizona shelter mentioned in Chapter 

1 exemplifies Fraser's expert needs discourse:: 

The first concern of the staff is to deal with the crisis that 
brought the woman to the shelter....As soon as possible she 
is worked into the schedule attended in the shelter. 'It 
sounds rigid and tiring, but when a woman is beaten and 
emotionally worn down, she needs to have decisions made 
for her at first... Each resident receives one-to-one 
counseling and is also required to participate in group 
therapy sessions. Emphasis is on looking at what is going 
on in the woman's life ...We try to get at the underlying 
problems (Martin 1976:207-208). 
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This example of Fraser's expert needs discourse, what I will refer to as a social service 

discourse, is a hybrid discourse which combines logic statements associated with 

masculinism, liberal individualism and medicalization. 

Recall that the hybrid discourse of masculinism and liberal indivdiualism resulted 

in the view of women as economically and emotionally dependent Now look at what the 

shelter director says about women at the shelter she needs to have decisions made for 

her. She is still seen as a dependent person. Moreover, not only does she need decisions 

made for her, she needs counseling and therapy to get at her problems. The program 

agenda of counseling carried out at this shelter places it squarely within the 

medicalization discourse and calls upon all four logic statements embodied in that 

discourse; deviant behavior is located within the individual, who is then classified as 

"sick," who thus needs therapy in order to restabilize the existing social system. 

As stated earlier, feminist ideological discourse is not monolithic - liberal 

feminism is often opposed to radical feminism. These accounts of Women's Advocates 

Shelter and Rainbow Retreat point to this discontinuity. Both of these shelter directors 

would agree that women are not men's property, that women do not deserve to be beaten 

for any reason. However, given liberal feminism's adherence to liberal indivdiualism, it 

was easy for logic statements of medicalization, which are also based on the notion of the 

individual actor, to be incorporated into the liberal feminist position. Hence, liberal 

feminism came to base its definition of the problem of domestic violence on the same 

logic statements used by the hybrid social service discourse based on the logic statements 



81 

associated with medicalization, liberal individualism, and masculinism. 

Table 2.2 shows how the different logic statements fall into Fraser's analytic 

model of three needs-talk discourses. The overlapping logic statements from Table 2.1 

are combined into the expert-needs discourse. The overlapping logic statements of the 

expert needs discourse provide a much stronger discursive base from which to challenge 

any opposing discourses. 

The masculinist discourse exemplifies Fraser's reprivitization discourse, as stated 

above. If not modified in some meaningful way, the masculinist discourse will remain 

outside the discursive arena. But, this is what reprivatization means for Fraser. The 

proponents of this discourse want to push the whole issue back into the private domain. 

The feminist discourse becomes Fraser's oppositional discourse. It was 

articulated from "below" or outside of the established boundaries separating the public 

domain from the private domain. Moreover, it challenged all the existing discourses 

surrounding the problem of domestic violence, making it truly oppositional, and 

dangerously close to being pushed out of the discursive arena altogether. 

One more transformation of logic statements is necessary for my gendered model 

of social control: the transformation to a dominant discourse based on the logic 

statements associated with masculinism, liberal individualism, and medicalization 

(referred to as the social service discourse) and an oppositional discourse based on the 

logic statements associated with feminism in general. This transformation requires that 

the competing groups mobilize their discursive resources in support of one position over 
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another, making the best "deals" and coalitions in order to advance their positions. 

Discursive Resource Mobilization 

Eraser's model posits that individuals and groups use specific resources to press 

for the ascendance of their point of view expressed through competing discourses. These 

resources are "historically and culturally specific," and all revolve around the way the 

need is expressed -1) idioms (needs-talk or rights-talk or interests-talk); 2) available 

vocabularies for instituting claims (therapeutic vocabularies, feminist vocabularies, or 

administrative vocabularies - what I have been referring to as logics); 3) "paradigms of 

augmentation accepted as authoritative in adjudicating conflicting claims " (which is 

fairly unspecified in her model); 4) narrative conventions (how one constructs one's 

social identity from cultural stereotypes); and 5) modes of subjectification (the ways 

discourses position the people to whom they are addressed). 

The action or process by which these resources are linked together is her 

concept of "nested in-order-to" claims. Concretely, these chains link together all the 

discursive resources mentioned above - define the problem using needs-talk, use the 

available vocabularies to describe it, construct social identities which are in concert with 

both the needs-talk and the vocabularies, and then situate this social identity as endowed 

with certain capacities, but not others, which confirms your identification of the problem 

in the first place. 

The third discursive resource, "paradigms of augmentation accepted as 

authoritative in adjudicating conflicting claims" (emphasis mine) is a major action point 
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in the hegemonic process by which one discourse comes to dominate, but Fraser doesn't 

specify how this would happen. An important reason for breaking discourses down into 

their component parts, or logic statements, is to discover how the various component 

parts can be engaged or disengaged to and from each other to form new discourses which 

are then used to address social problems. A discourse becomes dominant if its logic 

statements fit or inform other available logic statements and if the logic statements 

themselves are remembered. 

Douglas (1986) proposed four principles by which social facts, or logic 

statements to use my terminology, are remembered. These principles specify how claims 

might be adjudicated, through the ability of some logic statements to be remembered and 

not others. The first principle is the power of "interlocked formulae of ratification" -

does the social fact resonate with other social facts, basic social codes, and rules of 

conduct? Her second principle is the notion that successful social facts are remembered 

because of their ability to promote private claims. The third and fourth qualities of a 

successful social fact take it into the public realm; a successful social fact must "serve 

individual strategies to create a public good" and it must match well with the dominant 

political feeling. This means that "a few accepted procedures control a society's 

knowledge of its own past" (Douglas 1986:67). The successful social fact is "predatory," 

such that its consistent use "endows the well-trained formula with might and it will 

swallow up competitors if they do not join it" (Douglas 1986:68). 

Using Douglas' (1986) principles by which a social fact comes to be remembered. 



84 

we can see that the general feminist discourse, Eraser's oppositional discourse, failed the 

first principle - it didn't interlock with other social facts, namely the logic statements 

embodied in the discourses of masculinism, medical ization and liberal individualism. 

But the general feminist discourse was fragmented into two major groups, the hybrid 

liberal feminist discourse and the truly oppositional radical feminist discourse. 

The hybrid discourse of feminism and liberal individualism had the ability to 

promote private claims, the second principle in Douglas' (1986) agenda. However, a 

radical feminist discourse did not, thus failing the second principle. The ability to 

promote private claims requires the use of the logic statements of liberal individualism 

and a process of rights claiming. Recall that liberal feminism accepts the system as it is, 

only wanting to modify, not change the system as radical feminists would. 

The third and fourth principles take the social fact, or logic statement, into the 

public realm by creating a public good which matches the dominant political feeling. 

According to Douglas (1986; 67-68), then, "a few accepted procedures control a society's 

knowledge of its own past" because of the predatory nature of the "successful" social 

fact. Moreover, the successful social fact will swallow up competitors if they do not join 

it" (Douglas 1986:68). But exactly how would is this predatory agenda carried out? 

As stated above, one more transformation of logic statements is necessary for my 

gendered model of social control; the transformation to a dominant social service 

discourse based on the logic statements associated with masculinism, liberal 

indivdiualism, and medicalization and an oppositional discourse based on the logic 
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statements associated with feminism in general. Competing groups mobilize their 

discursive resources, make their discursive resources "predatory" to use Douglas' 

terminology, in order to advance their positions. This occurs through a process of the 

frame alignment of the various logic statements. Frame alignment processes include 

frame bridging, frame amplification, frame extension and frame transformation (Snow 

et. al. 1997:238). 

The reprivitization discourse becomes incorporated into the expert needs 

discourse through a process of frame bridging and firame amplification. Frame bridging 

refers to the "linkage of two or more ideologically congruent but structurally 

unconnected frames regarding a particular issue or social problem (Snow et.al. 

1997:238). Frame bridging occurred between the reprivatization discourse and the expert 

discourse. That is, both were drawing on the ideologically congruent logic statements of 

masculinism and individualism. Even though the logic statements of the medicalization 

discourse were not particularly salient to the reprivatization discourse, they were not 

antithetical to it either. Many authors have pointed out the connection between sin and 

sickness (Szasz 1970; Kittrie 1971; and Conrad 1987), so that while the reprivatization 

discourse insisted on the primacy of sin, and the medicalization discourse insisted on the 

primacy of sickness, both were compatible.. 

Moreover, through the process of frame amplification, "the clarification and 

invigoration of an interpretive frame that bears on a particular issue" (Snow etal. 

1997:239), the discourses of masculinism and individualism were made more salient to 
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proponents of both the reprivatization discourse and the expert discourse, creating a 

stronger relationship between the two discourses. 

Frame extension refers to how proponents of a particular discourse "may have to 

extend the boundaries of its primary framework so as to encompass interests or points of 

view that are incidental to its primary objectives but of considerable salience to potential 

adherents" (Snow et.al. 1997:243), a truly predatory move. The e.xpert discourse merely 

added the reprivatization discourse to its repertoire, drawing on it if it was necessary to 

sway any potential adherents. 

In sum, the dominant discourse, referred to in the rest of the dissertation as the 

social service discourse was created from the logic statements which undergird 

masculinism, liberal individualism, and medicalization. The liberal individualist 

statements are the most "predatory." In order to be remembered the logic statements 

must match the dominant political feeling. Our political system and our legal system 

were founded within the broader liberalist tradition. Thus, the group who can mobilize 

that set of logic statements will stand a better chance of being heard and remembered. 

The proponents of medicalization aligned themselves with the court system, creating a 

new kind of court - the family court - in which the crime of domestic violence was 

transmuted from a crime to a sickness. However, a consequence of this hybrid discourse, 

the combination of medicalization and liberalism, is that it leaves the logic statements of 

masculinism relatively unchanged and, more importantly, unchallenged. Thus, men who 

batter are sick and the masculinist gender system remains intact. Moreover, battered 
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women are also defined as sick, reinforcing the vision of women as emotionally 

dependent, a logic statement embedded within the larger masculinist discourse. Again, 

the masculinist gender system is not challenged. Thus an important mechanism which 

reproduces our masculinist gender system is the way that social problems are defined. 

The gendered control comes through the solutions proposed. The dominant discourse 

based on a social service solution of counseling does not challenge the masculinist 

gender system. Moreover, it may actually give it more legitimacy. 

Table 2.3 presents the logic statements as they relate to the dominant social 

service discourse, and as they relate to the oppositional feminist discourse. Eraser's 

analysis begins with three analytically distinct discourses. My analysis shows that these 

discourses are not distinct, that instead they share common elements, or logic statements. 

Moreover, in the competition for dominance and legitimacy, the reprivitization discourse 

becomes annexed to the social service discourse through the process of fiume. Through 

this predatory act, the social service discourse can capture much more of the available 

discursive resources enabling the proponents of this discourse to press for the acceptance 

of its program agenda. 

The result of these two discursive stances are two very different kinds of shelters: 

shelters based on the social service model, and shelters based on the oppositional 

discourse, referred to as the feminist shelter model. Molly Kent, clinical director in 

another shelter in Arizona, states: 

[A client] was required by her case manager in California 
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to see a 'real' (certified) therapist on the mistaken belief 
that there are deep-seated issues that this woman is oot 
facing and that is why she is causing all this trouble.... The 
[case manager] seems to be angry at this client and to have 
no understanding or belief in the amazing violence 
perpetrated by her husband against both her and the 
children. Fortunately the CPS [Child Protective Services] 
worker in Arizona is much more realistic and 
understanding of this woman's victimization, first by her 
husband and then by the 'system' in California.... I am again 
impressed with how strange and melodramatic a woman's 
situation can seem, how easy it would be for someone who 
doesn't have a background in domestic violence to dismiss 
her as hysterical, crazy, vindictive, when she is, in reality, 
terrified and terrorized (July 1996 Executive Director 
Report to the Board of Directors). 

While both shelters were products of the battered women's shelter movement, each 

shelter defines the problem in very different ways. The first Arizona shelter, and the 

caseworker in California, exemplify the dominant discourse (a social service orientation) 

to the problem of woman battering, while the second Arizona shelter provides a critique 

of that discourse. 

The National Coah'tion Against Domestic Violence (NCADV) supports the 

critique presented above by Molly Kent In a 1991 report drafted by the 

Battered/Formerly Battered Women's Task Force the case is made against a social service 

orientation: 

Reliance on mental health and social service methodology 
as the primary approach to social political issues, and as 
the sole funding mechanism for battered women's programs 
is a particularly offensive and misdirected trend. While it 
is important that mental health services be available to 
those battered women wishing to receive them, there is a 
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tendency to force battered women's programs into using 
such models as 'inpatient and outpatient counseling' in 
order to obtain fimding for a shelter or advocacy program. 
Therapy and social services models have frequently led to 
inappropriate interventions which re-victimize the battered 
woman.... Family systems and couples counseling 
approaches are one example of currently popular mental 
health theories which may be extremely dangerous to 
battered women. Counselors may place undue emphasis on 
the role of the victim of battering in the 'violent system' or 
'violent relationship' and fail to place adequate emphasis on 
the batterer's responsibility for the violence....Chemical 
dependency models which lead to a description of women 
as 'addicted to violence or the batterer' or 'enablers' in a 
violent relationship, or 'co-dependent on a batterer or 
violence' seriously distort our understanding of battering 
and battered women (Battered/Formerly Battered Women's 
Task Force 1991:11-12). 

The above statement highlights the tensions between a feminist analysis and a social 

service analysis of the social problem of woman battering. 

Chapter 3 presents my model of gendered social control. I build on the concept 

of two analytically distinct discourses: the social service discourse and the feminist 

discourse presented in this chapter. Snow et. al. (1997:237) point out that the strategic 

actions pursued by different social movement groups are "strongly influenced by their 

interpretive work." Hence, these two primary discourses are a logical starting place for 

the empirical investigation. One of the first issues addressed in the empirical analyses is 

the coherence of these two discursive positions. The bulk of the empirical work, 

however, analyzes patterns of practice and organizational arrangements. The model 

presented looks at the actions pursued at the various shelters, operationalized as the 
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shelters' program agendas; resource acquisition of the various shelters, operationalized as 

funding sources, and the temporal viability of the shelters operationalized as shelter age 

and size. 



TABLE 2,1 
THH EMBEDDING OF DISCOURSES ACROSS MULTIPLh' LOGIC S TATIiMENTS 

HYBRID DISCOURSES; 

XXjIC STA TEMliNTS 

MASCULINIST 
LIB. INDIVIDUALISM 

and MED1CA1.1Z.AT10N 

LIBERAL 
INDIVIDUALISM 

and MFDICALIZATION 

FEMINIST LIB. 
INDIVID, and 
MEDICALIZATION 

MASCULINISM 
1. Males and females are polar opposites. x 
2. Men have ihe right to dominate ever>'thing. x 
3. Men own and control women's labor power. x 
LIBERAL INDIVIDUALISM 
4. Individuals are in charge of their own destiny. x 
5. Separation of public and private spheres. x 

6. Individuals are independent, autonomous. x 
7. Individuals compete using their innate abilities. x 
8. Resulting inequalities in the society are legitimate. x 
MEDICALIZATION 
9. Source of deviant behavior is in the indivdiual. x 
10. Deviant indivdiual is sick. x 
11. Illness threatens the social system. x 
12. Therapy is a re-integrative process. x 
FEMINISM 
13.The social construction of gender. 
14. Women and men are social equals. 
15. Women's work is her work, not owned by men. 

16. Women are not sex objects. 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 



TABLH 2.2 

FRASl-R'S MODl-L Ol- NEF.DS DISCOURSES liROKHN DOWN JNTO COMPONENT LOGIC STATEMENTS 

REPRIVITIZATION EXPERT OPPOSITIONAL 
LOGIC STA TEMENTS 
MASCULINISM 
1. Males and females are polar opposites. x 
2. Men have the right to dominate everything. x 
3. Men own and control women's labor power. x 
LIBERAL INDIVIDUALISM 
4. individuals are in charge of their own destiny. x 

5. Separation of public and private spheres. x 
6. Individuals are independent, autonomous. x 
7. Individuals compete using their innate abilities. x 
8. Resulting inequalities in the society are legitimate. x 
MEDICALIZATION 
9. Source of deviant behavior is in the indivdiual. x 
10. Deviant indivdiual is sick. x 
11. Illness threatens the social system. x 
12. Therapy is a re-integrative process, x 
FEMINISM 
13.The social construction of gender. x 
14.Women and men are social equals. x 
15. Women's work is her work, not owned by men. x 
16. Women are not sex objects. x 

VC 



TABLH 2.3 
TI 11-; LOCJIC STATIvMHNTS l-MBl-DDDHD IN Tl IE SOCIAL SERVICE AND I-I-MINIST DISCOURSES 

DOMINANT/SOCIAL SERVICE OPPOSITIONAL/FEMINIST 
LOGIC STA TEMl^N rS 
MASCULINISM 
1. Males and females are polar opposites. x 
2. Men have the right to dominate everything. 
3. Men own and control women's labor power. 
LIBERAL INDIVIDUALISM 
4. individuals are in charge oT their own destiny. x 

5. Separation of public and pribate spheres. x 
6. Individuals are independent, autonomous. x 
7. Individuals compete using their innate abilities. x 
8. Resulting inequalities in the society are legitimate. x 
MEDICALIZATION 
9. Source of deviant behavior is in the indivdiual. x 
10. Deviant indivdiual is sick. x 
11. Illness threatens the social system. x 
12. Therapy is a re-integrative process. x 
FEMINISM 
13.Social construction of gender. x 
14. Women and men are social equals. x 
15. Women's work is her work, not owned by men. x 
16. Women are not sex objects. x 

CO 



CHAPTERS 

A GENDERED MODEL OF SOCIAL CONTROL 

Fraser's (1990) model of needs interpretation presented in the previous chapter 

looks at meaning production. My elaboration of her model added a more differentiated 

conceptual language through the use of logic statements and a more precise accounting 

of how these different logic statements become hegemonic. I argued that the the process 

of problem-defining and solution finding created two analytically distinct discourses - a 

social service discourse built from the logic statements embedded within a masculinist, 

liberal individualist and medicalization discourses, and an oppositional feminist 

discourse built from the logic statements embedded in feminism. I argued that a close 

examination of the domestic violence shelter movement would allow me to examine the 

extent to which the oppositional feminist discourse, would or would not lead to basic 

changes in the status of the problem of domestic violence and the dominant masculinist 

categories of public discourse. 

Beyond the discursive framing processes which build discourses, a mobilization 

process occurs which establishes one discourse as dominant, or hegemonic, and the other 

discourses as oppositional, or challenging. Fraser's model provides 5 discursive 

resources which may be mobilized in support of one discourse over another: 1) idioms; 

2) available vocabularies for instituting claims; 3) paradigms of augmentation accepted 

as authoritative in adjudicating conflicting claims; 4) narrative conventions; and 5) 

modes of subjectification. The third discursive resource concerning the adjudication 
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of conflicting claims was expanded using Mary Douglas' framework of predatory or 

hegemonic social facts. Douglas posits that a successful social fact, a successful logic 

statement or set of logic statements in my terminology, is predatory when it either 

incorporates competing logic statements (discursive framing processes), or causes 

competing logic statements to be forgotten, or trivialized. 

This chapter begins by presenting the other 4 discursive resources with respect to 

the logic statements presented. These resources are the basis for the dimensions I used in 

constructing the discursive measures in empirical analysis of my model. Specifically, 

Fraser (1990:202-203) describes these resources as; 

1. the officially recognized idioms in which one can press 
claims: for example, needs-talk, rights-talk, interests-talk; 
2. the vocabularies available for instantiating claims in 
these recognized idioms; for example therapeutic 
vocabularies, administrative vocabularies, religious 
vocabularies, feminist vocabularies, socialist vocabularies; 
3. the paradigms of augmentation accepted as authoritative 
in adjudicating conflicting claims;... 
4. the narrative conventions available for constructing the 
individual and collective stories that are constitutive of 
people's social identities; 
5. modes of subjectification; the ways in which various 
discourses position the people to whom they are addresses 
as specific sorts of subjects endowed with specific sorts of 
capacities for action; for example, as "normal" or 
"deviant," or causally conditioned or freely self-
determining, as victims or as potential activists, as unique 
individuals or as members of social groups. 

The way these resources are communicated about gives rise to differing interpretations of 

the social problem at hand. 



Logic statements are the focal point of my model of gendered social control. 

These logic statements are used in building the idioms, vocabularies, conventions and 

modes of subjectification referred to in Eraser's model (Figure 3.3). But what about 

action? My model proposes a coherence between thought and action, between discourse 

and patterns of practice. The way we think about social problems, which includes the 

way the victims, perpetrators and causes are defined by Frasefs discursive resources (the 

specific idioms, vocabularies, conventions and modes of subjectification), suggest that 

some solutions, or patterns of practice, are more reasonable and efficacious than others. 

The Conceptual Model of Gendered Social Control 

Figures 3.1 and 3.2 summarize the main elements of my conceptual model of 

gendered social control. It is modeled as a two-part process. First, as shown in Figure 

3.1, there must be coherence among the various logic statements in order to build a 

rational discourse concerning explanations, and there must be a coherence in the shelter 

goals which support the program agendas offered at the shelters. The coherence models 

will be tested by using a factor analysis. 

Figure 3.2 analyzes the relationships among discourse, program agendas, 

organizational variables and funding which support the various visions of the battered 

women's shelter movement. This model will be tested using a multiple regression 

analysis. While a causal order can not be proven with the data to be used here, I make 

an initial assumption: ideas matter. In other words, our ideas about who the battered 

woman is and what causes the social problem of battering to occur inform our notions 



about what should be done to alleviate this social problem. Hence, discourse and 

program agenda are the connection points between the coherence model presented in 

Figure 3.1 and the relationship model presented in Figure 3.2. This places discourse, or 

ideology, at the center of my model. Since our ideas about battered women are central, 

an important question is what contributes to our ideation of "battered woman?" 

In an analogous problematic, Omi and Winant (1986:61) coined the term racial 

formation to refer to a process in which the discursive informs the economic and political 

forces, which in turn, determine the importance and content of racial categories and 

their meanings. Racial categories are formed, challenged and transformed over time but 

the dominant group still controls access to economic and political opportunities, as well 

as gives meaning to how we think about these things - this is what I refer to as the 

hegemonic power of discourse. It is the hegemonic function of discourse which 

manipulates cultural understandings of important issues and which drives some visions 

of what is right, efficacious, moral or legitimate and not others. 

I am proposing that the concept of "battered woman" has been formed in the same 

way. That is, certain conceptions of who battered women are and what causes the 

problem of domestic violence (the set of variables derived from logic statements in the 

model) will suggest certain kinds of solutions (the program variable set, also derived 

from logic statements) which are then supported by certain organizational arrangements 

and funded by appropriate sources. 
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Literature Review for the Coherence Hypotheses 

To date, much research on battered women's shelters has been either speculative 

or qualitative in nature, looking in depth at only a few shelters or a few women's 

narratives of their experiences. Fraser's (1990) model is based on this kind of research. I 

wanted to get a larger, more quantitative view of the shelter movement by surveying 

shelters in several states across the country. 

Early research on models of battered woman's shelters, as shown by the historical 

account given in chapter I, identified three shelter types: I) feminist, based on the logic 

statements associated with feminism; 2) grassroots, based on a hybrid set of logic 

statements combining liberal individualism and feminism; and professional, based on the 

set of logic statements associated with liberal individualism and medicalization. 

Schechter (1992) based these distinctions on shelter goals and beliefs concerning the 

causes of battering. Leghorn (1978) also identified a shelter model called "grassroots" 

but this model was similar to Schechter's feminist shelters. However, these typologies 

were largely speculative. 

Davis (1988), through an analysis of 11 shelters, identified four contemporary 

models of battered women's shelters - feminist, social service, custodial, and family 

welfare - based on their ideological differences (Table 3.1). Her method was the use of 

"protracted observation and interviews with staff, clients, program leaders, and 

politicians" (Davis 1988:404). Her shelters were drawn from two "West Coast cities 

(Canada and the United States) [and] were primarily located in large older homes. 



[which] held between ten and fifteen beds" (Davis 1988:404). She does not report how 

many shelters fell into each category, but she does state: 

Each model [feminist, social service, family welfare and custodial] 
ofiFers a distinctive ideology, social organization, rationale and set 
of procedures. Not every shelter fits into one type, however. Many 
shelters offering services to women in transition are themselves in 
transition, and seek an identifying framework. A few shelters 
embody mixed principles, offering contradictory intervention 
ideologies (Davis 1988:406). 

For Davis (1988), each of the contemporary shelter models has a different view of the 

cause of battering, of the p)erception of the battered woman, the purpose of the shelter 

and the dominant principle of intervention. In both Schechter's and Davis' typologies, 

feminist shelters were seen to embody the same set of shelter goals based on the 

perceived causes of the problem. More importantly for the model presented here, they are 

based on the same set of logic statements - those undergirding a feminist discourse. 

Moreover, Schechter's (1982) professional model is similar to Davis' social service 

model, and both are based on the logic statements undergirding a medical ization 

discourse. 

Another group of researchers, Epstein, Russell and Silvern (1988) took 

Schechter's model and tried to empirically verify her assertions about three model types: 

feminist, grassroots and professional. They note that each of these ideological types 

involve assumptions about the shelter's goals and an endorsement of a particular 

explanation of why battering occurs. Hence, in their research, Epstein et. al. (1988) 

assessed the prevalent ideology at each shelter in terms of shelter goals, an explanation 
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of the cause of battering and an ideology score which combined goals and explanations. 

