
HOSTAGES IN THE HOME:PRIVATE 


Domestic Violence Seen Through Its Parallel, The Stockholm Syndrome
By Jeri Martinez

When people think about domestic violence, most imagine bloody noses, black eyes, split lips, broken ribs. So they invariably react by saying, “I wouldn't take that! The very first time he hit me, I'd be out the door!” Believing that one becomes an abuse victim at the moment of the first assault, they imagine how they would react to a stranger assault and blame the abuse victim for not reacting to her
 partner's assault as they think they would.


People who work with abuse victims are often frustrated and angered by decisions victims make which they consider bizarre and inexplicable. For example, abuse victims often:


  ·
minimize their injuries,


  ·
refuse to participate in the prosecution of their assailants,


  ·
pay the bail to get their abusers out of jail, and


  ·
stay with or return to the men who abuse them.


Because physical abuse is concrete and is all that people see, and because they do not think a physical assault would make them do the “crazy” things abuse victims do, they conclude that the victim is mentally unbalanced. 


While she's not crazy, in fact, her mental state has been changed through her relationship with the abuser. Her perceptions of herself, her abuser and her life have been altered. Not solely due to the physical abuse she may have suffered, but due to the abuser's psychological assaults, the unremitting use of tactics defined by Amnesty International (1973) as “psychological torture.” 


By the time of the first assault, the abuse victim sees her world very differently from those who judge her. Prior to that first assault, the abuser has spent months or years escalating his tactics of mental abuse and intimidation, then using “minor” physical aggression to control her before moving to actual physical assault. He undermines her psychologically before he ever lays a hand on her. By the first time the abuser strikes her, the victim is no longer like unvictimized people, and simply cannot react like them. Living in fear while undergoing constant psychological degradation each and every day changes her far beyond what outsiders can imagine.

After that first assault, his power over her grows exponentially because her memory of the violence, and her fear of further violence, keeps her in check. Despite the fact that “most people view physical violence as a more serious offense than psychological violence, both battered women and prisoners of war

report that threat of physical violence is more psychologically debilitating than actual physical violence.” (Graham, et al.a)


One way to make the complex process of victimization which abusers use to gain and maintain control over victims understandable is to look at domestic violence through its parallel: the Stockholm Syndrome.


The Stockholm, or Hostage, Syndrome is a sort of “conversion” that occurs when an individual is terrorized while being held captive. Given certain specific circumstances, a hostage's view of his/her captor and his/her relationship to him changes 180 degrees from hatred to adulation.


The best way to illustrate this psychological turn-around is through the Shi'ite Muslim hijacking of TWA Flight 847 in Athens, Greece, on June 14, 1985. (Smith) After capturing the plane, the terrorists released the women and children. Left on the plane were two sailors and 34 American businessmen—people at the pinnacle of our society—the men who earn the most money, men used to control, men whose lives revolve around their power and control of all about them: money, resources, and their own and other people's lives.


The terrorists took the plane to the Beirut airport, holding the men captive for seventeen days. During their captivity, the hostages' lives were threatened numerous times, in various ways. Hostage Peter Hill said that at one point, Shi'ite militiamen laid “`primer cord and explosive charges from one end of the plane to the other. I thought we might all be blown to smithereens.'” (Hill & Friend) Hostage Jimmy Del Palmer reported that one night they were taken off the plane and brought to a cellar where they faced “`a half a dozen machine guns looking at us, and a lot of us thought ... this was it.'” (Watson & Nordlanda) They also saw their captors savagely beat Navy diver Robert Stethem and then shoot him to death. (Watson & Nordlandb) Most of us still retain vivid memories of this hijacking because of the television reports that showed the plane in silhouette as Mr. Stethem's body was dumped out onto the tarmac like a sack of garbage.


After their release, the hostages were flown to the U.S. When they got off the plane, waiting reporters rushed over to interview a hostage who had been forced to read a political statement to the world media from the cockpit of the plane. They asked him only three questions:

  ·
“Is it good to be home?”    
“Yes, it's wonderful.”
  ·
“What was it like?”      