Their results supported the existence of three shelter types; 45% feminist, 30% grass 

roots and 25% professional. However, only 34% reported agreeing with societal 

explanations of battering, while 66% reported non-societal explanations. This resulted in 

only 21% of the shelters as "the purest example of Schechter's feminist type" (1988:353). 

Epstein et. al. (1988) also point out that there was little support for Schechter's 

distinction between grass-roots versus professional shelters. 

The Epstein et. al. (1988) research used a two-level approach: the ideological 

scores for each shelter were based on a combination score of shelter goals (action 

statements about what program agendas are incorporated into the shelter's routine of 

patterns and practices) and explanations (discourse about the causes of domestic 

violence). This approach is similar to the second stage of my model, represented by 

Figure 3.2. That is, we both posit a positive relationship between discourse and action, 

or between explanations and shelter goals, to use Epstein et. al.'s (1988) terminology. 

Recall that my extension of Eraser's (1990) model was the addition of a more 

differentiated conceptual language to use in the analysis of dominant and oppositional 

discourses. This multi-level conceptual language allows for a single logic statement or 

set of logic statements to be implicated in multiple discourses. Table 2.3 presented how 

the logic statements undergirding masculinism, liberal individualism and medicalization 

were combined to create the social service discourse. In the frame alignment process, 

liberal feminism became "swallowed up" or incorporated into the medicalization 
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discourse. The radical feminist discourse stands alone. 

The two Epstein et. al. findings reported earlier show the advantage of 

decomposing an ideology or discourse into logic statements. Table 2.3 would predict 

both these findings, given how Epstein et. al. (1988) operationalized the explanation 

component as a choice between societal explanations embodied in the logic statements 

undergirding a feminist discourse, and non-societal explanations, embodied in the logic 

statements undergirding a medicalization discourse. 

Hence, through the frame alignment process some of the feminist shelters became 

coopted into a medicalization model - probably those feminist shelters which embrace a 

liberal feminist perspective, due to the logic statements concerning individuals, i.e. non-

societal. Within a liberal individualist discourse the logic statement concerning 

individuals is that individuals are moral agents in charge of their own destiny. The 

medicalization logic statement concerning individuals is that the source of deviant 

behavior is within the individual, which makes that person sick. Liberal feminism, 

embraces the notion of the individual as moral agent. In searching for an explanation for 

battering, it makes sense that this moral agent has become sick, and thus batters his 

significant other, who stays with him because she too is somehow sick. Similarly, grass

roots shelters were started by neighborhood women who pressed for services on the basis 

of a liberal individualist discourse. Through the same fi^e alignment process that 

coopted the liberal feminist shelters, these shelters were coopted into a social service 

discourse that was being promoted by the professional shelters. 
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In the research presented here, ideological belief systems, what I refer to as 

discourses, are conceptualized in a manner consistent with Davis (1988), Epstein et al. 

(1988), and Fraser (1990) - see Figure 3.3). However, as illustrated above, using my 

multi-level conceptual model based on the logic statements which undergird the various 

discourses, we can see much more clearly what these various shelter types hold in 

common and what is different. Hence, variations and similarities across discourses are 

more easily discemable. 

Coherence Model: Initial Coherence Hypotheses 

My model (Figure 3.1) posits a coherence among the logic statements which 

undergird the dominant and oppositional discourses concerning the social problem of 

domestic violence. Davis' (1988) shelter distinctions were maintained and the ideology 

prevalent at each shelter was assessed by 11 statements conceming (a) the explanation of 

battering; (b) the perception of the battered woman herself, which is associated with 

stereotypic beliefs about the victim; (c) the purpose of the shelter or shelter goals; and 

(d) types of programs offered (Figure 3.3). 

Most studies, Epstein et. al. (1988) being a major exception, look at only a few 

shelters. Hence, a truly general question need to be asked; Is there support for the 

presence of distinctive types of shelters espousing cohesive ideological discourses which 

are at odds with each other? The first set of hypotheses (I through 3) are set up to test 

the concept of coherence and Fraser's assertion that there are ^vo forms of needs 

discourse, an oppositional form, and an expert form. This stage of the model is tested 



103 

with a factor analysis and can answer questions such as, do the perception of the battered 

woman, the explanations for battering, and the goals of the shelter "hang together" to 

form a coherent discourse? Are there actually two kinds of interventions or program 

types in this case? And is there a regularity to the interests and the actions of the state 

agencies so that funding is monolithic, or are there actually two kinds of funding sources 

available? 

Specifically, Hypothesis I states that there are two coherent discursive types: the 

type which fits societal notions of battered women undergirded by the logics of 

individualism, medicalization and patriarchy, and the oppositional form which 

corresponds to the logics of feminism and individualism. Hypothesis 2 builds on the 

concept of an oppositional needs discourse and posits that there should be a program 

agenda which corresponds to the dominant conception of the problem of woman 

battering and who these women are, and an oppositional program agenda which defines 

the problem in a different way. Therefore, Hypothesis 2 states that there will he two 

coherent program types. Hypothesis 3 is concerned with funding sources. Resource 

mobilization theory suggests that social movement organizations will "fit" their agenda to 

available resources. Hence, if there are two coherent discourses which promote two 

coherent program agendas, then there must be two kinds of funding sources, a traditional 

source of funding and an oppositional source. 

However, as stated earlier, the state is not a monolithic entity, especially when 

looking at the kinds of funding the State (federal) and the individual states contribute to 



104 

their shelters. The state is composed of numerous institutions, agencies and 

organizations that have different functions and may be working at cross-purposes with 

each other. Some federal dollars come to shelters through block grants which require 

matching funds from the state, the county, the city or any combination thereof Some 

state funding requires additional matching funds from the shelters as well. Additionally, 

individual states provide different funding mechanisms to their shelters - some provide 

funding through the department of economic security, some through the criminal justice 

system, etc. Some funding sources, through the requirements and/or restrictions placed 

on the use of those funds, provide for certain services and not others. Even given all these 

complexities. Hypothesis 3 states that there will he two types of funding sources, one that 

supports a social service or medical ized view of the social problem of battering and one 

that supports a feminist or oppositional view of battering. 

Relational Model: Coherence Hypotheses 

Figure 3.2 represents the second stage in my model of gendered social control. 

This stage posits a coherent relationship between discourse, program agenda, 

organizational variables and funding sources. An assumption is made that the first stage, 

the general coherence stage, will be confirmed - we will find two coherent ideological 

discourses, two coherent program types, and two coherent funding sources, one of which 

in all cases corresponds to the social service or dominant discourse surrounding the issue 

of domestic violence, and one of which in all cases corresponds to the radical feminist or 

oppositional discourse surrounding the issue of domestic violence. Recall that a causal 
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order between discourse and program agendas can not be tested nor proven given the 

nature of the data collected. In the multiple regression phase of statistical analysis, 

program type and discourse will be used as dependent variables in a mirror set of 

hypotheses. Program type becomes the dependent variable for hypotheses 4 through 9, 

and discourse becomes the dependent variable for hypotheses 10 through 15. 

Hypotheses 4 and 5, and hypotheses 10 and 11, state that there is a coherence 

between discourse and program type. Specifically, Hypothesis 4 states that shelters 

which adhere to a social service discourse are more likely to offer social service kinds of 

programs - programs which view battered women as clients who need one-on-one 

therapy or counseling. The major model of intervention is a social casework model. 

Conversely, Hypothesis 5 states that shelters which adhere to a feminist discourse offer 

programs and services which view battered women as homeless victims of a specific 

kind of crime - the crime of domestic violence. This is not to say that support groups are 

not offered or not seen as appropriate for women who have been victimized in this way. 

Hypothesis 4 predicts that shelters which adhere to a social service discourse will have a 

statistically positive and significant relationship with social service programs, and 

Hypothesis 5 predicts that shelters which adhere to a feminist discourse will have a 

statistically positive and significant relatiorLship with feminist programs. 

Hypotheses 10 and 11 posit that the discourse prevalent at the shelters is a 

function of the program model offered. The shelter directors were asked to fill out the 

survey. However, I have no way of knowing exactly who filled out these surveys. I can 



106 

only assume whoever filled these surveys had the power to speak for the discourses 

espoused at the shelters. Nonetheless, Hypothesis 10 posits a statistically positive and 

significant relationship between social service programs and social service discourse^ 

and Hypothesis II posits a statistically positive and significant relationship between 

feminist programs and feminist discourse. 

Relational Model; Organizational Variable Literature Review 

[mportant variables in organizational theory have been theorized to be 

organizational size (which may be measured in a variety of ways), role differentiation 

and specialization, organizational growth, the centraiity of decision-makmg and 

organizational age (Epstein et. al. 1988). Miller (1978) and Katz and Kahn (1978) 

proposed that in successful organizations certain structural developments will occur 

regularly over time due to the systemic requirements of the organization itself These 

developments are increases in organizational size, role differentiation or specialization 

and the centraiity of decision-making. Older shelters are, obviously, older organizations. 

Thus, according to organizational theory, older shelters should be more differentiated and 

more centralized. 

Additionally, Schechter (1982) proposed that ideology is related to structure. 

Feminist shelters, she argued, should be associated with egalitarian structures while 

social service shelters should be more hierarchical with larger budgets and more staff 

differentiation. Following Schechter (1982), Epstein eL al. (1988) hypothesized that the 

older shelters would be less feminist, more differentiated and more centralized than 
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younger shelters. That is, older shelters, as organizations which survived in the 

organizational milieu, should be more conservative and more in line with the dominant 

social service discourse concerning the issue of domestic violence. However, they found 

that older shelters were no more likely to adhere to a social service ideology as a feminist 

ideology (1988:359). They also found that age was the primary predictor for number of 

full-time employees and differentiation of function within the shelters (1988:360). 

Relational Model:OrganizationaI Variable Hypotheses 

In the current study, two predictions are possible. On the one hand, older shelters 

have had a longer time to get co-opted through traditional funding sources and thus may 

have embraced a social service orientation in their programming. This line of reasoning 

is consistent with resource mobilization theory. If this is the case, Schechter's (1982) 

assertion is correct and older shelters will be less feminist in their orientation and thus 

offer social service-oriented programs. 

On the other hand, a founding effects argument would suggest the opposite. 

Older shelters founded in a much more dynamic and contested social milieu concerning 

domestic violence may have as their founding principles the radical feminist definition of 

the social problem. The information provided in Table 1.1 would suggest that this is the 

case. Court-ordered counseling, a legacy of the move to psychiatric casework in the 

1920's and bolstered by the LEAA's funding policies, is a hallmark of the social service 

program agenda. Court-ordered counseling was not required in the states which passed 

domestic violence legislation from 1976 through 1978. Moreover, every state except 
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Florida that passed legislation after 1978 required court-ordered counseling for the 

perpetrator of the crime. Moreover younger shelters may embrace a social service 

discourse from inception and therefore a social service orientation to their programming 

because they were created within a cultural milieu that already had defined the problem 

in a certain manner. 

As far as funding is concerned, younger shelters may have immediately applied 

for grants as start-up money through the LEAA. Many of the older shelters depended 

largely on volunteers with little funding at first from outside agencies. Hence, 

organizational requirements associated with funding - such as just getting started - may 

require younger shelters to offer social-service oriented programming. 

Specifically, Hypothesis 6 predicts a statistically positive and significant 

relationship between younger shelters and a social service program agenda. That is, 

younger shelters are more likely to offer social service oriented programs than feminist-

oriented programs. Hypothesis 7 predicts a statistically positive and significant 

relationship between older shelters and a feminist program agenda. Older shelters, then, 

are more likely to offer feminist programming. 

Hypotheses 12 and 13 have the same logic behind them as hypotheses 5 and 6, 

but use discourse as the dependent variable. Specifically, Hypothesis 12 predicts a 

statistically positive and significant relationship between younger shelters and a social 

service discourse while Hypothesis 13 predicts a statistically positive and significant 

relationship between older shelters and a feminist discourse. No specific hypotheses are 
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made concerning the relationship between size and program type, even though 

organizational size tends to increase with age. 

Relational Model: Funding Hypotheses 

If we find two kinds of flmding sources, as hypothesis 3 suggests, then social 

service programs and a social service discourse are more likely to be supported by social 

service funding. But what makes up social service funding? A Marxist analysis would 

suggest that the material base, in this case any and all funding which comes through state 

agencies, will be used to support only certain kinds of programs for battered women -

those that the dominant group wants to fund. 

As stated earlier, the concept of "the state" and the actual practice of "state 

funding" is very complex. A simple cooptation model is inadequate to understand the 

relationship between the state and the domestic violence movement. As the state 

becomes more involved in this movement, the state may recast the feminist definition of 

domestic violence and abuse as a political issue into the problem of an individual victim 

with a social service orientation, as suggested by the interlocking logics of masculinism, 

individualism and medicalization presented in chapter 2. 

Several dummy variables were created from the original data to capture this 

complexity. A more thorough discussion of funding variables occurs in the next chapter 

under "Measures." The end result was a set of dummy variables which fell into the 

following categories; I) mental health and public health monies, variable HEALTH; 2) 

funds earmarked for emergency homelessness and the homeless in general, variable 
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HOMLES; 3) federal, state and local block grants which often require matching funds 

among all three branches of funding, variable SSBG; 4) marriage license fees, variable 

MARFEE; 5) needs-based funding, variable POVERTY; 6) monies which come through 

the criminal justice department or states attorney's offices, variable VICTIM; 7) the 

United Way funding, variable UWAY; 8) and funding aimed at children's programs, 

variable KIDS; and 9) money from the departments of agriculture and education, variable 

EDAG. An additional funding variable, PRIVATE, was created which grouped all the 

percentages reported from private donations to the shelters. I believe that there is some 

overlap in funding sources surrounding the areas of homelessness and poverty. Both the 

feminist program agenda and the social service program agenda understand that these are 

basic problems for the battered woman. Hence funding sources which come through the 

United Way, through other public fund-raising efforts, through block grants, and the 

needs based funding will be found to fund both kinds of programs (variables UWAY, 

PRIVATE, SSBG, HOMLES and POVERTY). 

Hypothesis 8 predicts that social service programs will be supported by funding 

sources which view the battered woman as a helpless wife, with her helpless children in 

tow, who has become a woman in crisis and who, therefore, needs counseling or therapy. 

These kinds of funding sources include mental and public health monies, sources 

concerned with children and marriage license fees (variables HEALTH, KIDS, EDAG, 

and MARFEE). Hypothesis 9 predicts that feminist programs will be supported by 

funding sources which view the battered woman as a homeless victim of crime. These 
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kinds of funding sources include monies which come through the criminal justice system 

(variable VICTIM). 

In sum. Hypothesis 8 suggests that a statistically positive and significant 

relationship will be found between social service funding sources and social service 

programs, while Hypothesis 9 suggests that a statistically positive and significant 

relationship will be found between feminist funding sources and feminist programs. 

Hypothesis 14 and 15 are the "mirror image" set of hypotheses using discourse as 

the dependent variable instead of programs. Hypothesis 14 states that the social service 

funding sources, will have a statistically positive and significant relationship with a 

social service discourse, and Hypothesis 15 states that feminist funding sources will have 

a statistically positive and significant relationship with a feminist discourse. 

Summary of Hypotheses 

In sum, 1 have proposed 15 hypotheses which will test my two-stage model of 

gendered social control. Due to the large number of hypotheses, I have provided a table 

delineating how the hypothese are grouped and how they fit into each stage of my model 

presented (Table 3.2) 

The first model (Figure 3.1), looks at the coherence among the logic statements 

which make up the dominant and oppositional discourses and the coherence of the 

programs which make up the social service program agenda and the feminist program 

agenda. Hypothesis 1 states that there are two cohesive discursive types: a social service 

discourse which fits societal notions of battered women undergirded by the logics of 
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individualism, medicalization and masculinism, and a feminist discourse undergirded by 

the logic of feminism Hypothesis 2 builds on the first one - since there are two cohesive 

discourses, and states that [will find two cohesive program types. Hypothesis 3 looks at 

funding and posits that funding sources, like discourse and program type, will fall into 

two major groupings, one grouping which views battered women and their children as 

needing shelter and therapy or counseling, and one type which views battered women as 

homeless victims of a serious crime. 

The relationship model (Figure 3.2), looks at the association of discourse and 

program type, and other variables which are important for the perpetuation of any 

organization; the size of the organization, the age of the organization and the fiscal 

viability of the organization - in the case of shelters, this is the fiinding procured by the 

shelter in order to keep the doors open and to provide services. This stage of the model 

is tested through a multiple regression analysis, a statistical process which looks at how 

one set of variables is related to another set of variables. The statistical models for both 

stage one and stage two will be presented in the following chapter. 

Hypotheses 4 through 9 have program type as the dependent variable, and build 

on the assertions from hypotheses 1, 2 and 3 that there are indeed two distinctive 

discourses, two distinctive program types and two distinctive groupings of fiinding 

sources. Hypotheses 4 and 5 state that program type is a fimction of a shelter's discourse, 

either social service or feminist; Hypotheses 6 and 7 state that program type is a function 

of age, younger shelters will offer social service programs and older shelters will offer 



feminist programs; and Hypotheses 8 and 9 state that program type is a ftmction of the 

type of funding source. 

Hypotheses 10 through 15 also build on Hypotheses 1,2 and 3 but use discourse 

as the dependent variable (see Figure 3.2). Hypotheses 10 and 11 state that discourse is a 

function of program type, hypotheses 12 and 13 state that discourse is a function of age 

and hypotheses 14 and 15 state that discourse is a ftmction of fimding. 

The connecting point between the two stages of this model is meaning: the way 

we define social problems, and then how those meanings are mobilized. That is, our 

ideas about the social problem, which are expressed through discourse, suggest certain 

ways of conceiving and perceiving who the victims and perpetrators of the social 

problem are (Fraser's narrative conventions), which leads to certain explanations or 

causes for the social problem (Fraser's modes of subjectification). The shelter movement 

mobilized these meanings in two very different ways (Fraser's idioms), developing into 

shelters centered on social service goals and shelters centered on the feminist goal of 

empowering women. These goals are then translated in to program agendas (Fraser's 

vocabularies for instituting claims). The next chapter looks at how these discursive 

resources are operational ized and introduces the statistical models used to test the 

hypotheses presented in this chapter. 



TABLE 3.1 
OPPOSING IDEOLOGIES IN WOMEN'S SHELTERS 

FEMINIST SOCIAL SERVICE CUSTODIAL FAMILY WELFARE 

I) Cause of Problem: Male oppression; Learned Helplessness; 
power imbalances; internalization of 
institutionalized sexism victim role 

2) Perception of 
battered woman: 

Survivor; self 
determining person; 

sisterhood 

3) Purpose of shelter: Protection; client 

transition to 
autonomy; safety; 
women's advocacy 

4) Dominant Prin
ciple of Intervention: 

NOTES: 

Social movement; 
self-help; identifi
cation with women 

Crisis client; victim 
blaming mode 

Short-term intervention; 

shelter as safety net 

Social casework; 
bureaucratic mode 

Individual pathology; Individual pathology; 
mental illness, abuse, breakdown of family 

alcoholism relations 

Helpless, hopeless 
homeless 

Serve the homeless; 
safe house in context 
of community reform 

Serve inner- city 
revolving door clientele; 
focus on women and 
children 

Member of family 
unit; crisis client; 
dependent person 

Sanctuary; return to 
family; 

Social casework; 
moral renewal of the 
family and moral 
distinction between 
staff and clients 

1) Taken from Davis (1988), "Shelters for Battered Women: Social Policy Response to Interpersonal Violence". The Social 
Science Journal. Vol 25 (4):406-407. 
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TABLE 3.2 
TABLE OF 15 HYPOTHESES 

GENERAL COHERENCE MODEL 
General Coherence Hypotheses: 

1. There are two coherent discourses, social service and feminist. 
2. There are two coherent program types, social service and feminist. 
3. There are two funding sources, one which will support a social service 

agenda and one which will support a feminist agenda. 
RELATIONAL MODEL; Program Type as the Dependent Variable 
Coherence Hypotheses; 

4. Shelters which adhere to a social service discourse will have a 
statistically positive relationship with social service programs. 

5. Shelters which adhere to a feminist discourse will have a statistically 
positive relationship with feminist programs. 

Organizational Variable Hypotheses; 
6. There will be a statistically positive relationship between younger 

shelters and a social service program type. 
7. There will be a statistically positive relationship between older shelters 

and a feminist program type. 
Funding Hypotheses; 

8. There will be a statistically positive relationship between social service 
funding sources and social service program type. 

9. There will be a statistically positive relationship between feminist 
ftmding sources and feminist program type. 

RELATIONAL MODEL; Discourse as the Dependent Variable 
Coherence Hypotheses; 

10. Shelters which offer social service programs will adhere to a social service 
discourse. 

11. Shelters which offer feminist programs will adhere to a feminist discourse. 
Organizational Variable Hypotheses; 

12. There will be a statistically positive relationship between younger 
shelters and a social service discourse. 

13. There will be a statistically positive relationship between older shelters 
and a feminist discourse. 

Funding Hypotheses; 
14. There will be a statistically positive relationship between social service 

funding sources and social service discourse. 
15. There will be a statistically positive relationship between feminist 

funding sources and feminist discourse. 



FIGURE 3.1 
GENERAL COHERENCE MODEL OF 

EXPLANATIONS and PROGRAM AGENDAS 

EXPLANATIONS and PERCEPTIONS 
Based on Logic Statements 

1 
Coherence 

achieved through 
frame alignment processes of 

logic statements 

I 
DISCOURSE 

Either dominant or oppositional 

SHELTER GOALS 
Based on program agendas 

1 
Coherence 

achieved through 
frame alignment processes of 

logic statements 

i 
PROGRAM TYPES 

Either social service or feminist 
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FIGURE 3.2 
RELATIONSHIP MODEL 

OF THE MAJOR ELEMENTS IN 
A GENDERED MODEL OF SOCIAL CONTROL 

Independent Variables Dependent Variable 

PROGRAM TYPE 

FUNDING DISCOURSE 
Either Dominant or Oppositional 

ORGANIZATIONAL 
VARL\BLES 

Independent Variables Dependent Variable 

DISCOURSE 

FUNDING ^ ̂  PROGRAM TYPES 
Either Social Service or Feminist 

ORGANIZATIONAL 
VARIABLE 



TABLE 3.3 
MODEL OF THE COHERENCE OF LOGIC STATEMENTS: 

DOMINANT AND OPPOSITIONAL DISCOURSES 

DOMINANT DISCOURSE/ SOCIAL SERVICE MODEL 
Cause of Problem 

MASCULINISM 

LIBERAL INDIVISUALISM 
Indivdiuals are moral 
agents 

Perception of Victim 

Males and females are 
polar opposites 

Purpose of Shelter Dominant Principle of Intervention 

MEDICALIZA TION 
Source of deviant Deviant individual is sick Illness threatens Therapy as a re-integrative process 
is in individual 

OPPOSITIONAL DISCOURSE/FEMINIST MODEL 
Cause of Problem 

FEMINISM 
Male oppression 

Perception of Victim 

Self-determining person 

social stability 
(Shelter as safety net) 

Purpose of Shelter Dominant Principle of Intervention 

Change societal 
attitudes, safety 

Consciousness Raising 
Advocacy 

(X) 
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CHAPTER 4 

MEASURES AND METHODS 

Introduction 

The historical background given in the first chapter led to my central theoretical 

question concerning gendered social control: How and to what extent can an oppositional 

social movement, like the radical faction of the women's movement, mount challenges 

against the dominant masculinist culture? My answer is that gendered social control is 

hegemonically maintained through the dominant discourse which develops concerning 

the social problem and through the patterns of practice and organizational arrangements 

which develop from that discourse, and which are then enacted through the programs at 

the shelters. 

The conceptual model presented in Chapter 3 posits a two-stage process. The first 

stage of the model, and the first stage of empirical analysis concerns coherence among 

the various logic statements, or their derivatives, coherence among the patterns of 

practice operational ized as the programs instituted at the various shelters, and coherence 

among the various fiinding sources. This stage of the model is empirically tested using a 

factor analyses, a statistical procedure which reveals a smaller number of hypothetical 

constructs from a larger set of variables. 

The second stage of my model looks at the relationships among the elements 

which have been hypothesized as important to the growth and maintenance of battered 

women's shelters and the battered woman's shelter movement; discourse, program 
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agendas, organizational variables, and funding. This stage of the model is empirically 

tested using a multiple regression analysis. Multiple regression is used for measuring the 

effects of several factors concurrently and reveals how much the dependent variable 

changes as each independent variable changes. Discourse and program agenda are each 

used as dependent variables in separate sets of hypotheses, and hence, in separate sets of 

regression equations (refer to Table 3.2). 

This chapter looks at how the sample was drawn and then moves to a discussion 

of the two statistical models used to test each stage of my two-stage model of gendered 

social control. After presenting the method and logic of each statistical model, I show 

how the discourse, program agenda, organizational and funding measures were 

developed from the raw survey data. 

Sample and Procedure 

Data was collected by a self-administered survey sent to battered women's shelter 

directors. Due to budget constraints, a sample of all shelters in 11 states was used 

instead of shelters in all 50 states in the United States. These states included Arizona, 

California, Florida, Illinois, Louisiana, Massachusetts, Michigan, New Mexico, Oregon 

and Pennsylvania. These states were not randomly drawn, nor drawn to be a 

representative sample. Instead they were drawn to reflect variety along the following 

dimensions: geographic location, general support of women's issues (assessed by the 

ratification of the ERA), the first state to pass domestic violence legislation, states which 

have no domestic violence legislation, and current legal stand on domestic violence 
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issues: court ordered counseling and police powers for enforcing orders of protection 

(see Table l.l and Table 1.2). Every shelter listed for those 11 states in the 1991 

National Directory of Domestic Violence Programs received a questionnaire. This 

represents a total of 365 shelters, making this the largest survey of shelters undertaken in 

the last 10 years. The survey included a cover letter which contained the endorsement of 

this project by Linda Osmundsen, Executive Director and Co-Chair of Battered/Formerly 

Battered Women's Task Force of the National Coalition Against Domestic Violence. 

The initial response rate was low and was followed up by a letter and an 

additional mailing. Some of the responses were to inform me that the organizations 

reached by the mailing were not really shelters, but were crisis counseling day centers or 

crisis phone lines. This dropped the number of shelters to which mailings had been sent 

to 340. The first mailing was in August of 1992 and netted a 16% response rating. The 

second mailing in November increased the response rate to 19% (66/340). Table 4.1 

shows the total response rate as well as response rate by region and by state. Although 1 

received 66 responses, only 48 shelters are used in the analysis due to missing 

information in the data set. Any shelter which was missing data on any one variable 

going into the factor analysis or going into any regression analysis was dropped. 

As stated earlier, it was hoped that this survey would be the largest undertaken in 

the last ten years. This is not the case. The Epstein eL al. (1988) survey included 111 

shelters. However, my survey is larger than the Davis (1988) study which included only 

11 shelters, or Schechter (1982) who "identified her three ideological categories based on 
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her impressions of numerous shelters rather than on empirical study" (Epstein et al. 

1988:348). 

In sum, 48 shelters are used in the statistical analysis. The statistical analysis is 

performed in two stages. The first stage, the factor analysis, creates the factor scales 

which are used in the second stage, the multiple regression analysis. Thus, in this 

chapter, the statistical models are presented before the section on measures. 

Statistical Models 

The first stage of my model of gendered social control, and the first stage of 

empirical analysis, concerns coherence among the various logic statements, or their 

derivatives which make up the social service discourse and the feminist discourse 

(Hypothesis 1), coherence into two primary program agendas, or patterns of practice 

(Hypothesis 2), and coherence into two primary funding sources, a funding source which 

will support the social service agenda and discourse, and a funding source which will 

support a femimst program agenda and its discourse (Hypothesis 3). As stated earlier, 

this stage of the model is empirically tested using a factor analyses. 

The second stage of my model looks at the relationships among the elements 

which have been hypothesized as important to the growth and maintenance of both the 

battered women's shelters and the battered woman's shelter movement; discourse, 

program agendas, organizational variables, and funding. This stage of the model is 

empirically tested using a multiple regression analysis. Hypotheses 4 through 9 have 

program type as the dependent variable, and build on the assertions from Hypotheses 1,2 



and 3. Hypotheses 10 through 15 are the mirror image of Hypotheses 4 through 9, except 

discourse is the dependent variable (Table 3.2). 

Factor Analysis 

A factor analysis is based on the idea that there may be underlying factors or 

hypothetical constructs that are tapped by more than one variable in any data set. That is, 

some underlying factors, which are smaller in number than the observed variables, are 

responsible for the covariation among the observed variables. The objective of factor 

analysis is to uncover or reveal this smaller number of hypothetical constructs. 

Researchers may use factor analysis as an exploratory or as a confirmatory tool. 

This means that a researcher may not know how many underlying dimensions are 

represented by the observed variables. An exploratory factor analysis is, therefore, an 

easy method for possible data reduction. On the other hand, a researcher may have an 

idea, for example, that there are two different underlying constructs and that certain 

observed variables represent one dimension while other observed variables represent the 

second dimension (see Kim and Mueller, 1978 for a further discussion of these uses of 

factor analysis). It is this use of factor analysis that is pertinent to the current study. 

A confirmatory factor analysis will be performed on the discursive variable 

statements, the program variables and the funding variables in order to test the first three 

hypotheses presented in Chapter 3:1) there are two distinctive discourses surrounding 

the problem of domestic violence, one embracing a feminist viewpoint and one 

embracing a social service viewpoint; 2) there are two distinctive program types, one 
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representing a feminist agenda and the other representing a social service agenda; and 3) 

there are two distinctive groupmgs of funding sources, one which views battered women 

as victims of crime and the other which views battered women as homeless women who 

need counseling. 

Briefly I found three factors instead of two factors which underlie the discourse 

variables: a Social Service Discourse, a Feminist Discourse and a Feminist Goal 

Discourse. I found two factors associated with program type, named SSPROMOD 

(Social Service Program Model) and FMPROMOD (Feminist Program Model). Finally, I 

found four factors associated with funding. The measures section of this chapter 

explains in more detail how these factor scales were created. However, the actual results 

of the factor analysis are presented in Chapter 5. 

Regression Analysis 

A regression analysis is used when examining functional relationships. That is, 

we can use multiple regression when we believe that one variable depends on, or is a 

function of, another variable. A regression analysis reveals how much the dependent 

variables changes as the independent variable changes. As stated earlier, the cross-

sectional data and models used in this work can not prove causation - I cannot say with 

certainty that one factor or variable causes another. Frequently I will interpret the 

coefficients with causal language, i.e. as effects, but it must be remembered that causal 

order is assumed rather than demonstrated. What is demonstrated is the sign and 

magnitude of the relationship. 
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Multiple regression is used for measuring the effects of several factors 

concurrently. A multiple regression will give estimates of the change in the dependent 

variable for a unit change in the independent variable. In multiple regression equations, 

variables are controlled by entering them as independent variables. For example, this 

means we can see the effects of adherence to a specific discourse on the kinds of 

programs offered while holding the effects of funding and organization constant, as well 

as seeing the effects of funding while holding discourse and organization constant and 

the effects of organization on programming while holding discourse and funding 

constant. 

Recall that Hypotheses 4 and 5 postulate that program type is a function of a 

shelter's discourse. Hypotheses 6 and 7 propose that program type is a function of 

organizational variables. Hypotheses 8 and 9 posit that program type is a function of 

funding source. The general model to test Hypotheses 4 through 9 is set up like this: 

Dependent Variable = Independent Variables or. 

Program Type Discourse ~ Organization - Funding 

This statistical model contains all the elements in the second stage of my conceptual 

model of gendered social control proposed in Chapter 3, see Figure 3.2. 

If we want to see the direct and indirect effects of a group of independent 

variables, we leave the independent variables that are assumed to be intervening 

variables - those variables which have an indirect effect on the dependent variable 

through a connection to another independent variable - out of the equation and compare 
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the coefficients to those calculated in the ftill model. That is, leaving out independent 

variables one or more at a time at a time allows us to see if there are some effects 

through the omitted variable(s). The following three equations leave out the independent 

variables one at a time in order to test for the indirect effects. 

1) Program Type -= Organization - Funding 

IJProgram Type - Discourse - Organization 

3)Program Type -- Discourse - Funding 

As stated earlier. Hypotheses 10 through 15 are the mirror images of Hypotheses 

4 through 9, except discourse is used as the dependent variable. This set of Hypotheses 

will be tested using the same general model. As stated in the previous chapter. 

Hypotheses 10 and 11 assert that discourse is a function of program type. Hypotheses 12 

and 13 posit that discourse is a function of organizational variables, and Hypotheses 14 

and 15 state that discourse is a function of funding sources. Hence the general model to 

test Hypotheses 10 through 15 is; 

Discourse = Program Type - Organization - Funding 

This model shows discourse as the dependent variable and program type, organizational 

variables and funding as the independent variables. Recall that three discourse factors 

were created instead of two. Hence, the specific models to test the above hypotheses are; 

SOCIAL SERVICE^ Program Type - Organization ~ Funding 

FES/HNIST Program Type - Organization - Funding 

FEMINIST GOAL Program Type - Organization • Funding 
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These models contain all the important elements in the model proposed in Chapter 3 (see 

Figure 3.3). 

Again, in order to see the direct and indirect effects of the independent variables, 

we leave the independent variables out of the equation one at a time. The following 

equations leave out the independent variables one at a time: 

SOCIAL SERVICE - Organization - Funding 

FEMINIST Organization - Funding 

FEMINIST GOAL Organization - Funding 

SOCIAL SERVICE Program Type - Organization 

FEMINIST Program Type - Organization 

FEMINIST GOAL Program Type - Organization 

SOCIAL SERVICE Program Type - Funding 

FEMINIST Program Type • Funding 

FEMINIST GOAL ^ Program Type - Funding 

In sum, two major statistical procedures will be performed on the data; a factor analysis 

to test the coherence hypotheses. Hypotheses 1,2 and 3, and a multiple regression 

analyses to test the functional relationships among discourse, program type, funding and 

organizational variables proposed in Hypotheses 4 through 15. 

An additional regression model will be run, taking the statistically significant 

results from the initial regression models to create trimmed models. The trimmed 

models will be addressed again in Chapter 6, the chapter presenting the results of the 
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multiple regression analysis. 

The next section takes a quick look at how the measures were created from the 

raw survey data. The full results of each statistical model are presented in Chapter 5 and 

Chapter 6. 

Measures 

Discursive Measures 

As stated in the previous chapter, the discursive measures are conceptualized in a 

manner consistent with both Davis (1988) and Epstein et. al. (1988). Davis (1988) used 

four categories - the cause of the problem, the perception of the battered woman, the 

purpose of the shelter, and the dominant principle of intervention - to asses the 

differences among different kinds of shelters. Epstein et. al. (1988) assessed shelter 

goals and explanations by forced choice selections among various statements. In the 

research presented here, respondents are asked to indicate whether they strongly agree, 

agree, are undecided, disagree or strongly disagree with each of eleven statements, 

instead of being constrained to forced choices between statements, as in the Epstein et. 

al. (1988) study. 

The statements which assess the type of discourse embraced at the shelters are 

drawn from Davis' (1988) four categories: the cause of battering is assessed by two 

statements, one feminist and one social service; the perception of battered women is 

assessed by two statements, one feminist and one social service; the shelter goals are 

assessed by three feminist goal statements and two social service goal statements; and 
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the types of programs offered are assessed by two statements, one femim'st and one social 

service. Four of the eleven statements given below were taken directly from Epstein et. 

al. (1988). Statements were written so that agreement with one end of the strongly 

agree/strongly disagree scale did not always support either a feminist position or a social 

service position. However, statements were coded so that a high score always reflected 

adherence to a feminist discourse and a low score reflected adherence to a social service 

discourse. The coded variables are used in all cases. 

Cause of Battering. Explanations about the causes of woman battering were 

assessed by two statements: a feminist explanation, "Violence against women is part of a 

jDower dynamic operating between women and men in a sexist society," variable 

FEXBAT taken from Epstein et. al. 1988, and a social service explanation, "Battering is 

only one form of the larger problem of dysfunctional families," variable SSEXBAT. 

The feminist explanation is a derivative of the logic statement, "Women's and 

men's positions in society are the result of social construction, not biology." The power 

dynamics between women and men are socially constructed and not biologically based. 

Since there is no biological basis for sexism or male oppression, it must be reinforced 

through violence. The social service explanation, on the other hand, is built on the legal 

precedent established by the family courts system in the 1920's. That court system, and 

the current social service views on domestic violence are built on the logic statements 

drawn from two discourses; the liberal individualist discourse logic statement which 

insists that individuals are moral agents who are in charge of their own destiny, and the 
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medicalization discourse logic statement which states that the source of deviant behavior 

is in the individual. Taken together, the cause of domestic violence could only be that 

the family unit itself is dysfimctional (see Figure 3.3). 

Perception of Battered Women. The perception of battered women was assessed 

by one feminist statement and one social service statement. The feminist statement, 

"Most battered women are capable of making rational decisions about work, housing, 

and other aspects of their lives if they have access to adequate information, without 

working on themselves in therapy sessions," variable FPERCP, is a derivative of the 

feminist logic statement, "Women and men are social equals." That is, in a masculinist 

society men are perceived as rational, competent humans capable of making solid 

decisions. Within a feminist discourse, women are seen as equally capable of being self-

determining. 

The social service perception, is encapsulated in the statement "Most battered 

women are dependent on others for help, since they have learned maladaptive 

behaviors," variable SSPERCP. This statement combines the masculinist perception of 

women as dependent, childlike and needy, an application of the masculinist logic 

statement, "males and females are polar opposites," with the medicalization logic 

statement that the "deviant individual is sick." That is, all women are dependent, but 

battered women have in addition learned maladaptive behaviors. This makes sense if the 

cause of the problem is the dysfunctional family unit (see Figure 3.3).. 

Shelter Goals. Shelter goals were assessed by agreement with three feminist and 



two social service goal statements. The three femim'st goal statements are: "Our shelter 

exists to help change societal patterns of violence against women, through sheltering 

battered women and political organizing," variable FGOALl taken from Epstein et al. 

(1988) and used in that study as a feminist goal; "Our shelter emphasizes economic 

autonomy for women," variable FG0AL2; and "Our shelter exists to offer opportunities 

for women who are battered to leave the abusive situation", variable FG0AL3, also taken 

from Epstein et. al. 1988, but used in that study as a grass-roots goal. 

These feminist goals grew out of radical feminism. Recall from the history given 

in Chapter 1, that radical feminism was responsible for the "rediscovery" of domestic 

violence (Schechter 1982; Pleck 1987; Echols 1989). Radical feminism, like other 

I960's radical movements, pushed for social change as their raison d'etre, directly 

opposing to the liberal stance of working within the system. Moreover, these feminists 

saw the creation of alternative women's institutions as "representative of concrete moves 

toward self-determination and power for women" (Echols 1989:244). Additionally, 

feminist businesses were supposed to promote "economic self-sufficiency" which "would 

allow women an economic as well as cultural context in which to become free of 

patriarchy" (Kathleen Barry quoted in Echols 1989:274). These sentiments are 

derivatives of many of the logic statements associated with feminism: "Women's and 

men's positions in society are the result of social construction." As such, feminism must 

be involved in social change so that "women and men [become] social equals," the 

second logic statement of feminism. This social change will be built on and through 
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women's work ("women's work is her work" the third logic statement). The goal-oriented 

derivative of this statement is economic autonomy. However, before the battered woman 

can attain economic autonomy, she will need to be sheltered from her abuser, so safety 

becomes an additional goal. The shelter, therefore offers opportunities for the woman to 

leave the abusive situation. 

The first social service goal statement was taken from Epstein et. al. 1988, "Our 

shelter is a service organization, devoted to the treatment and support of battered 

women," variable SSGOALI. The second social service goal statement is "This shelter 

helps to unite the battered woman and her abuser after they have been through intensive 

counseling for the dysfunctional family," variable SSG0AL2. The medicalization logic 

statement, "illness is deviant because of its threat to the stability of the social system 

through its impact on role performance," is the grounding for these social service goal 

statements. 

Types of Programs Offered. The types of programs offered should be consistent 

with the goals the shelters set for themselves. Recall from Chapter I the 

discussion/debate surrounding consciousness raising and the feminist movement - radical 

feminism embraced consciousness raising as a valuable organizing tool to press for 

social change (Echols 1989). Thus, the feminist program agenda will include 

consciousness raising, advocacy and sisterhood. The types of programs offered, then, 

were assessed by agreement with this feminist statement, "Help for battered women 

should take the form of advocacy, consciousness raising, and sisterhood," variable 



FPROG. On the other hand, the social service program agenda, following in the 

footsteps of the psychiatric social work model, will be based on therapy. Thus, the social 

service agenda is based on agreement with this statement: "Therapeutic intervention, in 

the form of mandatory counseling, is an integral part of this shelter's program," variable 

SSPROG. This statement is also consistent with the medicalization logic statement, 

"Therapy is a re-integrative process." 

Hypothesis 1 asserts that there are two primary discourses surrounding the 

problem of domestic violence: a social service discourse and a feminist discourse. These 

discourses were operationalized in the eleven statements introduced above. Three factor 

scales were created from these eleven statements through the use of a factor analysis. 

The process of factor analysis is explained more fully in Chapter 5. Eleven factors were 

created, but only three had Eigenvalues greater than I, the criteria used to determine 

which factors to rotate. 

These three factor scales corresponded, for the most part, to the theoretical 

assumptions behind the written statements. That is, statements in one factor, FEMID, 

included only statements derived from feminist logic statements. Statements in the 

second factor, SSID, included only statements derived from either the medicalization, 

liberal individualist or masculinist logic statements. These statements undergird a social 

service discourse. The third factor, GOALID, included two of the feminist goal oriented 

statements, FG0AL2 and FG0AL3. Then Z-scores were created for SSID, FEMID, and 

GOALID. These scales were named SOCIAL SERVICE, FEMINIST, and GOAL 
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respectively and understand adherence to a social service discourse, adherence to a 

feminist discourse, and adherence to a goal-oriented femimst discourse as three separate 

concepts. 

In sum, there are three scales which measure the coherence of a given discourse: 

1) the SOCIAL SERVICE scale, which only measures the adherence to a social service 

discourse; 2) the FEMINIST scale, which only measures the adherence to a feminist 

discourse or 3) the GOAL scale, which measures adherence to two of the three feminist 

goal statements, the statement concerning economic autonomy and the statement 

concerning the opportunity to leave. 

Programs 

Hypothesis 2 asserts that there will be two coherent program agendas offered at 

the shelters. Instead of using forced choice categories to operationalize the program 

agendas, the shelter directors were asked to list and briefly describe the all of the various 

programs available to the residents. 1 believe the forced choice format here would 

prejudice the answers in favor of what I wanted to find. For instance if the forced choice 

is counseling as opposed to advocacy, but the counseling offered at a particular shelter 

includes a component that is advocacial in nature, then I have misrepresented what is 

really happening. Additionally, the shelter directors were asked if any of these programs 

are mandatory for the residents to attend. 

The information gathered from the survey fell into two major categories, the 

delivery system of the program - whether it was a required program or an optional 
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program, and the actual content of the programs - what each program actually covered. I 

took this information and created a long list of dummy variables. A factor analysis was 

used to see if some of these variables created meaningful factors. Two factors, one 

reflecting a social service orientation to a general program model and one reflecting a 

feminist orientation, were created and ultimately retained as meaningful to the analysis. 

The social service program model (variable SSPRO) contains the following 5 

dummy variables. I) Required counseling or therapy (PRCOUNS); 2) codependency as a 

major issue to be dealt with in one's life (CODEPEND); 3) required case management 

(RICASEM); 4) required educational groups which deal with the cycle of violence 

(RIED) and 5) a negative loading concerning optional support groups (POSUPGR). 

These specific programs can be derived from the logic statements undergirding the 

medicalization, liberal individualist and masculinist discourse, with a major emphasis on 

the medicalization discourse. 

The feminist factor (variable FMPRO) retained three dummy variables: 1) Groups 

covering safety issues and escape plans (SAFETY); 2) optional advocacy programs 

which included both a legal and case management component (OADVOC) and 3) 

optional case management issues (OICASEM). These programs can be derived from the 

feminist logic statements, which emphasize the woman as self-determining. That is, she 

is not seen as a dependent person who must be required to participate in programs "for 

her own good." 

Z-scores were created for these two program factors and named SSPROMOD 
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(social service program model) and FMPROMOD (feminist program model) 

respectively. 

Funding 

Initially, funding sources were assessed in terms of a) where they come from: 

federal, state, county, city, public foundations, private foundations and other sources; b) 

qualifications and restrictions put on the funding by the funding source; and c) what 

percent of overall flmding each funding source represents. Shelter directors were asked to 

provide this information in chart form for all funders which provide more than 5% of the 

total funding to the shelter. 

Recall that Hypotheses 3, 8, 9, 14 and 15 are based on the idea that funding can 

be divided into two groupings: Hypothesis 3 asserts that funding will come from two 

different sources - one source which views battered women as helpless and in need of 

counseling and oppositional sources which view battered women as victims of crime 

who need advocacy through the court system and the bureaucracy of social service 

agencies such as Aid to Families with Dependent Children; Hypotheses 8 and 9 assert 

that program type will be a function of the kind of funding supporting the shelter, and 

Hypotheses 14 and 15 assert that discourse is a function of flmding type. This means that 

I need to determine the purpose for which the funding was intended. 

I created a list of dummy variables based on the purpose for which the funding is 

used. These variables are I) VICTIM which includes all flmding having a criminal 

justice component such as the VOCA federal funds, the various state coalitions against 
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domestic violence and monies offered through the attorney general's office; 2) HEALTH 

which includes monies from the various departments of mental health, health and 

rehabilitative services, department of public health and departments of health services; 3) 

HOMLES which includes fionds from federal sources such as FEMA, EAF and 

SAFAH/HUD aimed at the homeless population; 4) SSBG which includes all the block 

grant funding from the federal, state, county and city for general operating costs of the 

shelter and shelter repair, 5) UWAY, United Way funding, which almost every shelter 

received with few restrictions placed on these monies; 6) MARFEE which includes 

marriage license fees and monies distributed through other state-level domestic violence 

trust funds; 7) POVERTY which includes funds distributed through the various 

departments of public aid and the departments of human services. Title V and Title XX 

funds (funds which pay for emergency housing for only 30 days); 8) KIDS, which 

includes funding aimed at children, children's programs and 9) EDAG, funding which 

comes through the various departments of education and agriculture. Most shelters also 

received funding from private sources which ranged from donations to flind-raisers to 

one-time large donations of services or setting up trust funds. This disparate group was 

called Private funding and is not a dummy variable, but is instead the adding up of all the 

percentages reported under private or other source funding on the survey, and then a Z-

score for the variable was created. 

A factor analysis was used to see if these discrete variables would coalesce into 

two meaningful factors as predicted by hypothesis 3. As discussed in more detail in 
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chapter 5, they did not Instead, the factor analysis produced four factors: factor 1 

contains two variables, VICTIM and HOMLES, renamed VICHOM; factor 2 also 

contains two variables, MARFEE and KIDS, renamed MARKIDS; factor 3 contains two 

variables, PRIVATE and UWAY, renamed PRIWAY; and factor 4 contains two 

variables, HOMLES and SSBG, renamed SSHOM. These four funding factors will be 

used in the factor analysis, instead of the two factors I had anticipated. 

Organizational Variables 

The current study collected data on the following organizational variables; size, 

age and level of specialization. In this study size is measured by a) number of women 

and children the shelter can house in any given evening, i.e. number of beds (variable 

named WS), b) the number of women sheltered in the previous year (variable named 

WSY), c) number of employees (WET for workers full-time and WPT for workers part-

time), and d)nuniber of volunteers (VFT for volunteers full-time and VPT for volunteers 

part-time). 

The level of specialization, also taken as a measure of bureaucratization, is 

measured by the total number of discrete job titles listed, JTF and JTP for job titles full-

time and job titles part-time respectively. Organizational age (AGE) is measured in 

months, based on respondent's reports of the date their shelter began operations. 

A number of surveys did not have the section concerning the level of 

specialization completed. It was decided not to use any of the specialization variables in 

the analysis. Additionally it was decided to use WSY (number of women sheltered in a 
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year) as the indicator of shelter size, since this variable, I believe, gives a better overall 

picture of size than the number of beds available to shelter women and children in any 

given night (variable WS). Number of beds available may tell us the how many women 

may be sheltered, but it says nothing of the volume of traffic through the shelters. No 

predictions are made about the associations between size, discourse and program type, 

although it is assumed that AGE and WSY will be correlated in a positive direction. 

Recall that hypothesis 6 proposed that younger shelters are more likely to offer 

social service-oriented programming, and hypothesis 7 proposed that older shelters will 

offer feminist programs. Similarly, hypothesis 12 proposed that younger shelters will 

embrace a social service discourse, while hypothesis 13 proposed that older shelters will 

embrace a feminist discourse. Hence, AGE was retained as a variable important to the 

analysis of this data. This means that AGE and WSY will be used as the organizational 

predictors for the kinds of programs found at the shelters and the discourse prevalent at 

each shelter, hypotheses 6, 7, 12 and 13. 

Summary 

1 started this project by sending out over 350 surveys to domestic violence 

shleters in eleven states. I netted a 19% response rate. However, only 48 shelters are 

used in the statistical analysis due to missing data. Two separate statistical procedures 

were performed which correspond to the two stages of my conceptual model of gendered 

social control. The first procedure, the factor analysis, used the raw survey data to create 

the factor scales. I created three factor scales which deal with discourse (SOCIAL 
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SERVICE, FEMINIST, and FEMINIST GOAL), two factor scales which deal with 

program type (SSPROMOD and FMPROMOD), four factor scales which deal with 

funding (VTCHOM, MARKIDS, PRIWAY and SSHOM), and two organization variables 

(AGE and WSY). These are the measures which will be used in the regression analysis. 

The next two chapters present the fiill statistical results of the factor analysis. Chapter 5, 

and the multiple regression analysis. Chapter 6. 
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TABLE 4.1 
RESPONSE ElATE BY REGION AND STATE 

REGION STATE •R.R. STATE ••R.R. REGION 

East Pennsylvania 5/41= 12% East: 
Massachusetts 4/22= 18% 9/63 = 14% 

Midwest Illinois 8/35= 23% Midwest; 
Michigan 7/41= 17% 25/106 = 24% 
Minnesota 10/30=33% 

South Florida 6/30 = 20% South: 
Louisiana 3/11= 27% 9/41 =22% 

Southwest Arizona 5/20 = 25% Southwest: 
New Mexico 3/14 = 21% 8/34 = 23% 

West California 11/76 = 14% West: 
Oregon 4/20 = 20% 15/96 = 16% 

Total Shelters Surveyed 340 
Total Number of Responses 66 

(Total N) 
TOTAL RESPONSE RATE 19% 

* R.R. STATE; Response Rate for each state. The response rate is the total number of 
responses in each state divided by the total number of shelters surveyed in each state. 
The answer was rounded up to the next whole number. 

** R.R. REGION: Respot^e Rate for each region. The response rate is the total number 
of responses for each region divided by the total number of shelters surveyed in each 
region. The answer was rounded up to the next whole number. 

•** TOTAL RESPONSE RATE; The response rate is the total number of responses 
divided by the total number of shelters surveyed. The answer was rounded up to the next 
whole number. 
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CHAPTER 5 

FACTOR ANALYSIS RESULTS; THE CREATION OF 

THE DISCOLTRSE, PROGRAM AND FUNDING SCALES 

This chapter presents the results of the factor analysis which tested the general 

coherence model, the first stage of my model of gendered social control. In this first 

stage, I am proposing that there will be a coherence among the variables used to 

operationalize discourse, program agenda and funding source. Specifically, Hypothesis 1 

posits that there are two distinctive discourses, one embracing a feminist viewpoint and 

one embracing a social service viewpoint; Hypothesis 2 asserts that there are two 

distinctive program types, one representing a feminist agenda and the other representing 

a social service agenda; and Hypothesis 3 proposes that there are two distinctive 

groupings of funding sources, one which views battered women as victims of crime and 

the other which views battered women as helpless women who need counseling. The 

common theme in these three hypotheses is the assertion of two distinct underlying 

constructs which the observed variables "tap" into. A factor analysis will be used to 

confirm these hypotheses. 

Chapter 6 assesses the results from all the multiple regression equations which 

were run to test the relational model, the second stage of my conceptual model of 

gendered social control. This model looks at the relationships among the scales created 

in this chapter concerning discourse, program type, and funding, and the organizational 

variables. 
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Factor Analysis and Scale Creation 

Discourse Scales 

A factor analysis was used to create the three discursive measures introduced in 

the last chapter, the SOCIAL SERVICE scale, which reflects adherence to a social 

service discourse or ideology, the FEMINIST scale, which reflects adherence to a 

feminist discourse or ideology, and a FEMINIST GOAL scale, which reflects a goal-

oriented discourse or approach to feminism. 

I will use a factor analysis as a confirmatory tool for the first three hypotheses. 

That is, 1 am trying to confirm my hypotheses concerning two separate and distinct 

underlying discourses with regard to the discourse espoused at the shelters, the program 

agendas practiced at the shelters, and the funding sources which support these shelters. 

In this section, 1 will explain how the procedures of factor analysis work by using 

Hypothesis 1 as an example. The explanations for the other two hypotheses tested by this 

statistical method will then be brief Hypothesis I asserts that there are two coherent 

types of shelters expressed through discourse - a discourse centered on the analysis of the 

problem, the vision of who battered women are, shelter goals, and method of 

intervention. The social service shelter embraces the dominant discourse and fits the 

larger societal notion that battered women are helpless, dependent, and in need of 

counseling. This discourse has as its foundations the logics of individualism, 

medicalization and masculinism. The other type of shelter is based on a feminist 

discourse which views battered women as victims of a heinous crime peqjetrated in a 
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society in which women are devalued 

The first step in performing a factor analysis is to closely examine the 

interrelationships among the variables using a correlation matrix. I have presented an 

excerpt of the correlation matrix for the discursive variables in Table 5.1. I will not 

include the correlation matrix for the other hypotheses and have not presented the 

complete matrix for Hypothesis 1. The presentation of this matrix is merely to show the 

logic behind using a factor analysis for the purpose of confirming the existence of two 

distinct underlying hypothetical factors. 

As we examine this matrix, we can see a few relationships emerging; A feminist 

explanation of battering (FEXBAT), "Violence against women is part of a power 

dynamic operating between women and men in a sexist society," is positively correlated 

with the social service perception of battered women (SSPERSP), "Most battered 

women are dependent on others for help, since they have learned maladaptive 

behaviors," with a correlation coefficient of .36235 at p>.007. However, it is more 

highly correlated with feminist goals (FGOALl), "Our shelter exists to help change 

societal patterns of violence against women through sheltering battered women and 

political organizing," with a correlation coefficient of .47860 at p)>.0003. We can also 

see that the social service explanations of battering (SSEXBAT), "Battering is only one 

form of the larger problem of dysfunctional families," is not significantly correlated with 

the feminist explanation, correlation coefficient of 0.13743 at p>.3264, but is highly 

correlated with the social service perception of battered women (SSPERCP), with a 
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correlation coefficient of0.53785 at p>.0001, and with the social service program 

statement (SSPROG), "Therapeutic intervention in the form of mandatory counseling is 

an integral part of this shelter's program," with a correlation coefficient of 0.43408 at 

p>.00I2. 

Even though these variables covary, it must be remembered that the notion of 

covariation is independent of the underlying causal structure. That is, covariance is not in 

and of itself sufficient to uncover the underlying causal structure. This is due to the fact 

that two variables can covary in three different circumstances: one variable may cause 

another variable, or both variables can share a common cause, or both variables may 

simply occur together (Kim and Mueller 1978:16). A factor analysis is used to see if 

these observed correlations can be explained by the existence of a smaller number of 

hypothetical constructs. The next step, then, is to run the factor analysis. 

Factor analysis is based on the notion of a linear causal system in which the 

observed variables are made up of two parts; a unique factor which is unique to each of 

the observed variables and a common factor which is common to two or more variables. 

There are two critical assumptions: 1) the unique factors must be uncorrelated with each 

other and 2) the unique factors must be uncorrelated with the common factors. SAS was 

used to run the factor analysis; the default for factor analysis in SAS is a principal 

component analysis. 

In a principal component analysis, the first principal component, or first common 

factor, represents the largest amount of variance in the data, the second represents the 
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second largest and so on. With the "proc factor rotate=promax" command, SAS provides 

the initial principal component factor pattern, and two rotations: an orthogonal rotation, 

in which the assumption is made that the rotated common factors are uncorrelated, and 

an oblique rotation, in which the rotated common factors are allowed to be correlated. 

The eigenvalue associated with each factor is used to determine the number of 

factors that are retained and rotated by the SAS program. Any factor with an eigenvalue 

higher than 1.0 will be kept Rotating a set of factors does not change the statistical 

explanatory power of any of the factors produced - rotation merely aids in the 

interpretation of the factors presented. 

The eigenvalues, the initial factor pattern, the orthogonal rotation and the oblique 

rotation for the ideological variables are presented in Table 5.2. The eigenvalues for all 

the factors are presented at the bottom of the table. Eleven factors were initially created 

by the factor analysis. However, only three have eigenvalues higher than 1.0. This 

means the rotations were performed only on these three factors. The columns in the 

table refer to the common factors, or the unobservable hypothetical constructs, while the 

rows refer to the observed variables. 

The initial solution is presented in the "unrotated" columns. The factors are 

initially extracted in such a way that the factors are constrained to be uncorrelated with 

each other. The orthogonal solution is presented next and still constrains the underlying 

factors to be uncorrelated. However, the axes have been rotated so that the coefficients 
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presented in the matrix are equivalent to the correlations between the underlying factor 

and the variables which make up that factor. The last solution, the oblique rotation, 

rotates the axes in such a way that allows the factors to become correlated. The 

coefficients reported for the oblique rotation factor pattern are the standard regression 

coefficients for predicting the variables from the factors. Oblique rotations often 

produce more useful patterns than orthogonal rotations (SAS manual p.776). As the axes 

shift, the variance explained by each factor also changes. The point here is to find the 

simplest solution, through rotation of the axes, among a potentially infinite number of 

solutions that are equally compatible with the observed correlations. Additionally, I am 

trying to reduce the number of variables to the smallest number of underlying constructs 

for use in the multiple regression phase of analysis. 

In a factor analysis, all variables will load on each factor, some loading positively 

and some loading negatively, some higher and some lower. This means one more 

decision must be made - what cut-off" point do we use in deciding what variables to 

include and what variables to discard in each factor? It was decided to use all the 

variables with coefficients higher than .60. While this is an arbitrary number, it seems 

reasonable to conclude that these variables contribute significantly to the factor under 

examination. 

Look again at Table 5.2. Using all the variables with coefficients higher than .60, 

the orthogonal rotation gives us 5 variables to include in factor I - SSPERCP (social 
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service perception of battered women), SSPROG (social service program statement), 

SSEXBAT (social service explanations of battering), SSGOALl and SSGOAL2 (both are 

social service goals). I will go into more detail concerning what these variables mean 

after we determine exactly which variables are included in each factor. Using the .60 

cutoff, this rotation also gives us 3 variables to include in factor 2 - FEXBAT (feminist 

explanation of battering), FPROG (feminist program statement) and FGOALl (a feminist 

goal). The oblique rotation factor pattern matrix gives us the same 5 variables to use in 

factor I, and the same 3 variables to use in factor 2. 

But we have a third factor to account for. Using the same criteria as above, this 

factor includes two variables in the orthogonal rotation, FG0AL2 and FG0AL3 (both 

feminist goals), and two variables in oblique rotation, FG0AL2 and FG0AL3, the same 

two feminist goals. What we can conclude so far is that no matter which rotation we 

decide to use, the variables loading over .60 on factors 1, 2 and 3 remain constant. 

As stated earlier, the oblique rotation usually produces a more easily interpretable 

pattern. In the case under examination, both rotations have given us similar solutions. 

However, one purpose of giving an extended explanation of the results for hypothesis, is 

to explain how to interpret the factor analysis. So what happens if the rotations had 

given us different solutions? One choice is to use the more easily interpretable oblique 

rotation. However, a consequence of the oblique rotation, rotating the matrix until the 

common factors become correlated, is that the matrix thus produced does not provide all 
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the information necessary for interpreting the factors. This is because the correlation 

between one common factor and a given set of variables would now have two possible 

components - a direct connection between the conunon factor and any given variable and 

an indirect connection in which any given variable may be working through its 

correlation to another common factor. This means that if we had gotten very different 

results with each rotation, we would also need to examine the factor structure matrix and 

the reference structure matrix. The factor structure matrix and the reference structure 

matrix are not reported in Table 5.2 for the discursive variables. What is given in the 

table is the variance for the factor structure matrix and the reference structure matrix. 

Even though the factor structure matrix and the reference structure matrix are not 

reported, it will be helpful to explain what each of the matrices actually report as well as 

what their variances report. The factor structure is the matrix of correlations between 

variables and the common factors and will have the same elements contained in the 

orthogonal rotation. That is, if the common factors are uncorrelated, the factor structure 

is equal to the orthogonal pattern. The variance reported for this matrix, then, is the 

variance explained by each factor ignoring the other factors. 

The reference structure is the matrix of semipartial correlations between variables 

and common factors, removing from each common factor the effects of the other 

common factors. If the common factors are uncorrelated, the reference structure matrix, 

like the factor structure matrix is equal to the orthogonal pattern. 

These variable sets, or factors, now need to be interpreted. Interpretation usually 
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means attaching a name to each factor that reflects the important theme which has 

emerged. The observed variable names in the variable set for common factor 1 all have a 

social service component Recall from Chapter 4 that the observed variables used were 

Likert-scaied statements reflecting various aspects of the discourse surrounding the social 

problem of domestic violence - the explanation of battering, the perception of the 

battered woman, the goals of the shelter and the kinds of programs used at the shelters. 

Also recall that these statements were coded so that a high score always reflected 

adherence to a feminist discourse and a low score reflected adherence to a social service 

discourse. 

The variable set for scale 1 includes the following statements: a social service 

explanation of battering, "Battering is only one form of the larger problem of 

dysfunctional families," variable SSEXBAT; a social service perception of battered 

women, "Most battered women are dependent on others for help, since they have learned 

maladaptive behaviors," variable SSPERCP; two social service goals, "Our shelter is a 

service organization, devoted to the treatment and support of battered women," variable 

SSGOALI, and "This shelter helps to unite the battered woman and her abuser after they 

have been through intensive counseling for the dysfunctional family," variable 

SSG0AL2; and a social service program statement, "Therapeutic intervention, in the 

form of mandatory counseling, is an integral part of this shelter's program," variable 

SSPROG. 

The variable set for scale 2 includes the following statements: a feminist 



explanation of battering, "Violence against women is part of a power dynamic operating 

between women and men in a sexist society," variable FEXBAT; a feminist program 

statement, "Help for battered women should take the form of advocacy, consciousness 

raising, and sisterhood," variable FPROG; and a feminist goal statement, "Our shelter 

exists to help change societal patterns of violence against women, through sheltering 

women and political organizing," variable FGOALI. 

The variable set for scale 3 contains only two statements, both of which are 

feminist shelter goal statements; "Our shelter emphasizes economic autonomy for 

women," variable FGOAL2, and "Our shelter exists to offer opportunities for women 

who are battered to leave abusive situations," variable FGOAL3. 

Hypothesis 1 asserted that there are two coherent discursive types of shelters: a 

social service type which fits societal notions of battered women undergirded by the 

logics of individualism, medicalization and masculinism, and the oppositional or 

feminist type which corresponds to a feminist discourse. The factor analysis presented 

above supports Hypothesis 1, with one caveat; It appears that there are two underlying 

constructs within a feminist discourse. That is, the first scale wholeheartedly supports 

the social service or societal view of battered women. Every statement included in the 

factor has a social service orientation. However, the feminist discourse was broken into 

two separate scales, a social change-oriented scale and a goal-oriented scale. I believe 

this finding supports my first hypothesis, with one important distinction; feminism as an 

ideological discourse espoused at the shelters is much more complex than I first 
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conceptualized 

Given the historical account of the tension between radical and liberal feminism 

in Chapter I, it makes sense that the discourse fractured between the social change 

construct and the goal-oriented construct. Radical feminism wanted to completely 

change the existing gender/political/economic system. On the other hand, liberal 

feminism wanted to work within the existing system, but improve conditions for women 

through the claim that women are individuals with the same rights as men to equal 

opportunity before the law and within the political/economic system. Moreover, recall 

from Chapter 3 that Schechter (1982) and Epstein et. al. (1988) also found variations 

within feminist shelters. Schecter (1982) asserted that there are three shelter types: 

feminist, grassroots and professional. Epstein etal. (1988) also found three shelter types, 

which they too called feminist, grassroots and professional. Their professional shelter 

type is similar to my social service model of shelters and their grassroots is similar to my 

feminist goal model. This research, then, lends support to the findings from Epstein 

etal. (1988) concerning this issue. 

Given this finding, and taking into consideration the previous research, instead of 

using two discursive scales from the factor analysis, I have included three discursive 

scales from the factor analysis for use in the multiple regression equations. Specifically, 

each scale was created by adding the Z-score for each of the variables included in the 

scale, and then creating a final Z-score for the resulting scale. The final factor scales 

were created from unweighted factor loadings. 
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Altogether then, there are 3 measures or scales underlying and representing the 

discursive dimension which will be used in the next phase of analysis, the multiple 

regression phase. I will use the social service scale created from the factor analysis 

presented above, SOCIAL SERVICE (social service discourse); and the two feminist 

scales created from the factor analysis, FEMINIST (the social change dimension of a 

feminist discourse) and FEMINIST GOAL (the liberal feminist dimension of a feminist 

discourse). 

Programs 

Hypothesis 2 stated that there will be two coherent program agendas found at the 

shelters. The social service program agenda, which has its roots in the therapeutic social 

work model developed in the I920's, will view the battered woman as having low-self-

esteem and a problem with co-dependency who therefore needs counseling and case 

management to get her to a "mentally-healthy" state. The feminist program agenda will 

view her as the victim of a heinous crime who needs sheltering and who may benefit 

from a consciousness-raising support group of people who have suffered in similar ways. 

The battered woman may also request help with negotiating for social services she needs. 

There are 20 variables included in this factor analysis which, as stated in Chapter 

4, fell into two major categories before the analysis was run. These two categories are I) 

the delivery system of the programs, which looked at whether the women were required 

to attend or whether the program was available but optional to attend and 2) the content 

of the programs, which looked at what kinds of issues were covered in the programs 
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offered. Altogether then, before the factor analysis there are 4 dimensions to 

programming; required or optional programs and required or optional issues to be 

discussed or addressed in each program. The variables which begin with PR refer to 

required attendance programs, variables which begin with PO refer to optional 

attendance programs, variables which begin with RI refer to required issues, or issues 

which must be covered and finally variables which begin with OI refer to optional issues, 

or issues that are available to be discussed, but which are not required to be discussed. 

Generally, required programs and issues tend to signal the presence of social 

service programming, while optional programs and issues tend to signal the presence of 

an oppositional or feminist program agenda. This distinction is based on the logic 

statements which support a medicalization discourse and a feminist discourse. 

Specifically, within a medical ization discourse the deviant indivdiual is seen as sick. 

When combined with the masculinist notion of women as dependent, this leads to the 

conclusion that deviant women, those women who have stayed in abusive relationships 

because of their problems with low self-esteem and co-dependency, must be told what to 

do. On the other hand, within a feminist discourse, battered women are seen as self-

determining indivdiuals who may request, but are not required to participate in, the 

various programs offered through shelter services. 

Initially, the SAS program created 20 factors, but only 8 of these factors had 

eigenvalues greater than 1 (see Table 5.5). This means that only 8 factors were included 

in the factor analysis rotation. Table 5.3 presents the orthogonal rotation. Table 5.4 
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presents the oblique rotatioiL Again, just like in the previous analysis, our cutoff point 

for variable inclusion in the scale is .60. 

Look at factor I, Table 5.3 (the orthogonal rotation) and factor 1 Table 5.4 (the 

oblique rotation). No matter which rotation is used, we get the same 3 variables for 

inclusion in the first scale: I) PRCOUNS, required counseling program which included 

required individual counseling, required group counseling, required batterers counseling, 

required individual sessions and required group sessions; 2) CODEPEND, required 

issues to be covered are co-dependency, drug abuse, the dysfunctional family, stress 

and/or anger management and self-esteem; and 3) RJED, required issues to be covered 

are education concerning assertiveness training, awareness skills and job training. This 

may be interpreted to mean that in the required counseling sessions, which may include 

individual sessions or group sessions, issues such as co-dependency and assertiveness are 

covered. These variables all fit squarely into a social service or medicalized model of 

woman battering. Thus scale 1 taps into some aspect of the medicalization of the social 

problem of woman battering. 

Just like the first scale, it does not matter which rotation is used, the same two 

variables are included in scale 2; 1) SAFETY, issues concerning safety, such as how to 

get out of the house or how to use an order of protection; and 2) OICASEM, which is the 

opposite of the RIED variable above. This variable includes optional assertiveness 

training, goal-setting skills, general empowerment skills, job training and awareness 

skills. This scale may be interpreted to mean that it taps into only the optional issue 
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dimension. Remember that before the analysis the 20 variables for inclusion in the factor 

analysis were already lying along 4 dimensions: required or optional program and 

required or optional issues. The idea of optional issues and/or programs is part of a 

feminist agenda concerning battered women. That is, the battered woman is not seen as 

unable to make her own decisions and is not seen as "mentally ill" and in need of 

counseling for her own good. The purpose of offering optional programs and issues to be 

discussed is to empower the battered woman so she can make her own decisions. She 

may need practice at it, but there is a firm belief in her ability to do it. Thus, scale 2 may 

be interpreted as part of a feminist program agenda. 

Again, just like with scales 1 and 2, scale 3 contains the same variables no matter 

which rotation is used. This pattern holds for the rest of the 8 scales created. Scale 3 

includes three variables: I) PRSLfPGR, which includes three kinds of required groups, 

required support groups, required communication skills groups and required peer groups; 

2) POCOUNS, which includes optional individual counseling, optional group counseling, 

optional batterers counseling, optional out-patient counseling, and optional self-esteem 

counseling; and 3) POCOMED, which loaded negatively on this factor. POCOMED 

refers to the presence of community education programs. Recall that a feminist program 

agenda would include a push for social change. One way to promote change is through 

education. However, since POCOMED loaded negatively on the factor, it may be 

interpreted as signaling the absence of community education programs. This scale could 

be interpreted as a mixture of both social service and feminist programs, since the 
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counseling programs offered are optional. However, the concept of counseling, whether 

required or optional, views the battered woman as someone who is in need of some sort 

of therapeutic intervention, which its squarely within a medicalization discourse based on 

the logic statements of medicalization, liberal indivdiualism, and masculinism. As such, 

this scale is interpreted to tap into some aspect of the social service program agenda. 

Scale 4, no matter which rotation is used, includes 2 variables: 1) PRCASEM, 

which includes required case management and/or planning groups or individual sessions; 

and 2) RJCASEM, which refers to covering the required issues of case management, 

planning and goal-setting. This scale can be interpreted to mean that the underlying 

construct concerns 2 of the initial 4 dimensions of the variables, required programs and 

required issues, and that what is required is case management. This too fits into a social 

service view of battered women. That is, these women have been so traumatized that 

without being required to do these things, they simply wouldn't do them. Hence, a very 

paternalistic attitude is expressed toward these women, allowing this factor too to be 

interpreted as a social service program factor scale. 

Scale 5, again regardless of rotation method, has an interesting combination of 

variables: 1) THERAPY, which includes required group or individual therapy and 2) 

PRPARET, which refers to a required group concerning parenting. The concept of 

therapy is somewhat stronger than the concept of counseling, implying that the iserson 

who needs therapy has some sort of psychopathology. This psychopathology, with 

concern to battered women, centers around her underlying masochism, the idea that she 
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enjoys pain and humiliation and that she doesn't feel love unless she feels pain. The 

concern, then, carries over to her parenting skills - if she needs to feel pain and 

humiliation in order to feel love, then perhaps she is teaching this to her children. This 

combination fits within the logics of medicalization, individualism and masculinism. 

That is, she is seen, once again, as incapable of making good decisions without the aid of 

therapy (medicalization); that the problem in the relationship resides within her 

(individualism); and that without appropriate guidance, women need to be taught to 

parent so her childishness and her sickness will not be passed on (a combination of 

medicalization and masculinism). 

Scale 6 contains two variables: 1) RIGRIEF, which refers to the set of required 

issues to be covered and to the grief process in particular; and 2) POPARET, which 

refers to optional parenting groups. This seems like an unusual combination - how can 

we have an optional group, but a required issue? The answer is simple; while the group 

is optional to attend, there may be issues that are required to be discussed as a focal 

point. In this case, an important part of parenting is understanding that both the battered 

woman and her children will go through a grieving process for the relationship that is 

lost. This recognizes that there is nothing wrong with her, that anyone going through the 

breakup of a relationship has as a legitimate response a feeling of grief at that particular 

loss. This kind of parenting group is analogous to the parenting groups springing up that 

support adults and their children going through a divorce. As such, the battered woman 

is not seen as so vastly different from women who are not battered, a thought that is very 
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oppositional to the culturally accepted vision of the battered woman. Hence, this is a 

feminist program factor. 

Scale 7 has two variables, RADVOC, which loads positively and OADVOC, 

which loads negatively, no matter which rotation is used. Both of these variables refer to 

advocacy. RADVOC combines both required groups and required issues concerning 

advocacy and the OADVCXT combines optional advocacy groups and optional advocacy 

issues. The underlying construct that is tapped into is obviously advocacy, with the 

presence of one implying the absence of the other. Advocacy, as a concept, is part of a 

feminist program agenda. Advocacy is somewhat like case management except that the 

advocate does not tell the woman what she needs to do, but advocates for her in the 

social welfare and the legal system. This may take the form of having legal clinics, 

having groups on how to apply for orders of protection, having groups concerning how to 

apply for school and/or job training and the money necessary to pay for this schooling 

and having groups concerning how to apply for low-income housing and/or welfare. As 

stated at the beginning of this section on programs, generally required programs or issues 

implies the presence of social service programming. However, in this case, the social 

service model would use case management techniques as opposed to advocacy. 

Therefore, this scale taps into a feminist program agenda. 

The last scale created in the factor analysis of the program variables only has one 

variable associated with it at the .60 level, OUOURN. This variable is an optional issue 

variable concerning journal writing. The women who participate in the journal writing 
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practice are asked to chronicle their experiences concerning the abuse they experienced 

and how they feel/felt about those experiences. The journal writing exercise is a form of 

consciousness raising and gives legitimacy to what the women experienced in their 

relationships as women. Recall that consciousness raising is a tool that radical feminists 

use to promote social change through the realization on the part of women that they are 

collectively oppressed by the gender system. Again, just like in the other feminist 

program agendas, the battered woman is not seen as so very different from other women. 

The major difference between the battered woman and the rest of womankind is the 

particular kind of crime she experienced against her. 

In sum, the underlying constructs of the program variables are complex, creating 

eight factor scales instead of two, as Hypothesis 2 predicted. However, each scale on its 

own may be interpreted as tapping into either a social service factor or a feminist factor. 

That is, I believe that the hypothesis is supported in that each of the factors produced 

have a strong element of either a social service program agenda (factors 1,3,4 and 5) or a 

feminist program agenda (factors 2,6,7 and 8). 

r did not want to put all of these scales into the multiple regression part of the 

analysis. Recall that one of the goals of the factor analysis was to uncover a smaller 

number of underlying constructs in the variable set for use in the multiple regression 

phase of analysis. The SAS factor analysis program provides a command which will 

constrain the number of factors extracted to 2 or more. Table 5.5 shows these results of 
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constraining the factors to two in the initial rotatioa Just as hypothesized, one of the 

factors contains variables which load high on social service progranmiing and the other 

contains variables which load high on feminist programming. In order to capture a larger 

part of the underlying constructs after restraining the rotation to only two factors, 1 

decided to use .50 instead of .60 as the cutoff point 

As previewed in Chapter 4, the social service program model (variable 

SSPROMOD) contains the following 5 dummy variables: 1) Required counseling or 

therapy (PRCOUNS); 2) codependency as a major issue to be dealt with in one's life 

(CODEPEND); 3) required case management (RICASEM); 4) required educational 

groups which deal with the cycle of violence (RIED) and 5) a negative loading 

concerning optional support groups (POSUPGR). The femim'st program model (variable 

FMPROMOD) retained three dummy variables; I) Groups covering safety issues and 

escape plans (SAFETY); 2) optional advocacy programs which included both a legal and 

case management component (OADVOC) and 3) optional case management issues 

(OICASEM). These factor scales will be used in the multiple regression analysis 

presented in Chapter 6 as representing the program agendas employed at the shelters. 

Funding 

Hypothesis 3 suggests that fimding will fall into two major groupings, one group 

of fimding will come from victim-oriented fimds (a feminist funding model) and the 

other will come from funding sources which view the battered woman as a wife who is 

"in crisis" and through her own psychopathologies has become "mentally ill" (a social 
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service funding model). She therefore is in need of counseling. Monies to support these 

programs are dispersed through the department of mental health and through marriage 

license fees. 

Initially SAS created ten factors, but only four had eigenvalues greater than 1. 

The eigenvalues, the orthogonal and the oblique rotations for the funding variables are 

reported in Table 5.6. The orthogonal and the oblique rotations have given slightly 

different rotation solutions. That is, there are different variables for inclusion in each 

scale. If we keep the cutoff point as .60, factor I will only have I variable, according to 

the orthogonal rotation, but two variables according to the oblique rotation. Upon closer 

inspection, we can see that the coefficient reported for HOMLES in the orthogonal 

rotation is 0.57161 and the coefficient is 0.62742 in the oblique rotation. The same holds 

true for factor 4, again with the variable HOMLES. In the orthogonal rotation the 

coefficient associated with HOMLES is 0.54236 and in the oblique rotation it is 0.60419. 

As stated earlier in this chapter, the oblique rotation often produces more useful patterns 

than the orthogonal rotation, so it was decided to use the oblique rotation solution, 

keeping .60 as the cutoff point. 

Scale I, then, includes the variables VICTIM and HOMLES. The VICTIM funds 

are monies which have a criminal justice component That is, they view the battered 

woman as the victim of a crime. The HOMLES funds are dispersed through sources 

concerned with the homeless population. This may be interpreted to fall within a 

feminist discourse. That is, these women are homeless victims of crime, not women with 
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low self-esteem who need help with their dysfunctional family. Hence, this falls well 

within the feminist view of the problem and therefore can be considered a feminist 

funding source. This scale is called VICHOM. 

Scale 2 contains two variables, MARFEE and KIDS. The MARFEE funds 

include monies collected from marriage license fees and other monies distributed 

through state-level domestic violence trust funds. The KIDS funding included all 

funding aimed at children's programs. Overall, these kinds of programs were generally 

titled as "art therapy" in which the children were encouraged to draw pictures about their 

feelings and/or what happens or happened in their family. At first, this may also look 

like a feminist funding factor. However, even though the battered women's social 

movement has successfully defined battering and abuse as public issues, theses issues 

have been reframed in ways that the movement may not have intended. The traditional 

view of a battered woman as someone who is married as opposed to just living with her 

abuser is part of the reframing. This reframing legitimates a very masculinist notion of 

male-female relationships. Wilson (1983) has argued that the state redefines demands 

and rights to fit its interests in quelling protest and maintaining legitimacy. Moreover, as 

a consequence of this reframing, problems addressed become defined as more 

individualistic thus requiring a medical or psychological response. Polsy (1991) posits 

that the state, then, becomes "therapeutic." Hence, this flmding scale actually is 

interpreted a social service funding scale, not a feminist funding scale. This scale is 

labeled MARKIDS. 
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Scale 3 has two variables, PRIVATE and UWAY. The underlying construct here 

is contributions from private sources. Again, we might be tempted to think that this 

supports a feminist viewpoint That is, anything that is not state-controlled has the 

potential for being an oppositional form of funding, hence feminist. An extensive 

literature exists about the capitalist nature of the state (O'Connor 1973; Domhoff 1978; 

Alford and Friedland 1985). Feminist scholars attempted to do the same thing for gender 

relations and the state, looking at the patriarchal underpinnings of the state (Gordon 

1988; Pateman 1988; MacKinnon 1989; Watson 1990). Nonetheless, as elaborated on 

earlier, the state can not be treated as a cohesive institution and public fundings can not 

automatically be assumed to be oppositional. In fact, the theoretical underpinnings of 

this paper would suggest that the general public, that public which has not been 

motivated to participate in either the oppositional or reprivatization forms of discourse, 

would accept without too much questioning the dominant conception of who battered 

women are and what causes the social problem of battering to occur in the first place. 

Therefore, this scale too has been interpreted to embrace a social service stance and will 

be referred to as PRIWAY. 

The last scale also has two variables associated with the underlying construct, 

HOMLESS and SSBG. Recall that SSBG funding sources are block grant sources that 

usually require matching funds through federal, state and local funding sources. Also 

recall that HOMLESS funding sources are aimed at the homeless population. I believe 

the underlying construct here is an elaboration of homeless funding, but it is qualitatively 
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different than the construct tapped into when the homeless funding is combined with the 

criminal justice monies. That is, of^en block grants are used for general maintenance of 

the shelters and/or used to build onto or renovate the existing shelter or build new 

shelters. As such, this represents a derivative of liberal indivdiualism and the claim that 

all citizens have a right to shelter. Given this, the underlying construct may be construed 

as social service funding due to the linkage of the liberal indivdiualist discourse with the 

medicalization discourse, and is referred to as SSHOM. 

In sum, four scales were created from the ten funding dummy variables. In my 

interpretation of these scales, VICHOM (criminal justice and homeless monies) supports 

a feminist agenda and so can be considered a feminist funding source. The other scales, 

MARKJDS (monies from marriage license fees and children's programs), PRJWAY 

(private sources), and SSHOM (homeless monies and monies from block grants) support 

a social service framing of the problem. This gives partial support to hypothesis 3 which 

asserted that there will be two funding sources, a funding source which supports a social 

service orientation and a funding source which is more likely to fund feminist programs. 

Just as in the creation of the other scales from the factor analysis, the variables in each 

scale were added up and then a Z-score was created for each scale. 

In light of the results fi'om the factor analysis, the hypotheses concerning the 

multiple regression phase of analysis need to be more succinctly stated. The models 

remain the same, but the specific predictions concerning the functional relationships 

among the scales and variables need some revision given that in some cases more than 
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the predicted two factors were produced. 

Hypotheses 4 through 9 have program type as the dependent variable. 

Hypotheses 4 and 5 postulate that program type is a function of a shelter's discourse. 

Specifically, then. Hypothesis 4 requires that we find a positive relationship the social 

service program model and social service discourse. We might expect to find a negative 

functional relationship between SOCIAL SERVICE and the feminist program model, but 

this is not necessary for Hypothesis 4 to be true. Hypothesis 5 would lead us to expect to 

find FEMINIST and/or FEMINIST GOAL (the feminist discursive measures) to show a 

positive flmctional relationship to the feminist program measure. Additionally we might 

expect FEMINIST and FEMINIST GOAL to show a negative functional relationship to 

the social service program measure, but this is not necessary for Hypothesis 5 to be true. 

Hypothesis 6 and 7 propose that program type is a function of organizational 

variables. We expect, then, that AGE will show a positive relationship with 

FMPROMOD, the feminist program model (Hypothesis 6) and that AGE will show a 

negative relationship to SSPROMOD, the social service program model (Hypothesis 7). 

Hypotheses 8 and 9 posit that program type is a function of funding source. 

Initially Hypothesis 8 stated that funding sources from the variables HEALTH, KJDS, 

EDAG, and MARFEE would support social service programs. Given the scales created. 

Hypothesis 8 is revised to assert that funding scale MARKIDS (funding variables 

MARFEE and KIDS), the funding scale PRIWAY (funding variables PRIVATE and 

UWAY), and the funding scale SSHOM (fimding variables HOMELESS and SSBG) will 
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show a statistically positive relationship with social service programs. Hypothesis 9 

asserted that the funding sources from variable VICTIM would suppwrt femim'st 

programs. Given the scales created, only VICHOM (fimding variables VICTIM and 

HOMLES), the funding source for homeless victims of crime will show a positive 

functional relationship to FMPROMOD, the feminist programming scale. 

Hypotheses 10 through 15 are the mirror image of hypotheses 4 through 9 except 

that discourse replaces program type as the dependent variable. The functional 

relationships are expected to be in the same direction as in hypotheses 4 through 9. That 

is. Hypothesis 10 expects to find a positive relationship between social service programs 

and social service discourse, while Hypothesis 11 expects to find a positive relationship 

between feminist programs and feminist discourse. Hypothesis 12 expects to find a 

negative relationship between AGE and social service discourse and Hypothesis 13 

expects to find a positive relationship between AGE and feminist discourse. Hypothesis 

14 expects to find a positive relationship between the social service funding scales 

MARKIDS, PRIWAY, and SSHOM and social service discourse and Hypothesis 15 

expects to find a positive relationship between the feminist funding scale VICHOM and 

feminist discourse. 

Summary 

The first stage of my model of gendered social control proposed that there would 

be two coherent constructs underlying the discourse variable (Hypothesis 1), the program 

agenda variable (Hypothesis 2) and the funding variable (Hypothesis 3). These 
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constructs would be based on the logic statements presented in Chapter 2 which 

undergird the masculinist, liberal individualist, medicalization and feminist discourses. 

Through the framing alignment processes presented in Chapter 2, these logic statements 

would cohere into two discourses: the dominant social service discourse and the 

oppositional feminist discourse (see Table 2.3 and Figure 3.3) 

These hypotheses were partially confirmed through the factor analysis presented 

in this chapter. However, instead of two underlying constructs, there were multiple 

underlying constructs. The discursive variables cohered into three underlying constructs, 

the factor scales named SOCIAL SERVICE, FEMINIST and FEMINIST GOAL, the 

program agenda variables cohered into eight factors which were statistically constrained 

to two underlying constructs, the factor scales named SSPROMOD (social service 

program model) and FMPROMOD (the feminist program model), and the funding 

variables produced four underlying constructs, MARKDDS, PRIWAY, SSHOM (the 

social service funding sources) and VTCHOM (the feminist funding source). 

These factor scales will be used in the second part of the empirical analysis which 

tests the relational model presented in Chapter 3. The relational model profKJsed that 

there would be relationships among the independent factor scales representing discourse 

and funding, the independent variables representing organizatioani elements, and the 

dependent factor scale representing program agenda. These fimctional relationships 

were specified by hypotheses 4 through 9. Additionally, a second set of hypotheses, 

hypotheses 10 through 15, was generated using the factor scale representing discourse as 
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the dependent variable. This set of hypotheses mirror the functional relationships 

expected in hypothese 4 through 9. 

In order to make the hypotheses more understandable, I have created a table of 

modified hypotheses (Table 5.7) similar to the table presented in chapter 3 (Table 3.2) 

Table 5.7 will present the general statistical model for each stage of empirical testing and 

present each hypothesis to be tested using the variable labels created in this chapter. 

Chapter 6 looks at the results of the multiple regression analysis, the second stage of 

emprical testing. 
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TABLE 5.1 
EXAMPLE OF CORRELATION MATRIX; 

DISCURSIVE VARIABLES 

FEXBAT SSPERCP FGOAL2 SSPROG FPERCP 

FEXBAT LOGOGO 
G.O 

0.36235 
O.OG77 

-0.08004 
0.5689 

0.24557 
0.0763 

0.22165 
0.1107 

SSPERCP 0.36235 
0.0077 

1.00000 
0.0 

-0.10266 
0.4645 

0.71353 
0.0001 

0.58453 
0.0001 

FG0AL2 -0.08004 
0.5689 

-0.10266 
0.4645 

1.00000 
0.0 

-0.03466 
0.8054 

-0.17576 
0.2081 

SSPROG 0.24557 
0.0763 

0.71353 
0.0001 

-0.03466 
0.8054 

1.00000 
0.0 

0.54095 
0.0001 

FPERCP 0.22165 
0.1107 

0.58453 
0.0001 

-0.17576 
0.2081 

0.54095 
0.0001 

LOOOOO 
0.0 

SSEXBAT 0.13743 0.53785 -0.00935 0.43408 0.35829 
0.3264 0.0001 0.9470 0.0012 0.0084 

SSGOALl 0.08877 0.32049 -0.00571 0.48220 0.29707 
0.5273 0.0193 0.9677 0.0003 0.0308 

FPROG 0.35937 
0.0082 

0.45219 
0.0007 

-0.00709 
0.9598 

0.30743 
0.0251 

0.28562 
0.0382 

FG0AL3 0.20520 
0.1405 

-0.09466 
0.5002 

0.39285 
0.0036 

-0.02107 
0.8810 

-0.09973 
0.4774 

SSGOAL2 0.38000 
0.0050 

0.54065 
0.0001 

0.12527 
0.3714 

0.42571 
0.0015 

0.33634 
0.0138 

FGOALl 0.47860 
0.0003 

0.50439 
0.0001 

0.08758 
0.5329 

0.34438 
0.0116 

0.21591 
0.1205 

NOTE; The top number reports the correlation coefficient and the bottom number reports 
the probability score. 



TABLE 5.2 
FACTOR ANALYSIS OF DISCURSIVE VARIABLES 

Variables 
UNROTATED 

Factor I Factor 2 Factor3 
ORTHOGONAL 

Factor! Factor2 Factor3 Factor 1 
OBLIQUE 

Factor2 Factor3 

FEXBAT 0.53618 0.40557 -0.16489 0.18321 0.66154 0.08923 0.07946 0.65741 0.08829 
SSPERCP 0.89013 -0.08591 -0.07557 0.71852 0.51115 -0.16697 0.64988 0.40556 -0.13370 
FGOAL2 -0.05508 0.44306 0.73441 0.06256 -0.08839 0.85262 0.15203 -0.11716 0.86496 
SSPROG 0.79521 -0.17304 0.12390 0.76260 0.30431 -0.05898 0.74298 0,17929 -0.01804 
FPERCP 0.67702 -0.24456 -0.12717 0.59657 0,30473 -0.29254 0,54881 0,21385 -0.26377 
SSEXBAT 0.62453 -0.34700 0.15830 0,71656 0.07298 -0.12932 0,73096 -0,05330 -0.08724 
SSGOALl 0.45375 -0.38097 0.41432 0.69984 -0.17104 0.06051 0,77351 -0,30857 0.10785 
FPROG 0.51682 0.52210 -0.43572 0.00558 0.85268 -0.04941 -0.15397 0.89226 -0.06623 
FG0AL3 -0.00449 0.73124 0.36878 -0.17330 0.30069 0.74182 -0.17664 0.33515 0.73096 
SSG0AL2 0.63744 -0.04192 0,36896 0.67935 0.18067 0.22372 0,70106 0.06082 0.26414 
FGOALl 0.65060 0.51697 -0.17139 0.22316 0.80547 0.14611 0,09992 0.79984 0,14527 

Variance 3.86622 1.79978 1.29185 3.03582 2.42566 1.49637 
Reference Structure Variance (R.S. Variance) 
Factor Structure Variance (F.S. Variance) 

2.603405 
3.406898 

2.069872 
2.808191 

1.463199 
1.546512 

Eigenvalue 3.8662 

EIGENVALUES OF THE CORRELATION MATRIX 
2  3 4 5 6  7 8 9  1 0  1 1  

1.7998 1.2919 0.9150 0.8273 0.6449 0.4699 0.4066 0.3483 0.2560 0.1741 

NOTE: The variance for the reference structure is the variance explained by each factor eliminating other factors. The 
variance reported for the factor structure is the variance explained by each factor ignoring other factors. 



TABLE 5.3 
FACTOR ANALYSIS OF PROGRAM VARIABLES 

ORTHOGONAL ROTATION 

Variables Factor 1 Factor2 Factor3 Factor4 Factor5 Factor6 Factor7 Factors 

THERAPY -0.00850 0.00652 0.01151 0.01769 0.79553 0.01607 0.05741 -0.08721 
PRCOUNS 0.84740 -0.06549 -0.19118 0.01283 -0.02945 -0.24314 -0.03648 -0.16548 
PRCASEM -0.15116 -0.00805 -0.00170 0.89272 0.13266 0.07062 0.17106 0.01550 
PRPARET 0,11370 -0.13914 0.14797 0.14287 0.64461 -0.20396 0.04817 0.06323 
PRSUPGR 0.07126 -0.16569 0.71961 0.18712 0.31917 0.17836 -0.09072 0.12432 
RADVOC -0,04674 -0.01983 -0.18664 0.02253 0.21387 -0.08248 0.76418 -0.06362 
CODEPEND 0.64298 -0.21514 0.11408 -0.04256 0,09414 0.28597 -0.27616 -0.10831 
RICASEM 0.18613 -0.12274 0.06367 0.83786 0,01730 -0.09081 -0.12639 -0.14720 
RIGRIEF 0.19641 -0.02801 0.12441 -0.10380 0.00064 0.76127 0.06186 -0.04609 
RIED 0.68152 0.23537 0.07576 0.02062 0.13170 0.30092 0.19702 0.34472 
SAFETY 0.17460 0.82948 0.05304 -0.08215 -0.09422 -0.07695 0.01502 -0.06984 
POCOUNS -0.02080 0.17410 0.66795 -0.13787 0.16541 0.22093 0.11754 -0,32410 
POCASEM 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0,00000 0,00000 
POPARET -0.35674 -0.10593 0.08131 0.15183 -0.24419 0.71666 -0,06806 0.05095 
POSUPGR -0,52706 0.35495 -0.37205 -0.12003 0.03107 0.17998 -0,25133 0,32402 
OADVOC -0,04262 0.25771 -0.26249 -0.01743 0.09891 -0.13698 -0,68545 0,01558 
POCOMED 0,05527 -0.11883 -0.64315 -0.02824 0.47275 0.05663 0,03064 -0,15842 
OlED -0.37466 0.49763 -0.20051 -0.14804 -0.19850 0.14134 -0,15083 0.07938 
OICASEM -0,21850 0.72592 0.07202 0.00987 0.00843 -0.07840 -0,16901 0,02628 
OIJOURN -0,10323 -0.01924 0.00620 -0.10880 -0.06151 -0.02382 -0,05689 0,86393 

Variance 2.351924 1.880192 1.771509 1.666550 1.614339 1.554075 1,370473 1,209302 



TABLE 5.4 
FACTOR ANALYSIS OF PROGRAM VARIABLES 

OBLIQUE ROTATION 

Variables Factor 1 Factor2 Factor3 Factor4 Factor5 Factor6 Factor? Factor8 

THERAPY -0.07218 0,02720 0.01954 -0.02048 0.80385 -0.01912 0.02159 -0.08240 
PRCOUNS 0,8802! 0.00871 -0.24852 0.02222 -0.09995 -0.17880 -0.07571 -0.09845 
PRCASEM -0.14440 0.08001 -0.04619 0.91461 0.08053 0,09022 0.16516 -0.01364 
PRPARET 0.04191 -0.09906 0.15693 0.07895 0.63329 -0,25604 0.00286 0.11132 
PRSUPGR -0.00780 -0.10717 0.72561 0.11038 0.30373 0,08584 -0,14329 0.15229 
RADVOC -0.09653 -0.00581 -0,21868 0.02155 0.17271 -0,05873 0.77598 -0.04923 
CODEPEND 0.66965 -0.17393 0,04900 -0.06101 0.05259 0,31110 -0,32137 -0.08020 
RlCASEiVl 0.19148 -0.00415 0.01799 0.84189 -0.04780 -0.05335 -0.15994 -0.14224 
RIGRIEF 0.23747 -0.03301 0.05020 -0.08115 -0.02161 0.78279 0.06059 -0.09221 
RIED 0.75379 0.28055 0.00716 0.06020 0.07240 0.28850 0.17828 0.36694 
SAFETY 0.21467 0.88600 0.09712 0.01441 -0.09093 -0.08496 0.01957 -0.10978 
POCOUNS -0.12638 0.24060 0.69700 -0.17008 0.15991 0.16920 0.07961 -0,33902 
POCASEM 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0,00000 0.00000 0,00000 0.00000 0,00000 
POPARET -0.30605 -0.14883 0,03699 0,17840 -0.23143 0,73192 -0.03604 -0,03070 
POSUPGR -0.43699 0.24870 -0.32771 -0.05389 0.11493 0,15965 -0.19480 0,24613 
OADVOC 0.02436 0.23126 -0.21333 0.02014 0.15771 -0,13752 -0.68456 -0,01418 
POCOMED 0.08566 -0.15312 -0.68508 -0.01317 0.47672 0.12262 0.03489 -0.17283 
OlED -0.30553 0.44168 -0.15495 -0.06646 -0.13957 0.14041 -0.10318 0,00143 
OICASEM -0,19148 0.74498 0.14709 0.08425 0.05182 -0.11657 -0.15507 -0,03214 
OIJOURN -0,03174 -0.11289 0.02466 -0.11674 -0.02618 -0,11162 -0.02522 0,89398 
R.S. Variance 2.107418 1.683892 1.629914 1.532748 1.494545 1,451939 1.314180 1.134236 
F.S. Variance 2,605701 2.120143 2.030565 1.806259 1.714282 1.656582 1.490459 1.388947 

OJ 



TABLE 5.5 
FACTOR ANALYSIS OF PROGRAM VARIABLES 

2 FACTORS RETAINED 

Variables Factor 1 Factor 2 

THERAPY 0.14438 0.18403 
PRCOUNS 0.62204 0.31979 
PRCASEM 0.49379 -0.08840 
PRPARET 0.45378 -0.04430 
PRSUPGR 0.38570 -0.20207 
RADVOC 0.05996 0.06680 
CODEPEND 0.67865 0.18338 
RICASEM 0.68574 0.07918 
RIGRIEF 0.40427 0.02788 
RIED 0.66001 0.43590 
SAFETY -0.00087 0.66010 
POCOUNS 0.18085 -0.26918 
POCASEM -0.03021 -0.14241 
POPARET -0.25779 -0.30912 
POSUPGR -0.66467 0.28285 
OADVOC -0.25228 0.58596 
POCOMED 0.06670 0.33658 
OED -0.27718 0.42566 
OICASEM -0.30151 0.58917 
OIJOURN -0.31607 -0.02769 
Variance explained by 

each factor 3.417318 2.111627 

EIGENVALUES OF THE CORRELATION MATRIX 
Factorl Factor2 Factor3 Factor4 Factors Factor6 Factor7 FactorS Factor9 
3.1996 2.0616 1.9033 1.5081 1.4008 1.2306 1.0757 1.0387 0.9143 

Factor 10 Factorl 1 Factor 12 Factor 13 Factor 14 Factor 15 Factor 16 Factor 17 
0.8458 0.7400 0.6717 0.5507 0.5278 0.3649 0.3411 0.2938 

Factorl 8 Factor 19 Factor20 
0.2153 0.1162 0.0000 



TABLE 5.6 
FACTOR ANALYSIS OF FUNDING VARIABLES 

Variables Factor 1 
ORTHOGONAL 
Factor2 Factor3 Factor4 Factor 1 

OBLIQUE 
Factor2 Factors Factor4 

VICITM 0.68697 0.07371 -0.17038 -0.16267 0.69507 0.09518 -0,20972 -0.11829 
HEALTH 0.I01I6 0.28360 -0.47769 -0.15616 0,12889 0.30659 -0.49940 -0.16155 
PRIVATE -0.35622 0.34891 0.66140 -0.13977 -0,39029 0.29410 0,67184 -0.10843 
HOMLES 0.57161 0.00648 0.09915 0,54236 0.62742 0.05507 0.09385 0.60419 
SSBG -0.10815 0.01197 0.06409 0.82658 -0,03341 0.05993 0.09787 0.84008 
UWAY 0.27944 0.04473 0.66432 0.09320 0.26016 0.02232 0,66188 0.15902 
MARFEE -0.20492 0.83201 -0.07501 0.14417 -0.14352 0.84782 -0,08072 0.18079 
POVERTY 0.37102 -0.32466 0.41205 -0.28836 0.30915 -0,35886 0,39787 -0.26231 
KIDS 0.41812 0.61633 0.18492 -0.36649 0.41439 0.60095 0.14210 -0.29095 
EDAG 0.55462 -0.13345 0.11191 0.01173 0,55086 -0,12281 0.09231 0.05284 

Variance 1.687659 1.405099 1.372052 1.294853 
Reference Structure Variance 
Factor StructueVariance 

1,630796 
1.720976 

1.380311 
1.430666 

1.358590 
1,393148 

1.266025 
1.333522 

Eigenvalues of the Correlation Matrix 
Factor 1 Factor2 Factor3 Factor4 Factor5 Factor6 Factor? FactorS Factor9 Factor 10 
1.7954 1.4698 1.3267 1.1677 0.9520 0,8387 0.7458 0.6945 0.5505 0,4588 

-J 
Ul 
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TABLE 5.7 
TABLE OF STATISTICAL MODELS AND 

REVISED HYPOTHESES 

GENERAL COHERENCE MODEL 

General Coherence Hypotheses tested by factor analysis; 
1. There are two coherent discourses, social service and feminist. 

Results; 3 Coherent discourses - SOCIAL SERVICE, FEMINIST and 
GOAL 

2. There are two coherent program types, social service and feminist. 
Results; 2 Coherent program types - SSPROMOD and FMPROMOD 

3. There are two funding sources, one which will support a social service 
agenda and one which will support a femim'st agenda. 

Results; 4 Coherent funding sources: VICHOM, MARKIDS, PRIWA V and 
SSHOM 

RELATIONAL MODEL; Program Type as the Dependent Variable 
This model is tested by multiple regression; 

Coherence Hypotheses; 
4. Shelters which adhere to a social service discourse {SOCIAL SERVICE) will 
have a statistically positive relationship with social service programs 
{SSPROMOD). 
5. Shelters which adhere to a feminist discourse {FEMINISTor GOAL) will have 
a statistically positive relationship with feminist programs (FMPROMOD). 

Organizational Variable Hypotheses; 
6. There will be a statistically positive relationship between younger 

shelters (AGE)znd a social service program type (SSPROMOD). 
1. There will be a statistically positive relationship between older shelters (AGE) 

and a feminist program type (FMPROMOD). 

Funding Hypotheses; 
8. There will be a statistically positive relationship between social service 

funding sources {MARKIDS, PRIWA Y and SSHOM) and social service 
program 

type {SSPROMOD). 
9. There will be a statistically positive relationship between feminist 

funding sources (VICHOM) and feminist program type {FMPROMOD). 
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TABLE 5.7 (Continued) 

TABLE OF STATISTICAL MODELS AND 
REVISED HYPOTHESES 

RELATIONAL MODEL: Discourse as the Dependent Variable 
This model is tested by multiple regression: 

Coherence Hypotheses: 
10. Shelters which offer social service programs {SSPROMOD) will adhere to a 

social service discourse {SOCIAL SERVICE). 
11. Shelters which offer feminist programs (FMPROMOD) will adhere to a 
feminist 

discourse {FEA/ffMISTor GOAL). 

Organizational Variable Hypotheses: 
12. There will be a statistically positive relationship between younger 

shelters (AGEJand a social service discourse (SOCIAL SERVICE). 
13. There will be a statistically positive relationship between older shelters (AGE) 

and a feminist discourse (FEMINISTor GOAL). 

Funding Hypotheses: 
14. There will be a statistically positive relationship between social service 

funding sources {MARKIDS, PRIWA Y or SSHOM) and social service 
discourse {SOCIAL SER VICE). 
15. There will be a statistically positive relationship between feminist 

funding sowxces {VICHOM) and feminist discourse (FEMINISTor GOAL). 
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CHAPTER 6 

RESULTS OF THE MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS; 
THE FUNCTIONAL RELATIONSHIPS AMONG 

DISCOURSE, PROGRAM TYPE,ORGANIZATION AND FUNDING 

I presented my conceptual model of gendered social control in Chapter 3. The 

model has two parts: a general coherence model tested by factor analysis, and a relational 

model, tested by multiple regression. The general coherence model posits a coherence 

among the various logic statements which build the dominant social service discourse 

and the oppositional feminist discourse, a coherence among the various shelter program 

agendas which coalecse into two program types, and coherence among the funding 

variables into two primary funding sources, one that funds social servie programs and 

one that finds feminist programs. This model was tested, and factor scales were created. 

The first stage of my model of gendered social control was confirmed with 

modifications. I found three constructs underlying the discursive variables, two primary 

contructs underlying the program variables and four constructs underlying the funding 

variables. The result of the factor analysis required a revision of the hypotheses drawn 

from the relational model (Table 5.7). 

This chapter looks at how the relational model will be tested using a multiple 

regression analysis. This stage of the model specifies the relationships among the 

discursive variables (SOCIAL SERVICE, FEMINIST and GOAL, the discursive factor 

scales created in Chapter 5), the program variables (SSPROMOD and FMPROMOD, the 

program factor scales created in Chapter 5), the funding variables (VICHOM, PRIWAY, 
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MARKIDS and SSHOM, the funding factor scales created in Chapter 5), and the 

organizational variables (AGE and WSY). Several hypotheses were made concerning 

these relationships (see Table 5.7). These hypotheses will be addressed in the following 

sections, in the context of the regression equations. 

The Regression Models 

A regression analysis is used when examining functional relationships between 

two or more variables. A regression analysis gives us the ability to quantify the relative 

importance of the independent variables in relation to the dependent variable. This 

chapter presents the results from the multiple regression analysis used to test the two sets 

of relational hypotheses, one set which has program type as the dependent variable 

(hypotheses 4-9) and the other set which has discourse as the dependent variable 

(hypotheses 10-15). 

Table 6.1 reports the results of both the full regression model and the trimmed 

regression model for hypotheses 4 through 9, the program type-as-dependent-variable 

model. The trimmed model uses all variables that had statistical significance in the full 

model and any of the partial models reported in Appendix A. Recall that hypotheses 4 

and 5 state program type is a function of a shelter's discourse, hypotheses 6 and 7 state 

program type is a fimction of organizational variables, and hypotheses 8 and 9 state 

program type is a function of funding source. The full model includes all the 

independent variables and is set up as follows; 

Frogram Type Discourse - Organization - (Table 6.1) 
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Partial regression models were run in order to develop the trimmed models. 

The partial models, which are reported in Appendix A, are set up as follows; 

Program Type -• Discourse ~ Organization (Table 6.3 in Appendix A) 

Program Type = Discourse ~ Funding (Table 6.4 in Appendix A) 

Program Type ^ Organization - Funding (Table 6.5 in Appendix A) 

The point of leaving out the independent variables one at a time is to see if one of the 

variable sets is "working through" another variable set Look again at Figure 3.2 in 

Chapter 3. In this figure you see an arrow going from discourse to funding source, and 

another arrow going from funding source to program type. The full models measure the 

direct effects of a variable such as discourse, on the programs offered at the shelters 

while controlling for the other two variable sets, funding source and orgamzational 

variables. The partial models reported in Appendix A measure the indirect effects. In 

this example, the effect of discourse on programs as it works through the funding set, is 

accomplished by leaving the funding set of variables out of the equation. The coefficient 

for discourse, then, in an equation excluding funding variables will include its direct 

effect as well as any indirect effect through the funding variables. 

Hypotheses 10 through 15 use discursive type as the dependent variable. Table 

6.2 reports the results for the full models and the trimmed models which use discourse as 

the dependent variable. Hypotheses 10 and 11 state that discourse is a flmction of 

program type, hypothesis 12 and 13 state that discourse is a function of organizational 

variables and hypothesis 14 and 15 state that discourse is a flmction of funding. The 
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statistical models are set up in the same way as reported above, except that discourse and 

program type change places: 

Discourse = Program Type ~ Organization - Funding 62) 

Discourse -= Program Type - Organization (Table 6.5 in Appendix A) 

Discourse = Program Type - Funding (Table 6.6 in Appendix A) 

Discourse = Organization ~ Funding (Table 6.7 in Appendix A) 

The tables reporting these results are set up like the tables for hypotheses 4 through 9. 

Recall that discourse is measured by three scales created from the factor analysis 

performed in Chapter 5: 1) a scale named SOCIAL SERVICE; 2) a scale named 

FEMINIST; and 3) a scale interpreted to be feminist, but goal-oriented, GOAL. 

Organization has two variables associated with it, AGE, which measures how old the 

shelters are in months, and WSY, which reports the number of women sheltered in the 

previous year at the shelter. Funding has four scales associated with it, the result of the 

factor analysis reported in the previous chapter. The first scale, VICHOM, refers to the 

fiinding which comes from sources available to victims of crimes and funds available to 

provide shelter to the homeless. The next scale, PRIWAY, includes funding from the 

United Way and funding from other private sources, as opposed to fimding which comes 

through any of the government mechanisms. The MARKEDS scale includes all funds 

which are provided through marriage license fees and all the funding aimed at children's 

programs. The last funding scale,SSHOM, includes funding which provides shelter to 

homeless persons and all the block grant fimding, whether from city, county, state or 
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federal budgets. AH the variables, with the exception of AGE and WSY, have been 

normalized to Z-scores in order to make coefficient interpretation easier. 

I have also included the R-square and the F-statistic's level of significance for 

each model in the various results tables. The R-square is the proportion of the variance 

in the dependent variable which is explained by all the independent variables in the 

model, and the F-statistic's level of significance, which tells us the probability of the 

model fitting the data this well by chance, for each model. Additionally, when the 

models were run, a data statement was included to measure variance inflation, that is, 

whether the standard error is increased artificially by other independent variables. It was 

found that the lack of significance in any of the models is not due to a statistical artifact 

such as collinearity. 

As stated above, in one set of hypotheses program type is used as the dependent 

variable and in another set - a set which exactly mirrors the first set in the logic behind 

the specific hypotheses - discourse is used as the dependent variable. The two sets of 

hypotheses were created due to the limitations of the data set with regard to causal order. 

I have no way of knowing if discourse predicts or causes specific program agendas to be 

offerd at the shelters, or if program agendas predict or cause certain discourses to be 

espoused at the shelters. Running the regression equation with each as the dependent 

variable will not solve this dilemma, but it allows me to see if the functional 

relationships among the indepiendent variables change in any significant way. 

The sets of hypotheses are set up in sections: the first section of each hypotheses 
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set deals with coherence between discourse and program type (hypotheses 4,5,10 and 

11), the second set deals with the orgam'zation variables (hypotheses 6,7,12 and 13) and 

the third set looks at the funding variables (hypotheses 8.9. 14 and 15). The results 

subsections of this chapter are set up in the same maimer. That is, the first subsection 

reports the results for hypotheses 4,5,10 and 11, the second subsection reports the results 

for hypotheses 6,7,12 and 13, and the third subsection reports the results for h>potheses 

8,9,14 and 15. 

Results 

Coherence Relationship Effects 

This section looks at the results of the models which tested the functinal 

relationships between discourse and program type hypotheses 4, 5, 10 and 11. 

Hypothesis 4 states those shelters which provide social service programs (SSPROMOD) 

can be predicted by adherence to a social service discourse (SOCIAL SERVICE), while 

hypothesis 5 states that feminist programs (FMPROMOD) can be predicted by adherence 

to a feminist discourse (FEMINIST or GOAL). Hypothesis 10 states that those shelters 

which adhere to a social service discourse (SOCIAL SERVICE) can be predicted by the 

kinds of programs of prgrams they offer, i.e. social service programs (SSPROMOD) and 

Hypothesis 11 states that those shelters which adhere to a feminist discourse (FEMINIST 

or GOAL), can be predicted by the offering of feminist programs (FMPROMOD). 

The results for the program type-as-dependent-variable set of hypotheses are 

reported in Table 6.1, and the results for the discourse-as-dependent-variable set of 
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hypotheses are reported in Table 6.2. In Table 6.1 the columns refer to the dependent 

variable, in this case program type, which is represented by the two scales labeled 

SSPROMOD (social service program type) and FMPROMOD (feminist program type). 

The columns in Table 6.2 also refer to the dependent variable, in this case the different 

discursive scales, the social service scale (SOCIAL SERVICE), the feminism scale 

(FEMINIST) and the feminist goal scale (GOAL) respectively in the full model. Notice 

the trimmed models for the program type-as-dependent-variable set of hypotheses use 

only one discursive scale, SOCIAL SERVICE, and the trimmed models for the discourse-

as-dependent-variable set of hypotheses use only two discursive scales, SOCIAL 

SERVICE and FEMINIST. As stated earlier, only variables which were statistically 

significant in any of the models (refer to Table 6.6, Table 6.7 and Table 6.8 in Appendix 

A) were included in the trimmed models. Nothing was significant, that is nothing 

predicted, a feminist goal oriented discourse (GOAL) in either set of hypotheses. Hence, 

GOAL was not included in any of the trimmed models. 

Only Hypothesis 4 is supported in Table 6.1: the statistically and substantively 

strongest effect in both the full and trimmed models concerns the relationship between 

having a social service discourse and providing social service-oriented programming. 

SOCIAL SERVICE is the factor scale which measures adherence to a social service 

discourse and shows a statistically positive and significant effect on social service 

programming. The results may be interpreted as follows; as adherence to a social 

service discourse increases one standard deviation unit, the extent to which shelters offer 
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social service programming increases by .54 of a standard deviation (p<.OI). These 

results hold even when we drop out the other independent variable sets one at a time (see 

Table 6.3, which reports the effects of discourse and organization on programs offered 

and Table 6.4, which reports the effects of discourse and funding on programs offered, 

both in Appendix A). Hypotheses 5 concerning the effects of a feminist discourse, 

measured by either the FEMINIST discursive scale or the GOAL discursive scale, on 

program type received no support in the data. 

Table 6.2 also reports the relationship between social service programs 

(SSPROMOD) and social service discourse (SOCIAL SERVICE) as one of the 

statistically and substantively strongest effects. There is a strong positive and significant 

association reported between social service programming and social service discourse in 

the full model, 0.4152 (p<.01). These effects do not diminish when funding is left out, or 

not controlled for, in the trimmed social service discourse model, but become even more 

significant, at the p<.0001 level. This finding is attributed to less "noise" in the model. 

Generally, then, we can say that as social service program type increases one unit, the 

extent to which a shelter adheres to a social service discourse increases by approximately 

.4 of a standard deviation. Moreover, in the trimmed feminist discourse model reported 

in Table 6.2, not only does social service program type positively predict social service 

discuorse, it has a negative association with feminist discourse. That is, as social service 

program type increases by one unit, the adherence to a feminist discourse significantly 

decreases by .2 of a standard deviation. Hypothesis 11 concerning the relationship of 
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feminist program type to feminist discourse, measured by either the feminist scale or the 

feminist-goal scale, received no support in the data. 

In sura, two points need to be made concerning the relationship of the program 

type variables to the feminist discursive variables. First, neither social service program 

type nor feminist program type ever predict feminist discourse as measured by the 

feminist factor scales. That is neither Hypotheses 5 nor Hypotheses 11 received any 

support in the data. However, social service programs both predict adherence to a social 

service discourse, and a suppression of feminist discourse when discourse is used as the 

dependent variable. This may be interpreted as empricial support for my assertion that 

the feminist discourse is indeed oppositional to a social service discourse. Moreover, 

since the substantively strongest effect is between social service discourse and social 

service programs, the social service discourse may be interpreted to be the dominant 

discourse. That is, the two discourses are not equally salient within the current shelter 

movement. However, since the data were collected at one point in time, 1 have no 

empirical evidence of cooptation of shelters over time, shifting from a feminist 

orientation to a social service orientation or vice versa. 

Organizational Effects 

I argued earlier in Chapter 2 that the logics of masculinism, medicalization and 

individualism work in concert and form the ideological backdrop for our current culture 

and the way our larger culture defines the social problem of battering. In Chapter 3 I 

pointed out that organizational requirements, such as just getting started, may require 
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younger shelters to offer social servace programming, if this is truly the dominant 

discourse which frames funding. Shelters which are started in this cultural milieu may 

not see other explanations given for battering as legitimate and thus adhere to a social 

service discourse concerning the problem of domestic violence and offer social service 

programs as the solution to the problem as they have defined it. 

Additionally, organizational theory predicts that age is related to size: younger 

shelters should be smaller and older shelters should be larger. The data presented here 

show a correlation coefficient of0.274 (p<.04) between AGE and WSY, a measure of 

size which is indicated by the number of women sheltered within a year. No specific 

hypotheses were made concerning the size variable, WSY. However, it was assumed, 

given the assertion above about the relationship between age and size in organizational 

theory, that this variable would behave in a similar manner to the variable AGE. 

Table 6.1, the table which reports the program type-as-dependent-variable results, 

shows that neither Hypothesis 6, which specifies a statistically negative relationship 

between AGE and social service programs, nor Hypothesis 7, which specifies a 

statistically positive relationship between AGE and feminist programs, is supported in 

the data. However,Table 6.2, the table which reports the discourse-as-dependent 

variable, shows that Hypothesis 12, which specifies a statistically negative realtionship 

between AGE and social service discourse (SOCIAL SERVICE) is supported, reporting 

a coefficient of -0.0041 (p<. 10), but not Hypothesis 13, which specifies a statistically 

positive relationship between AGE and feminist discourse, measured by either 
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FEMINIST or GOAL scales. 

This is interpreted to mean that the younger shelters embrace a social service 

discourse. Specifically, for approximately every 250 months a shelter "loses" in age, 

there is a one standard deviation move toward social service ideology. The mean of 

AGE is 158.60 and the standard deviation is 53.40. This coefficient increases in the 

trimmed social service discursive model to -0.0058, interpreted to mean that for every 

200 months a shelter "loses" in age, there is a one standard deviation move toward a 

social service discourse, and becomes more significant, p<0.01. This increase in 

significance is attributed to less "noise" in the model. 

While AGE predicts neither social service programs nor feminist programs, the 

only variable that does predict feminist programs in Table 6.1, the program type-as-

dependent variable model, is WSY, which is the number of women sheltered in a year. 

The relationship of women sheltered in a year has a positive and significant effect in both 

the full and trimmed models, at either the p<. 10 in the full, or the p<.01 level in the 

trimmed model, with regard to feminist programs. Both models report a coefficient of at 

least 0.002, which is interpreted to mean that for approximately every additional 500 

women sheltered in a year, the extent to which shelters offer programming that is more 

feminist increases by one standard deviation. The mean for WSY is 191.60 and the 

standard deviation is 138.16. 

Table 6.1 reports that AGE has no effect on either social service programming 

nor feminist programming. However, WSY, the number of women sheltered in a year. 
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encourages feminist programming, but appears to have no statistically significant effect 

on social service programs. 

Interestingly, WS Y, number of women sheltered in a year, also reaches statistical 

significance in the feminist discourse trimmed model reported in Table 6.2, the 

discourse-as-dependent-variable model. There is a significant positive relationship 

between WSY, women sheltered in a year, and feminism as measured by the feminsim 

scale, FEMINISM. The coefficient, 0.0020 (pK.OS), is interpreted to mean that for 

approximately every additional 500 women sheltered in a year the extent to which 

shelters adhere to a feminist discourse increases by 1 standard deviation unit. 

The empirical finding that WSY reaches statistical significance in both models, 

the program type-as-dependent variable model reported in Table 6.1 and the discourse-

as-dependent variable model reported in Table 6.2 was unanticipated. One possible 

explanation may be that women prefer to be in shelters offering these kinds of programs. 

While this is possible, it is highly unlikely. In a crisis situation, one rarely shops around 

for the shelter which fits one's ideological or discursive agenda. Moreover, choice 

assumes that there are two to choose from. Many towns or cities only have one shelter. 

Another possible explanation is that feminist programs are easily offered to many women 

at once. That is, if most of the programs are optional, and one-on-one counseling is not 

required, then you can run the shelter with fewer paid staff allowing more of the shelter 

budget to be spent on sheltering women. However, neither the social service set of 

optional programs not the feminist set of optional programs are highly correlated with 
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this variable. The set of optional social service programs does show a negative 

association with WSY, while the optional set of feminst programs shows a positive 

relationship, lending further support to the connection between WSY, the promotion of a 

feminist discourse measured by the FEMINIST scale, and a feminist program agenda 

(FMPROMOD). 

Even though AGE, the age of the shelter measured in months, is somewhat highly 

correlated with WSY, it does not affect either feminist or social service programs. This 

means that WSY can not be a proxy measure for AGE. However, when discourse is the 

dependent variable, both AGE and WSY matter. As argued earlier, the older shelters 

may still have the feminist underpinnings that started the movement, even though the 

shelter workers may have changed. The initial policies set up by the boards who 

ultimately manage the shelters may have a hand in this. 

In sum. Hypothesis 12 but not hypotheses 6, 7, or 13 are supported in the data. 

Hypothesis 12 posits that younger shelters will be more social service-oriented in their 

discourse. WSY, the number of women sheltered in a year, for which no prediction was 

made, has a significant positive effect on both feminist programmimg and adherence to a 

feminist discourse. 

Funding Effects 

Hypotheses 8 and 9 state the relationship between funding and the kinds of 

programs offered at the shelters, and hypotheses 14 and 15 state the relationship between 

funding and discourse. In Chapter 3 I argued that a simple cooptation model was 
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inadequate to understand the relationship between the state and the domestic violence 

movement. As the state becomes more involved in this movement, it may recast the 

feminist definition of domestic violence and abuse as a political issue concerning a 

specific type of crime into the problem of an individual victim needing therapy. This is 

exactly what happened with the inception of the Family Courts system in the I920*s and 

the attendant professionalization of psychiatric social work. Hence, Hypothesis 8 

proposed that social service programs, and Hypothesis 14 proposed that a social service 

discourse, could be predicted by social service-oriented fimding sources, those funding 

sources which view the battered woman as a helpless wife with her battered children in 

tow who needs therapy because the violence is somehow her problem. Conversely, 

Hypothesis 9 proposed that feminist programs, and Hypotheses 15 proposed that a 

feminist discourse, could be predicted by feminist-oriented funding sources, those 

funding sources which view the battered woman as a homeless victim of a heinous crime. 

None of the funding hypotheses were fully supported in the data. However, a 

significant association was found between one of the f\mding scales, SSHOM and social 

service programs in the trimmed model reported in Table 6.1, the table which reports the 

results of the program type-as-dependent variable. SSHOM, the funding scale which 

combines all the block grant funding and the emergency funding available to support the 

homeless, reaches statistical significance, at the pK.OS level in the trimmed social 

service model. The significant coefficient, 0.39, is interpreted to mean that whether or 

not we control for the organizational variables, an increase of one standard deviation in 
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SSHOM results in a change of .39 of a standard deviation in a positive direction toward 

social service programming. This result is embedded in a strong model - a model with a 

generally high R-square (0.30) and a low probability (p<.OOOI) of the model fitting the 

data randomly. 

These monies are first and foremost the most obvious state funding mechanism, 

since this scale includes all fimding which comes directly through goverrmient funding 

processes whether at the local, state or federal level. By this line of reasoning, whatever 

kind of programming this funding encourages, it is the main thrust of state-oriented 

funding. Other monies also come through state funding mechanisms, such as through 

marriage license fees, or through the Department of Justice, but these monies tended to 

be used for specific programs within the shelters. Hence, as 1 had argued in earlier 

chapters, a simple cooptation funding model is inadequate to capture the complexities of 

state funding. As the state becomes more involved in the battered women's movement, 

and as claims against the state by this movement push for state intervention geared 

toward the victims of the crime, not merely the passing of laws against the commission 

of domestic violence, the state will recast the feminist discourse concerning who 

battered woman are, the causes of domestic violence, and solutions which will truly 

ameliorate domestic violence into a social service discourse. Hence, I beleive this 

empirical finding can be interpreted to show that the state (no matter what level of 

government we look consider since block grants usually require matching funds from 

other levels of government), through its doling out of block grant monies, will support a 
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social service interpretation of the problem of domestic violence. 

Conclusion 

The most robust findings in both the program type-as-dependent-variable model 

and the discourse-as-dependent variable model concerns the relationship between social 

service discourse (SOCIAL SERVICE) discourse and the social service programs 

(SSPROMOD). As stated earlier, a causal order can not be specified with the data used 

here. However, I believe this robust empirical finding can be interpreted to mean that it 

is our ideas expressed through discourse about who the battered woman is and what 

causes the social problem of battering to occur, which informs our notions about what is 

to be done to ameliorate this social problem. The data, I believe, lend support to my 

earlier assertion that places discourse at the center of my model. That is, while program 

agendas are action-oriented, they are based on our notions about the way the world 

works. 

A social service discourse is a hybrid discourse built fi-om the logic statements 

undergirding masculinism, liberal individualism, and medicalization (Table 2.3). Social 

service programs may also be interpreted as incorporating aspects of the same set of 

logic statements: I) the masculinist logic statement that women and men are polar 

opposites, i.e. the woman as helpless and dependent, the polar opposite of the strong, 

competent, independant man; 2) the liberal individualist logic statements that individuals 

are in charge of their own destiny, and any resulting inequalities are legitimate, which 

encourages the question,"What did you do to make him hit you?" and 3) the whole set of 
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medicaiization logic statments, >\^ch locate deviant behvior within the individual, 

making that individual sick and in need of therapy. Hence, one reason why this 

association is so strong is that both the discourse and the action-oriented program 

agendas are built on the same foundation using the same set of "tools." 

Moreover, not only does social service programming predict a social service 

discourse, there is a negative association between social service programs and adherence 

to a radical feminist discourse (Table 6.2), as my general model of coherence based on 

the coalesence of logic statements into a dominant social service discourse, and an 

oppositional radical feminist discourse would suggest The logic statements which 

support a radical feminist discourse, have nothing in common with any of the other sets 

of logic statements, an important shortcoming according to Mary Douglas' (1986:67) 

model of how social facts are remembered, which was introduced in Chapter 2. Douglas 

develojied this model to explain how institutions think by explaining how social facts are 

remembered. Douglas' first principle of how social facts are remembered is the power of 

"interlocked formulae of ratification." That is, one set of logic statements must be able 

to fit with other sets of logic statements to create hybrid discourses, such as the social 

service discourse. The advantage of a hybrid discourse is that it is more likely to be 

remembered - it may be drawn on across several situations. Her second principle - the 

ability to promote private claims - is antithetical to radical feminism which is very group 

centered, but is the hallmark of liberal individualism and synergic to liberal feminism. 

The third and fourth principles assert that a social fact will be remembered if it can serve 
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"indivdiual strategies to create a public good," and the social fact must match the 

dominant political feeling. The logic statements associated with liberal indivdiualism 

are the foundation for these principles in our political culture. Hence any hybrid 

discourse which incorporates the logic statements undergirding a liberal indivdiualist 

discourse has a much better chance of being used consistently, and thus remembered. As 

shown in the history of the feminist movement given in Chapter 1, liberalism stands in 

opposition to radicalism, and liberal feminism stands in opposition to radical feminism. 

Thus, the empirical finding that there is a negative association between adherence to a 

radical feminist discourse and social service programs and the finding that there is a 

strong linkage between social service discourse and social service programs gives strong 

support to my general coherence model of gendered social control undergirded by the 

concept of logic statements. These principles also may be used to explain the weak 

linkages between the feminist discourse factor scales and a feminist program agenda. 

No significant empirical link was established between feminist discourse and a 

feminist program agenda. Given the history of the feminst movement and the battered 

women's shelter movement which grew out of it, it is no suprise that this linkage is weak. 

The feminist movement was internally fi^ctured fi^om the beginning of the second wave 

of feminism - fi'actured between liberal and radical feminists, fi^ctured on the issue of 

consciousness raising, and fractured on the role of movement leaders. I suggest that this 

is why the feminist discursive variable disaggegated into two underlying hypothetical 

constructs in the factor analysis. Additionally, this is consistent with my earlier 
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assertions about the fragility of some discourses. The factor scale FEMINIST represents 

a radical femim'st discourse aimed at social change, while the other feminist factor scale, 

GOAL, represents a variation of liberal feminism - the part that is very utilitarian. 

However, there were common themes - those themes embeddded in the logic statements 

undergirding feminism presented in Chapter 2. 

As stated above, Mary Douglas' (1986) principles - interlocking formulae, the 

ability to promote private claims, serve individual strategies to create a public good, 

which must match the dominant political feeling - may be used to explain the weak 

linkages between the feminist discourse factor scales and a feminist program agenda. 

The historical account provided in Chapter I showed that during thel920's many 

domestic violence cases were being handled within the civil courts, in a court system 

referred to as the Family Court system. Recall that Fleck's (1987:143) account states 

these courts "were less concerned about enforcing women's and children's rights than in 

assigning p)ersonal accountability for family problems," and that "psychiatrists and social 

workers had become the handmaidens of judicial decision-making" (Pleck 1987:125). 

By the end of the 1920's there was a strong association between the courts and the 

psychiatric social workers. This early solution for domestic violence fit with prevailing 

notions about domestic violence, and had the ability to promote private claims, the 

ability to create a public good, and it fit with the dominant political feeling of the day -

all the principles required by Mary Douglas' (1986) model of how institutions think. 

However, this solution was also firmly entrenched within the hybrid social service 
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discourse based on the logic statements associated with masculim'sm, medicalization and 

liberal individuah'sm, which, as pointed out above, also fit the requirements for being 

institutionally remembered (Douglas 1986). When the second wave of feminism raised 

public awareness about the problem of domestic violence, it was the liberal feminists 

who, through the use of the language of rights and the process of rights claiming, aligned 

themselves with the "experts," on domestic violence, the psychiatric social workers, who 

had by now become professionals with common training, professional norms, and 

influence over the construction of official guidelines. 

The feminist shelters, on the other hand, were more likely to have been founded 

by activists with little common professional training, but a wealth of personal knowledge 

about domestic violence. This knowledge was shared through consciousness-raising 

groups. The focus was on creating social change, and the root cause of domestic 

violence was theorized to be men's oppression of women. While individual men carried 

out this oppression, the point was to change the system, punish the individual men who 

perpetrated these crimes, and give women a chance to become economically 

independent. 

Moreover, consciousness raising techniques were themselves controversial within 

the movement and were not amenable to professional ization. These feminist ideas were 

perceived as "new" even though many had been voiced before. However, they were not 

remembered; they did not fit the principles proposed by Douglas' model. As such, the 

social work perpspective is more coherent, its principles are more clearly stated, the 
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social workers practioners are seen as more professional and more legitimate and it is 

more stable over time than the radical feminist perspective. 

Even though the empirial evidence with regard to the coherence between feminist 

discourse and feminist agenda is not statistically robust, a re-examination of Tables 6.1 

and 6.2 show that the results all go in the hypothesized direction. Recall that the 

discourse variable FEMINIST represents a radical feminist discourse, based on the logic 

statements provided in Chapter 2, and on previous research provided by Schechter 1982, 

Davis 1988 and Epstein et.al. 1988, and the discourse variable GOAL, representes the 

liberal feminist variation. The results presented in these tables show a positive 

association, if insignificant, between social service discourse and social service programs 

and a negatively association between social service discourse and a feminist program 

agenda. Conversely the radical feminist discourse is negatively associated with social 

service programs and has a positive association with feminist programs. The results 

presented in these tables also highlight the tension between radical and liberal feminism; 

both tables show a negative assocaition between liberal and radical feminism as 

operationalized by the feminist factor scales. 

In sum, hypotheses 4 and 10, the hypotheses which predict a strong positive 

association between social service discourse and social service programs, are strongly 

supported in the data, while hypothese 5 and 11, the hypotheses which predicted a strong 

and positive association between feminist discourse and feminist programs were not 

significantly supported, but the predicted direction was confirmed. A possible 
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explanation for this is the notion that the social service discourse and the programs 

associated with it are more firmly embedded in our institutional memory of how to 

handle this problem. Additionaly, the history of the battered womens movement is filled 

with dissonance and contentiousness among the various feminist factions. Thus the 

liklihood of a coherent feminist discourse and a coherent feminist program agenda are 

slim. Most importantly, my main argument - that a social service discourse promotes 

elements of masculinism is supported. 

Turning our attention to the organizational variables, the data reveal that this set 

of variables, AGE and WSY (number of women sheltered in a year), have very different 

relationships to both discourse and program agenda, even though it was thought that 

these variables could be proxies for each other. The data presented a perplexing 

problem. The variable for which no hypotheses were presented, WSY (the number of 

women sheltered in a year), presented the strongest statistical finding. When program 

type is the dependent variable, size, but not the age of the shelter seems to matter. That 

is WSY, the number of women sheltered in a year, significantly and positively predicted 

feminist programming, and had no effect on social service programming. WSY also 

positively predicted adherence to a radical feminist discourse. When discourse was the 

dependent variable, age does matter: younger shelters were more likely to adhere to a 

social service discourse, than older shelters, as predicted by hypotheses 12 and 13. I 

believe, and organizational theory would predict, that this finding is closely related to 

funding issues. That is, in order to remain viable, shelters should react to the 
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opportunities and constraints of available funding sources. 

The funding set of variables was a disappointment. I expected to see much 

stronger effects surrounding this variable set, given the historical precedent set by the 

LEAA.. However the finding that SSHOM contributed significantly to social service 

programs made sense given my theoretical model. I believe that the weak effects are 

caused by the way the data was both collected and coded. The problem is that in 

addition to states having different major funding mechanisms (e.g. whether or not the 

monies are delivered to the shelters through the Department of Economic Security or 

through the dispersion of fees collected through the marriage license tax) states offer 

many additional programs which the individual shelters may apply for. Not all shelters 

received money fi-om all sources available to them. Many of these fimding options have 

a grant process the shelter must go through in order to receive the funds. We do not have 

information on whether the shelters did not apply for these fluids, or if the shelter simply 

did not receive these funds. Moreover, we do not have information on why shelters did 

not receive the fimds they may have applied for, and and this may be the most telling 

omission of all. For example, if a shelter with a feminist discourse applies to a funding 

agency because they wanted to institute an advocacy training program, and this funding 

agency denied it because the funds simply were not available, then the funds simply were 

not available. However, it could equally be that the funds were available, but denied 

because the funding agency did not think it was an appropriate program thus refusing the 

grant request from the shelter, therefore supporting my contention that fimding plays a 
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role in the kinds of programs offered I have no way of knowing which of these two 

scenarios, if either of them, actually occurred. The relationship between funding and 

discourse has lost an important piece of data and the relationship between funding and 

the other variables becomes obscured. I simply do not have the data to sort this out. 

Obviously much more research needs to be done in this area in order to provide statistical 

evidence about these relationships. 

The next chapter places these statistical findings into a larger social context. The 

focus is twofold: the issue of gendered control through the solutions found for social 

problems concerning the power dynamics between women and men is addressed, as well 

as the resulting policy implications. 
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TABLE 6.1 
EFFECTS OF DISCOURSE, ORGANIZATION AND FUNDING 

ON SHELTER PROGRAMS 

FULL MODEL TRIMMED MODEL 
Independent Social Service Feminist Social Service Feminist 
Variables Program Program Proeram Program 
DISCOURSE 
SOCIAL SERVICE 0.5439*** -0.2486 0.4936**** 

(0.172) (0.185) (0.118) 
FEMINIST -0.0523 0.0410 

(0.1555) (0.167) 
GOAL -0.0669 -0.0288 

(0.145) (0.156) 
ORGANIZATION 

AGE 0.0006 -0.0008 
(0.002) (0.003) 

WSY 0.0004 0.0022* 0.0025*** 
(0.001) (0.001) (0.0009) 

FirNDIMG 
VICTIM/HOMELESS -0.0180 -0.0446 

(0.143) (0.154) 
PRIVATE SOURCES 0.0359 -0.1944 

(0.125) (0.134) 
MARRL\GE FEES/KIDS 0.2341 -0.0388 

(0.205) (0.221) 
HOMELESS/SSBG 0.3899 -0.0028 0.3904** 

(0.247) (0.266) (0.186) 

Intercept -0.2999 -0.1339 -0.2283 -0.4911 
R-Square 0.3348 0.2409 0.3022 0.1254 
F-Statistfc, p< 0.0513 0.2496 0.0001 0.0093 
Number of shelters 48 48 48 48 

•/K.IO ••/K.OS •••/K.Ol 
Note: Numbers in parentheses are standard errors. 
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TABLE 6.2 
EFFECTS OF SHELTER PROGRAMS, ORGANIZATION 

AND FUNDING ON DISCOURSE 

[ndependent 
Variables 

RJLL MODEL 
Social Service Feminist Goal 

Discourse Discourse Discourse Discourse Discourse 

TRIMMED MODEL 
Social Service Feminist 

PROGRAM TYPE 
SOCIAL SERVICE 

FEMINIST 

0.4152*** 
(0.122) 

-0.1479 
(0.127) 

-0.2305 
(0.155) 
0.0863 

(0.162) 

-0.0720 
(0.159) 
-0.0403 
(0.165) 

0.4059**** 
(0.117) 
-0.1681 
(0.116) 

-0.2212* 
(0.131) 

ORGANIZATION 
AGE -0.0041* 0.0012 -0.0004 -0.0058*** 

(0.002) (0.002) (0.003) (0.002) 
WSY -0.0007 0.0019 -0.0009 0.0020** 

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

FUNDING 
VICTIM/HOMELESS -0.0656 -0.0084 0.1699 

(0.121) (0.153) (0.157) 
PRIVATE SOURCES -0.1312 -0.0310 -0.1162 

(0.107) (0.136) (0.139) 
MAR. FEES/KIDS 0.2431 -0.2145 -0.3077 

(0.171) (0.218) (0.222) 
HOMELESS/SSBG 0.0310 0.0861 0.3453 

(0.215) (0.274) (0.280) 

Intercept 0.7505 -0.5391 0.1834 0.8926 -0.3986 
R-Square 0.4149 0.2021 0.1739 0.3627 0.1340 
F-Statistic, p< 0.0042 0.3054 0.4333 0.0001 0.0274 
Number of shelters 48 48 48 48 48 

*/7<.10 **/7<.05 *»*;7<.01 ****/7<.001 
Note: Numbers in parentheses are standard errors. 
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CHAPTER? 

CONTROL THROUGH SOLUTIONS 

As shown in the historical account provided in Chapter I, the dominant 

masculinist gender system reframed domestic violence issues in such a way that the 

patriarchal family, and the power dynamics embedded within it, remained intact and 

sheltered from the formal political process. The major reframing took place through the 

institutionalization of the Family Courts. The family courst system was a civil court 

system, not a criminal court system. The basic goal of the court was twofold; 1) preserve 

and stabilize the patriarchal family and 2) assign personal responsibility for family 

problems. The family court system was not set up to punish nor incarcerate the 

perpetrator of the violence, but to call on the services of therapeutic community to fix the 

problems within these dysfunctional families. Domestic violence had become a private 

matter, not a px)litical issue. The psychiatric community insisted it was truly about 

troubled relationships and personal pathologies - the personal pathology of women. The 

problem of wife beating was defined as a woman's problem - a problem with her 

sexuality or her biology, and she was encouraged to "examine her own psychic need to be 

abused" (Pleck 1987:146). As such, the courts and the therapeutic community became 

allies in the effort to restabilze the family. The dominant ideological stance taken by the 

psyciatn'c community and the courts, what I refer to as the social service discourse, 

completed domestic violece's conversion from crime to personal pathology 

Radical feminism raised and politicized the issue of domestic violence again. 
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The radical feminist faction of the contemporary shelter movement challenged the 

existing framework, and focused on creating and promoting social change within the 

economic, political and gender systems. This was to be accomplished through changing 

consciousness and providing alternative institutions. Changing consciousness led to 

consciousness raising groups and community education concerning domestic violence. It 

also led to providing places of refuge for women to go. 

By comparison, contemporary liberal feminists focused on working within the 

system in order to "fix" it. Contemporary liberal feminists used a language of rights and 

rights claiming, just as the liberal feminist activists in the 1870's. This time it was in 

order to procure services and pass legislation to protect the victims of this special kind of 

violence. These activists aligned themselves with the already established professionals 

in the field of domestic violence, comprised mainly of psychiatric social workers, a 

legacy from the rise of the family courts system in the 1920's. By this time, not only did 

psychiatric social workers have a strong ally in the courts, they had a strong ally in the 

Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA). Now law enforcement officers 

were supposed to use crisis intervention techniques, shifting the nature of their work 

from law enforcement to social service work. 

The major focus of this dissertation is domestic violence shlters. Given the above 

stated positions of radical and liberal feminists, an analysis of shelters provides an 

excellant lens for examining the capacity of oppositional and reformist movements to 

transform the dominant discourse. 
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The issue of domestic violence has once again faded from view. Not that it isnt 

in the news, but the way it is framed by the media, and consequently believed by the 

general populace, once again promotes domestic violence as a originating within a 

dysfunctional family, and once again the women is held accountable for the abuse 

perpetrated against her. Let me provide an example. Ann Jones (1994:205-207) in her 

book. Next Time She'll Be Dead: Battering and How to Stop It. provides the following 

account about Julio Gonzalez, a Cuban refugee, and his girlfnend Lidia Felciano. This 

story does not center on domestic violence shelters, but it is, as Jones points out, a 

"typical story of domestic violence - a typical story of a typical abusive man who will not 

let "his" woman go" (Jones 1994:206). 

Julio Gonzalez lived most of the previous eight years in the apartment of Lidia 

Feliciano, her children and some of her extended family. Lidia worked nights at the 

Happy Land Social Club. Two months before the Julio set fire to Lidia's place of 

employment, Lidia accused Julio of making advances toward her niece, nineteen year old 

Betsy Torres. In an effort to make her home safe for her niece, Lidia insisted that Julio 

move out, but he refused to leave. A few days before the fire, Julio followed Lidia to a 

beauty shop where he publicly swore to love her forever. He then showed up drunk at 

the Happy Land Social Club, still swearing his undying love for Lidia. She sent him 

away. He returned and burned the place down. 

The media story was one of love gone wrong. New York's Newsday of March 27, 

1990, called this a "Love Story" that "Ends in Hate," an eight year love story which 
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erupted in jealousy, rage and death. However, the person who was consumed with 

jealousy, rage and hate was not Julio, but Lidia. Columnist Jimmy Breslin reported that 

Lidia was jealous of her niece, causing Lidia to reject Julio; she "rejected" him, "turned 

him down," and "threw him out." Interviewing one of Julio's fnends, Breslin uncovered 

the story that Lidia dominated Julio, which made him angry. Moreover, one of Julio's 

friends told Breslin that Lidia "went out to the club [recall this is where she was 

employed] and made him stay home." Another friend of Julio's told Breslin, "She never 

should have told him to go away when he came to the club." Breslin asserted that "Lidia 

Feliciano was so clearly in the wrong, so clearly asking for trouble, that people in the 

Bronx wondered why Gonzalez hadn't just borrowed a gun and shot her. (Jones 

1994:207). 

Lidia survived the fire, but her neice Betsy was killed. The media blamed Lidia, 

and so did her neighbors. In order to protect Lidia from her friends and neighbors, the 

police had to relocate her, move her from an apartment she had lived in for twenty years., 

and place her under police protection. Notice how the issue was framed - Lidia is held 

accountable for the actions of a man who was terrorizing her. Just as the Family Courts 

of the I920's defined domestic violence as a woman's problem, our popular culture has 

drawn on the same imagery, the same ideological discourse, based on personal 

pathologies. 

The historical context and the above example provide evidence that the radical 

feminist position has dropped from sight in our popular culture's attempt to deal with 
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domestic violence, as well as our attempts to find solutions that work. A process of 

reframing has taken place in both feminist activist eras. Challenges against the 

masculinist gender system were mounted, but in each case, the reframing of the problem 

from crime to sickness, from holding the perpetrator accountable to holding the victim 

accountable, has taken place. This reframing leaves the masculinist gender system 

relatively unchanged. 

The motivation behind the current research was to ask how does this occur? How 

is it that a cultural practice, such as masculinism, can withstand challenges to its 

legitimacy? Using domestic violence as the substantive focus, my model of gendered 

social control is based on the concept of control through solutions. By examingin the 

different programs put in place at domestic violence shelters, we can empirically 

examine the ways in which and the extent to which an oppositional discourse, such as 

radical feminism, leads to basic changes in the status of the problem of domestic 

violence and the dominant categories of public discourse. I argue that solutions provided 

by the tradition built on the family courts/social service model, and currently enacted 

through the therapeutical ly-based program agendas offered at the battered women's 

shelters, promote prominent elements of our masculinist gender system. 

Logic Statements and Their Implication for Masculinism as a Cultural Practice 

My model of gendered social control centers on meanings we give to social 

problems - how we define the causes, the victims, the perpetrators - and given those 

meanings, how we construct solutions to those problems. My model begins by 
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disaggregating larger ideological discourses, such as liberal individualism, into smaller 

component parts, which I refer to as logic statements. The disaggragated statements will 

allow me to emprically investigate how discourses are built and how meaning is 

mobilized. Logic statements can be linked together in different ways so that what were 

once challenging and oppositional discourses lose their credibility because their logic 

statements aren't "remembered." The historical grounding of the social problem, then, 

allows us to see how competing groups cobble different logic statements together in a 

pragmatic reaction to opportunities and constraints. 

Challenges to the dominant discourse may be made by oppositional discourses, 

but does real change necessarily follow? Are these challenges remembered and change 

the dominant discourse in any meaningful way, or are they trivialized and dismissed or 

coopted? If they are remembered, how does this occur? Equally important, if they are 

coopted, how does this occur? I used Mary Douglas' (1986), model of how institutions 

think in which she offered four principles that may determine whether a social fact, a 

logic statement to use my terminology, will be remembered 

Douglas' (1986:66-68) principles concerning institutional memory - the 

"interlocked formulae of ratification," the ability to promote private claims, "serve 

individual strategies to create a public good" which must match well with the dominant 

political feeling - create "a few accepted procedures control a society's knowledge of its 

own past." Hence, the successful social fact is "predatory", such that its consistent use 

"endows the well-trained formula with might and it will swallow up competitors if they 
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do not join it" (Douglas 1986:68). Douglas concludes her essay with the charge to find a 

way to shift how we think about how society works. She states, "A precise tool for 

describing institutional structures has been lacking to match the precise psychological 

tools for assessing emotional and cognitive bias." (Douglas 1986:75). 

My model of gendered social control connects the cognitive processes of 

individuals with the larger social order through an analysis of discourse, and its 

component parts, logic statements. Logic statements allow us to make this linkage 

between individual cognition and institutional policy because they underlie, or provide 

the foundation for, any meaningful interpretation of both individual and collective 

reality. In short, we can begin to understand how institutions think, and, in this case, 

how masculinist cultural practices "think" in order to sustain their hegemony in our 

gendered social system. In the current work on battered women, the "well-trained 

formula" is conceptualized as the social service orientation to domestic violence based 

on a social service discourse, a hybrid discourse built from the logic statements 

associated with masculinism, medicalization and liberal indivdiualism. 

Hence, masculinist cultural practices are embedded in institutions which "think" 

by using this "well-trained formula." That is, when a social problem is advanced, it 

becomes reframed in such a way that feminist goals may be incorporated, but in limited 

ways. The battered women's shelter movement has successfully politicized the problem. 

However, by shifting the analysis of the problem of battered women away from the 

structural constraints of a masculinist culture (a feminist analysis) onto individual 
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people (the social service analysis) is one of the ways in which masculinist cultural 

practices are maintained. A feminist analysis becomes "swallowed up," or reframed 

when the programs advanced by battered women's shelters, and the services and laws 

which the state supports rest on the hybrid set of logic statements combining 

masculim'sm, medicalization and liberal individualism. The end result is that we bolster 

the very system whose legitimacy was challenged by incorporating elements of 

masculimsm into the solutions proposed to ameliorate domestic violence. 

Reframing the Discourse; Control Through Solutions 

The "swallowing up" or reframing is conceptualized as competing discourses 

surrounding the social problem of battered women. Feminist demands for social change 

concerning structural male violence against women, the oppositional discourse, and state 

responses to the politicization of this social problem, the expert discourse centered on 

pathological individuals, intersect at the point of what happens after the violence erupts. 

The laws are effective after the violence; the orders of protection are available after the 

violence; and battered women's shelters will accept you after the violence. This 

suggests that the state's interests are not to prevent the violence, but to control it. 

Battered women's shelters, then, as the place where women flee from the abuse, become 

one of the sites of discursive struggle over the regulation and interpretation of battered 

women's needs. 

My data show that shelters are not monoliths of feminism. I found a cohesive 

social service disocurse and a somewhat less cohesive feminist discourse, bifurcated 
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along the lines of radical feminism versus liberal feminism. Moreover, there was a strong 

relationship between professing a social service discourse and promoting social service 

programs at the shelters. This relationship held when discourse was the dependent 

variable as well as when program type was the dependent variable. Moreover, when 

discourse was the dependent variable, social service programs had a negative relationship 

with professing a feminist ideology. However, no corresponding link was found between 

professing a feminist discourse and feminist programs nor feminist programs and social 

service discourse. 

The battered women's movement originated as an expression of feminist politics, 

alongside the naming of rape, pornography, sexual harassment. The battered women's 

shelters, in order to survive, began to look more and more like some version of social 

service agencies rather than a social movement organization. A therap)eutic framework, 

based on crisis intervention to control the violence, has become a popular mode for 

dealing with battered women. The legitimation of concepts like co-dependency, learned 

helplessness and the battered-woman's syndrome is part of the reframing process of the 

oppositional feminist discourse. However, this reframing process is resisted through 

educational and preventative programs, instead of the after-the-fact therapies centered 

around crisis intervention, which end up controlling the woman's behavior instead of 

preventing the violent behavior. 

My data give weak support to the assertion that state agencies are more likely to 

fund those programs which support the "after-the-fact, non-context addressing. 



individualistic, pathoiogizing, structure-neglecting" (Tiffi 1993:134) type of programs. 

The finding that SSHOM, the funding scale which included block-grant monies and 

emergency homeless funds) positively predicts social service programming is interpreted 

to mean thatthe state is more likely to fund shelters which look more like a social 

service agency. Additionally, out of 64 shelters surveyed, only 7 had pro-active, or 

preventative programs in place, while 22 shelters required the sheltered women to go to 

counseling. This shelter director highlights the tension between a feminist discourse and 

a social service discourse within one shelter when she wrote: 

This was a difficult survey to take, as the individuals on 
staff and individuals on the Board differ in their views on 
what a battered woman's agency should look like. Most of 
the Board members and some of the staff are apolitical and 
unaware of the history of the movement. It is considered a 
plus to closely resemble a human services agency and 
desirable to refer battered women to professional 
therapists. 

Thus, not only is there tension between shelters and the funding agencies, but also within 

shelters themselves. This tension is not only between the shelter's governing board and 

the executive director, and/or the executive director and the staff, but also between staff 

and clients (Wharton 1989). 

Not only the state through its funding mechanisms, but our masculinist society, 

views battered women as somehow mentally ill and in need of therapy (Schur 1984). 

Ann Jones (1994:204-05) asks: 

Could it be that individual women are to blame after all? 
Or could it be rather that battered women play some 
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indispensable part in society that weVe overlooked? Could 
it be that battered women have some function, some role or 
social utility we haven't taken into account?... Perhaps we 
should put a different question; What are battered women 
for? .... battered women are for battering... she is a 
beatable woman. If you doubt that society views battered 
women as, by definition, "beatable," then how do you 
explain the fact that we almost always put responsibility for 
woman beating on the woman? Why else would we probe 
her psyche to reveal the secret self within, yearning for 
abuse, if not to set her apart as a beatable woman, unlike 
ourselves? ... In the aggregate, battered women are to 
sexism what the poor are to capitalism.... a source of cheap 
labor and sexual service to those with the power to buy and 
control them. 

Our whole gender system is deeply masculinist It is not only individual men, nor the 

institutions they have created, that are masculinist. Women and women-dominated 

institutions, such as battered women's shelters and the battered women who live in them, 

may also be schooled in the "well-trained formulae," the synergistically linked logics of 

masculinism, medicalization and liberal individualism. However, whether male or 

female dominated, institutions which must "beg" for money to remain open, either from 

the state, from public and private foundations, or from individuals are constrained by 

both public relations and public policy. 

Does this mean that feminist demands fall on deaf ears? Not at all. Feminist 

demands have resulted in changes in our public policies toward battered women, but not 

always in the way feminists have wanted. The battered women's movement has had an 

impact on the state and its treatment of this form of violence against women. However, 

the state has challenged the movement's autonomy, and focused on controling the 
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battering and abuse instead of preventing it. One of the shelter directors from Louisiana 

wrote; 

We have the hardest time philosophically with the 
Louisiana Office of Women's Services [the state's funding 
mechanism]. They increasingly want to control how we do 
what we do and who we have working here. They do not 
know the first thing about domestic violence, yet they set 
themselves up as experts. Very scary. 

As stated above, my data confirm the assertion that the state funds social service 

programs instead of feminist programs. However, the finding was not as robust as the 

finding linking discourse with practice. I believe that the lack of a robust statistical 

finding is more a problem with the way the funding data was collected, coded and 

interpreted, not a problem with the argument advanced. 

The above-quoted shelter director's statement can be interpreted to mean that the 

state does indeed choose what programs to flmd. Moreover, the state chooses who the 

experts are - those qualified to contribute to discussions concerning public policy - and 

they may not be the most capable, competent or experienced to speak to the issues of 

domestic violence (Loseke and Cahill 1988). 

Similarly, in the area of scholarly research, Bowker (1988) has eschewed the 

notion that scholarship is neutral and objective, stating instead: "there are many 

gatekeepers in the world of scholarship whose professionalism is insufficient to keep 

their antifeminist attitudes in check." Eitzen and Schact (1990), have shown that 

research on battered women has been coopted via state funding in much the same way 
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shelters have. In an analysis of 100 academic journal articles on battered women, they 

found that the receipt of state funding significantly altered the focus of reported findings; 

government-supported research tends to focus on individual characteristics, whereas 

research not ftmded by the state tends to focus on structural issues. 

I firmly believe that feminist programs which are advocacial in nature will go 

further to alleviate the problems facing battered women than social service programs. 

But, who is to say which program agenda holds the most "truth?" Which discursive 

programmatic is better suited to carry out the goal of providing battered women with the 

resources they need to lead self-sufficient, healthy and nonviolent lives? One way to 

answer this question is to look at outcomes and see which programs promote a healthy, 

nonviolent lifestyle. 

I tried to collect data on outcomes, but most of the shelters did not keep track of 

where their clients went, nor did they do follow-ups. Several shelter directors included 

statements that they did not have funds to keep track of this data, or that doing follow-

ups could put the client into a dangerous situation. A shelter director from California 

wrote: 

We do not track outcomes. Philosophically we see tracking 
outcomes as making a judgement as to what is best for the 
women. It is not for us to make this judgement, and we 
make it clear to the woman that whatever steps she takes in 
her life, we will support her decision. 

This statement echoes the sentiments of radical feminists when it came to the issue of 

leadership and egalitarianism. The radical feminists' mix of egalitarianism and 
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consciousness raising produced an anti-leader stance (Echols 1989). It is important for 

the battered women to feel that she has regained control over her life, that she is equal to 

others in every way, and that she not be treated as a child. However, not having this data 

makes it hard to know what works and what doesn't for women who stay at the shelters. 

I interpret this to mean that the discursive stance taken by the shelters would be central to 

planning their program agenda, if unconstrained by public relations and public policy. 

Another study conducted by Sullivan (1991) found that battered women who 

worked with advocates were more effective in obtaining resources to live independently 

of their abusers. Moreover, 83% of the battered women in the Sullivan study had not 

returned to their abusers at the end of the five-month assessment period. In another study 

conducted by Sullivan et. al. (1992), it was reported that those battered women who were 

assigned advocates reported a greater ability to access resources and they reported greater 

life satisfaction. 

Controlling abuse through after-the-fact solutions v^ll not stop abuse. One 

woman may get away from an abusive partner, but very little is done to prevent that 

partner from finding a new victim, or from stalking the current victim, or from killing the 

current and/or future victim. How could we prevent abuse? What is an appropriate 

public policy response? Schechter (1992) points out that a primary source of continued 

domestic violence is the failure of institutions to intervene properly; 

Judges fail to hold offenders accountable or to take victims' 
fears seriously, doctors patch wounds and send women 
back to their assailants, clergy tell women to try harder. 
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courts issue visitation orders requiring children to see 
fathers who sexually assault them. The result of this 
institutional response is an almost guaranteed escalation of 
assaults. 

We need a coordinated community effort whose goals are 1) to prevent abuse through 

feminist-oriented research, education and outreach programs; 2) to protect and shelter the 

victims of domestic violence; 3) to advocate for more services aimed at women's self-

sufficient living; 4) to provide legal advocacy and legal council; 5) to train people 

employed in law enforcement and the criminal justice system about the causes of and 

appropriate responses to domestic violence; and 6) to hold offenders accountable. 

The feminist discourse articulated at some battered women's shelters will 

continue to push for these social changes. However, the success of any feminist 

discourse to resist the "well-trained formula" of patriarchy depends on the existence and 

development of a broader femim'st movement. This movement must be vigilant against 

the reframing which often accompanies the successful articulation of social problems. 

This means the battered women's movement must be supported by continuing research 

into the causes of, and remedies for, violence against women. 
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APPENDIX A; 

TABLES OF THE PARTIAL REGRESSION MODELS USED TO CREATE THE 
TRIMMED MODELS REPORTED IN CHAPTER 6 
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TABLE A6.3 
EFFECTS OF DISCOURSE AND ORGANIZATION ON SHELTER PROGRAMS 

Independent Social Service Feminist 
Variables Program Program 
DISCOURSE 

SOCIAL SERVICE 0.5492*** -0.2162 
(0.167) (0.176) 

FEMINIST -0.0472 0.0701 
(0.154) (0.162) 

FEMINIST GOAL -0.0188 -0.0008 
(0.133) (0.141) 

ORGANIZATION 
AGE 0.0003 -0.0010 

(0.002) (0.002) 
WSY 0.0008 0.0023** 

(0.001) (0.001) 

Intercept 
R-Square 
F-Statistic, p< 
Number of shelters 

-0.2053 -0.3071 
0.2597 0.1931 
0.0228 0.0969 
48 48 

•/X.IO •»;7<.05 »»»P<.01 ••••/X.OOl 
Note: Numbers in parentheses are standard errors. 



TABLE A6.4 
EFFECTS OF DISCOURSE AND FUNDING ON SHELTER PROGRAMS 

Independent Social Service Feminist 
Variables Proeram Proeram 
DISCOURSE 

SOCIAL SERVICE 0.5244»*» -0.2750 
(0.160) (0.180) 

FEMINIST -0.0351 0.1258 
(0.146) (0.164) 

FEMINIST GOAL -0.0790 -0.0840 
(0.139) (0.157) 

FUNDING 
VICTIM/HOMELESS -0.0064 0.0171 

(0.137) (0.154) 
PRIVATE SOURCES 0.0335 -0.2056 

(0.122) (0.137) 
MARRIAGE FEES/KIDS -0.2337 -0.0666 

(0.199) (0.224) 
HOMELESS/SSBG 0.4075* 0.0714 

(0.239) (0.269) 

Intercept -0.1260 -0.1253 
R-Square 0.3305 0.1669 
F-Statistic, p< 0.0174 0.3555 
Number of shelters 48 48 

•/K.io ••/K.05 
Note: Numbers in parentheses are standard errors. 
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TABLE A6.5 
EFFECTS OF ORGANIZATION AND FUNDING ON 

SHELTER PROGRAMS 

Independent 
Variables 

Social Service 
Program 

Femim'st 
Program 

ORGANIZATION 
AGE 

WSY 

-0.0022 
(0.003) 
-0.0003 
(0.001) 

0.0005 
(0.002) 
0.0027** 
(0.001) 

I'TfNDlNG 
VICTIM/HOMELESS -0.0826 -0.0255 

(0.156) (0.149) 
PRIVATE SOURCES -0.0165 -0.1647 

(0.136) (0.130) 
MARRIAGE FEES/KIDS -0.8229 -0.0940 

(0.221) (0.212) 
HOMELESS/SSBG 0.5090* -0.0765 

(0.268) (0.257) 

Intercept 
R-Square 
F-Statistic, p< 
Number of shelters 

0.2059 -0.3868 
0.1047 0.1904 
0.5764 0.1699 
48 48 

•/K.IO ••pc.OS •••/K.Ol •*••^.001 
Note: Numbers in parentheses are standard errors. 



TABLE A6.6 
EFFECTS OF PROGRAM TYPE AND ORGANIZATION 

ON DISCOURSE 

Independent 
Variables 

Social Service 
Discourse 

Feminist 
Discourse 

Goal 
Discourse 

PROGRAM TYPE 
SOCIAL SERVICE 

FEMINIST 

0.4085**** 
(0.115) 
-0.1352 
(0.122) 

-0.1976 
(0.143) 
0.1151 

(0.152) 

0.0236 
(0.158) 
0.0133 
(0.168) 

ORGANIZATION 
AGE 

WSY 

-0.0041* 
(0.002) 
-0.0009 
(0.001) 

0.0009 
(0.002) 
0.0020* 
(0.001) 

-0.0009 
(0.003) 
0.0001 
(0.001) 

Intercept 0.7891 -0.6134 0.1850 
R-Square 0.3705 0.21753 0.0044 
F-Statistic, p< 0.0004 0.0756 0.9956 
Number of shelters 48 48 48 

*/x.lO **p<.Q5 •**/7<.01 **»»/7<.001 

Note: Numbers in parentheses are standard errors. 



TABLE A6.7 
EFFECTS OF PROGRAM TYPE AND FUNDING ON DISCOURSE 

Independent Social Service Feminist Goal 
Variables Discourse Discourse Discourse 

PROGRAM TYPE 
SOCIAL SERVICE 0.4397*** -0.2376 -0.0694 

(0.125) (0.157) (0.155) 
FEMINIST -0.2073* 0.1902 -0.0922 

(0.122) (0.153) (0.151) 

FUNDING 
VICTIM/HOMELESS -0.0911 0.0436 0.1437 

(0.122) (0.152) (0.151) 
PRIVATE SOURCES -0.1478 -0.0145 -0.1242 

(O.IIO) (0.138) (0.137) 
MARRIAGE FEES/KIDS 0.2349 -0.2265 -0.3011 

(0.176) (0.220) (0.218) 
HOMELESS/SSBG 0.0011 0.1360 0.3205 

(0.221) (0.276) (0.274) 

Intercept -0.0310 -0.0197 -0.0536 
R-Square 0.3447 0.1378 0.1582 
F-Statistic, p< 0.0059 0.3836 0.2857 
Number of shelters 48 48 48 

•/7<.10 **p<.05 ***p<.Q\ 
Note: Numbers in parentheses are standard errors. 



TABLE A 6.8 
EFFECTS OF ORGANIZATION AND FUNDING ON DISCOURSE 

Independent 
Variables 

Social Service 
Discourse 

Feminist 
Discourse 

Goal 
Discourse 

ORGANIZATION 
AGE -0.0051* 0.0017 -0.0003 

(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) 
WSY -0.0013 0.0022 -0.0010 

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

FlfNDING 
VICTIM/HOMELESS -0.0961 0.0083 0.1769 

(0.137) (0.154) (0.152) 
PRIVATE SOURCES -0.1137 -0.0414 -0.1084 

(0.120) (0.135) (0.133) 
MARRIAGE FEES/KIDS 0.2229 -0.2306 -0.2980 

(0.195) (0.219) (0.216) 
HOMELESS/SSBG 0.2537 -0.0377 0.3117 

(0.236) (0.266) (0.262) 

Intercept 0.8932 -0.6200 0.1841 
R-Square 0.1938 0.1438 0.1689 
F-Statistic, p< 0.1600 0.3526 0.2421 
Number of shelters 48 48 48 

*p<. 10 **p<.05 ***p<.0\ 
Note: Numbers in parentheses are standard errors. 
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The abbreviations used in this paper refer to variables names used in the chapters 
describing the hypotheses and the results. The variables are grouped according to the 
major variable headings. 

DISCOURSE 
Explanation of Battering. 

FEXBAT; A feminist explanation, "Violence against women is part of a 
power dynamic operating between women and men in a sexist 
society." 

SEXBAT: A social service explanation, "Battering is only one form of the 
larger problem of dysfunctional families." 

Perception of Battered Women. 
FPERCP; A feminist perception of battered women, "Most battered women 

are capable of making rational decisions about work, housing, and 
other aspects of their lives if they have access to adequate 
information, without working on themselves in therapy sessions." 

SSPERCP: A social service perception, "Most battered women are dependent 
on others for help, since they have learned maladaptive behaviors." 

Shelter Goals. 
FGOALl; 

FGOAL2; 

FG0AL3: 

SSGOALl: 

SSG0AL2: 

A feminist goal, "Our shelter exists to help change societal 
patterns of violence against women, through sheltering battered 
women and political organizing." 
A feminist goal, "Our shelter emphasizes economic autonomy for 
women." 
A feminist goal, "Our shelter exists to offer opportunities for 
women who are battered to leave the abusive situation." 
A social service goal, "Our shelter is a service organization, 
devoted to the treatment and support of battered women." 
A social service goal, "This shelter helps to unite the battered 
woman and her abuser after they have been through intensive 
counseling for the dysfunctional family." 

Types of Programs Offered. 
FPROG: A feminist statement, "Help for battered women should take the 

form of advocacy, consciousness raising, and sisterhood." 
SSPROG; A social service statement, "Therapeutic intervention, in the form 

of mandatory counseling, is an integral part of this shelter's 
program." 
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SSID: The social service factor scale created from the factor analysis of ideological 
variables. The final scale, SCXDIAL SERVICE is the Z-score of this scale. 

FEMDD: One of two feminist factor scales created from the factor analysis of 
ideological variables. This scale taps into ideological feminism. The 
final scale, FEMINIST is the Z-score of this scale. 

GOALID; One of two feminist factor scales created from the factor analysis of 
ideological variables. This scale taps into pragmatic feminism. The final 
scale, FEMINIST GOAL is the Z-score of this scale. 

PROGRAMS 

SSPROMODiThe social service program factor scale created from the 
following variables; 

PRCOQNS: Required counseling or therapy 
CODEPEND; Codependency 
RICASEM: Required case management 
RIED: Required educational groups centered on the cycle of 

violence 
POSUPGR; Optional support groups 

FMPROMODiThe feminist program factor scale created from the 
following variables: 

SAFETY: Groups covering safety issues and escape plans 
OADVOC: Optional advocacy programs 
OrCASEM: Optional case management issues 

FUNDING 
Funding was broken down into 10 variables which, through a factor analysis, 
became the 4 scales used in the multiple regression equations. 

MAJRKIDS; A fimding factor scale created from 
KIDS: Funds aimed at children's programs. 
MARFEE: Funds from marriage license fees. 

PRIWAY: A fimding factor scale created from 
PRIVATE: Funds from private donations to the shelters. 
UWAY: Funds from the United Way 

SSHOM: A funding factor scale created from 
HOMLES: Funds earmarked for homelessness. 
SSBG: Funds from dl the block grants and matching grants. 

VICHOM: A funding factor scale created from 
HOMLES: Funds earmarked for homelessness. 
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VICTIM; Monies which come through the criminal j ustice 
department. 

Other funding variables not included in the funding factors: 
ED AG; Momes from the departmetns of agriculture and education. 
HEALTH; Monies from mental health departments and public health monies. 
POVERTY; Needs-based funding. 

ORGANIZATIONAL VARIABLES 
Two organizational variables were used in the regression analysis; 

AGE; The number of months a shelter has been running. 
WSY; The number of women sheltered in the year previous to taking the 

survey. 
Other organizational variables include; 

WS; Number of beds available per night. 
WFT; Workers fiill time. 
WPT; Workers part time. 
VFT; Volunteers full time. 
VPT; Volunteers part time. 
JTF; Job titles flill time. 
JTP; Job titles part time. 
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APPENDIX C 
GENERAL FUNDING SOURCES FOR EACH STATE 

Each shelter recieves funds through several sources. Some shelters do not apply for the 

same funds even within the same state and not all shelters apply for the federal flmds to 

which they are entitled. It appears that shelters put together "income packages" which 

reflect a given shelter's ability to write grants and make it all the way through the 

application process. What follows is a list of funding sources broken down by state which 

the shelters may apply for. 

ARIZONA 
ACJC - Arizona Criminal Justice Commision 

Provides for victims of crime and victim assistance 
AZ Department of Health Services 

Provides emergency services to victims of domestic violence 
CSA/SSBG/ACYF 

County-level funding which provides crisis intervention to victims of 
domestic violence and homeless women and children. 

DES - Department of Economic Security 
Emergency assistance to hornless women with children and assistance to 
homeless women and children 

DVSF-PartofDES 
Provides for shelter to victims 

EAF (Emergency Assistance to Families)/DES/CSA 
Provides emergency shelter, permanent housing, move-in costs, crisis 
utility assistance. It is restricted to homelss persons with children. 

ESBG - One of many federal block grants 
Provides essential services, repairs for the shelter, furniture purchases 

FEMA - Federal Emergency Act 
May be used for homeless persons, poor persons and food costs. It is 
based on $ 10 per day per person plus 1.5% for administrative costs. 

Title V 
Must be 55 or older, income eligible and is used for job skills. 

Title XX 
Crisis intervention for poverty clients and victims of child abuse. 
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VOCA - Victims of Crime Act 
Victim assistance; used to enhance and expand services to victims of 
crime. Must have 20% of funding from sourcesother than VOCA. It is 
restricted to victims and sigm'ficant others. 

CALIFORNIA 
OCJP - Office of Criminal Justice Planning 

Supports staff providing direct services, shelter, advocacy and prevention 
programs. VOCA federal funds may come through this office. 

Department of Justice - Marriage License Fees 
Provides for direct services to married victims of domestic violence; pays 
for managers, case workers and weekend staff; advocacy and operating 
expenses. 

Cap It - Child abuse prevention/intervention funds 
CDBG/SSBG 

Block Grant offered at state/county level and pays for general operating 
expenses. 

DVCA - Domestic violence shelter act 
State funds for shelter support 

ESG - Emergency Shelter Grant 
Provides funds for emergency shelter 

FEMA - Federal Emergency Act 
May be used for homeless persons, poor persons and food costs. It is 
based on $ 10 per day per person plus 1.5% for administrative costs. 

FESG - Federal Emergency Shelter Grant 
Provides funds for emergency shelter 

Various county housing departments 
Various school programs which pay per diem for child care days 

FLORIDA 
FEMA - Federal Emergency Act 

May be used for homeless persons, poor persons and food costs. It is 
based on $10 per day per person plus 1.5% for administrative costs. 

Marriage License Tax 
Used for general operating expenses 

HRS - Health and Rehabilitative Services (sometimes listed with marriage fees) 
Must be HRS certified shelter and funds can only be used for clients who 
are married or who have been married. In order to be HRS certified, at 
least one staff member must have a masters degree. 

Juvenile Welfare Board 
Funds children's programs and requires several statistics to be kept. 

Various County Services 
Funding for food, shelter, general operating expenses, client advocates. 
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VOCA - Victims of Crime Act 
Victim assistance; used to enhance and expand services to victims of 
crime. Must have 20% of funding from sources other than VOCA. 

ILLINOIS 
Attorney General 

Funds used to assist victims adn witnesses of violent crime; legal 
advocacy and outreach services. 

ESBG - Emergency Services Block Grant 
Provides funds for essential services, repairs to shelter, furniture 
purchases. 

reMA - Federal Emergency Act 
May be used for homeless persons, poor persons and food costs. It is 
based on $10 per day per person plus 1.5% for administrative costs. 

IDPA - Illinois Department of Public Aid 
Provides for general support of domestic violence programs. There is a 
cap of 20% on administrative costs and requires a local match. Funds also 
pay for costs in maintaining the shelter, client costs, program costs and 
some salaries. 

Illinois Farmers Union 
Funds pay for direct subsidies for rent or utiities for persons at risk of 
homelessness. 

County funds 
Funds used for general support of clients; may pay for counselor positions 

County Mental Health Boards 
Funds used for general support of clients; may pay for counselor opsitions 

VOCA - Victims of Crime Act 
Victim assistance; used to enhance and expand services to victims of 
crime. Must have 20% of funding from sourcesother than VOCA. It is 
restricted to victims and significant others. 

LOUISLVNA 
ESBG - Emergency Services Block Grant 

Provides funds for essential services, repairs to shelter, furniture 
purchases. 

FEMA - Federal Emergency Act 
May be used for homeless persons, poor persons and food costs. It is 
based on $10 per day per person plus 1.5% for administrative costs. 

Louisiana Commission on Law Enforcement 
Pays coordinator of volunteers at one shelter. 

Louisiana Office of Women's Services 
Funds domestic violence programs; requires a restricted line item budget. 
Requires bachelors degreefor most counseling and administrative jobs. 
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SAF AH/HUD - Supplemented Assistance to Facilities to Assist the Homeless 
Funds used for day care staff and operation; transitional housing for 
women in recovery. 

VOCA - Victims of Crime Act 
Victim assistance; used to enhance and expand services to victims of 
crime. Must have 20% of fimding from sourcesother than VOCA. It is 
restricted to victims and significant others. 

MASSACHUSETTS 
CAPP - City funds for outreach programs. 
ESBG - Emergency Services Block Grant 

Provides funds for essential services, repairs to shelter, furniture 
purchases. 

DSS - Department of Social Services 
DPH - Department of Public Health 
SAF AH/HUD - Supplemented Assistance to Facilities to Assist the Homeless 

Funds used for day care staff and operation; transitional housing for 
women in recovery. 

VOCA - Victims of Crime Act 
Victim assistance; used to enhance and expand services to victims of 
crime. Must have 20% of funding from sourcesother than VOCA. It is 
restricted to victims and significant others. 

MICHIGAN 
Department of Social Services 

Funds used for salaries, general office supplies and homeless persons. 
Domestic Violence Board 

State fimding used for staffing and operating expenses 
ESBG - Emergency Services Block Grant 

Provides funds for essential services, repairs to shelter, furniture 
purchases. 

FEMA - Federal Emergency Act 
May be used for homeless persons, poor persons and food costs. It is 
based on $10 per day per person plus 1.5% for administrative costs. 

Michigan State Housing and Development Authority 
Funds used for staff", direct client services, general operating expenses and 
rent for clients. 

VOCA - Victims of Crime Act 
Victim assistance; used to enhance and expand services to victims of 
crime. Must have 20% of funding from sourcesother than VOCA. 

MINNESOTA 
Department of Corrections 

Funds can be used for various things such as community education. 
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adminstratiove costs, program development, victim services, salaries, 
advocacy and support in the criminal justice system. 

Department of Human Services 
Funds are given on a per diem basis. 

ESBG - Emergency Services Block Grant 
Provides funds for essential services, repairs to shelter, furniture 
purchases. 

FEMA - Federal Emergency Act 
May be used for homeless persons, poor persons and food costs. It is 
based on $10 per day per person plus 1.5% for administrative costs. 

General Assistance 
Funds used for basic sheltering needs and maintainence. 

VOCA - Victims of Crime Act 
Victim assistance; used to enhance and expand services to victims of 
crime. Must have 20% of funding from sourcesother than VOCA. It is 
restricted to victims and significant others. 

Various county funds used for maintenance of the shelter, salaries and food. 
NEW MEXICO 

CVRF - Crime Victims Reparation Fund 
New Mexico Human Services 

Funds come through three major sources: 1) Social Services Division 
which provides services related to sheltering and counseling; 2) 
Emergency Shelter Grant whcih provides emergency shelter for homeless 
victims of domestic violences; 3) ADAPT provides funding to care for 
children that stay in shelters. 

Title XX 
Crisis intervention for poverty clients and victims of child abuse. 

VOCA - Victims of Crime Act 
Victim assistance; used to enhance and expand services to victims of 
crime. Must have 20% of funding from sourcesother than VOCA. It is 
restricted to victims and significant others. 

OREGON 
AFDC - Aid to Families with Dependent Children 

Funds by number of shelter nights a person stays. 
Emergency Housing Account - Services for the homeless. 
Marriage License Tax 

Services for married or previously married domestic violence survivors. 
VOCA - Victims of Crime Act 

Victim assistance; must have 20% of fimding from sourcesother than 
VOCA. It is restricted to victims and significant others. 

Various county and city funding mechanisms 



PENNSYLVANIA 
ESBG - Emergency Services Block Grant (McKinley Act) 

Provides funds for essential services, repairs to shelter, furniture 
purchases. 

FEMA - Federal Emergency Act 
May be used for homeless persons, poor penons and food costs. It is 
based on $10 per day per person plus 1.5% for administrative costs. 

DPW - Department of Pennsylvam'a Welfare 
Funds for shelter counseling and transitional housing. 

PACADV - Pennsylvania Coalition Against Domestic Violence 
Funds for shelter services to victims: onlv defined line items 

Title XX 
Crisis intervention for poverty clients and victims of child abuse. 

VOCA - Victims of Crime Act 
Victim assistance; used to enhance and expand services to victims of 
crime. Must have 20% of flmding from sources other than VOCA. It is 
restricted to victims and significant others. 
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