“It was hell.” 

  ·
“What were your captors like?”
“It's funny you asked that. They weren't bad people, really.









They let me eat, they let me sleep, they gave me my life.” 

Then he said something advocates and police officers have heard from hundreds of victims of abuse: “They have such potential to be good people.” Then he spontaneously reiterated the Muslims' point of view, going on to say that the terrorists were forced by America to do what they did to bring the Islamic Jihad to the world's attention. Within moments after his statement was broadcast, a government spokesperson appeared on camera to say that we must not forget the murder of Mr. Stethem, but that we must also understand that the man was a victim of the Stockholm Syndrome. (Walker, L.) In fact, only one of the 36 hostages, Peter Hill, did not develop Stockholm Syndrome. (Graham, et al.a;, Hill & Friend)


The Stockholm Syndrome was named for the terrorist take-over of a bank in Stockholm, Sweden, on August 23, 1973 when three women and one man were held hostage for six days by two ex-convicts. (Cooper; Lang) During that incident, the captives fought against police at the side of their captors. Afterwards, they blamed the police for endangering them, and subsequently, two of the female hostages became engaged to the jailed criminals. (Annin) These bizarre occurrences led to the investigation and definition of the Stockholm Syndrome.


Since then, following numerous hostage-takings, the world has seen former hostages:


  ·
minimize their injuries, 


  ·
refuse to participate in prosecuting terrorists, 


  ·
raise money for defense counsel (Symondsb, Strentzb) and


  ·
visit their captors in jail (Symondsb, Strentzb)—even as long as 2 years after the incident (Strentzc)—all the same things battered women do. 

While hostages sometimes refuse to prosecute terrorists—even when their assailants are in jail—the public reacts with compassion and understanding. But all too often, when a battered woman is too afraid to assist in prosecuting her batterer—who, unlike terrorists, is out on the street knowing where she and her loved ones are—her recanting and her “refusal” to participate is used as an excuse by some members of the criminal justice system to refuse to protect her and prosecute him.


The bond of interdependence between captive and captor called the Stockholm Syndrome develops “when someone threatens your life, deliberates, and doesn't kill you.” (Symondsa) The threat against your life can be a threat to your physical existence, or to your psychological survival. The relief arising from the removal of the threat generates intense feelings of gratitude as well as fear, which combine to make captives reluctant to display negative feelings toward the terrorist. This is pathological transference, a kind of “conversion.” Recognition that the terrorist/abuser has the power of life and death over them, combined with gratitude that he has let them live, causes a unique change in perspective—the hostage/abuse victim and children come to see the captor/abuser as a “good guy,” even a savior because “[t]he victim's need to survive is stronger than his impulse to hate the person who has created his dilemma.” (Strentza)


Overwhelmingly grateful to terrorists for giving them life, hostages focus on their perceptions of their captors' kindness, not their brutality. Similarly, battered women convince themselves that the abuser is a good man whose violence stems from problems they can help him solve. 


Now, after much study, researchers say that the Stockholm Syndrome “appears to be a universal response to inescapable threat to survival. It is seen in humans and nonhumans, young and old, males and females, and peoples of different cultures. It occurs when animals, human and nonhuman, whose survival is threatened seek to survive.” (Graham, et al.a) This bonding to one's abuser has been found in all nine “hostage” groups studied: POW's (Amnesty Internationala), hostages (Graham, et al.c; Soskis & Ochberg; Strentzc; Symondsb), concentration camp prisoners (Bettelheim; Eisner, cult members (Alexanderb; Atkins; Bugliosi, with Gentry; Mills; Yee & Layton), civilians in Chinese Communist prisons (Lifton; Rickett & Rickett; Schein with Schneier & Barker), physically and/or emotionally abused children (Alexandera; Coleman; Finkelhor; Kemp & Kemp), incest victims (Hill), battered women (Dutton & Painter; Ehrlich), and pimp-procured prostitutes (Barry). “Even infant, nonhuman social animals, such as birds, dogs, and monkeys, were found to bond to their abusers.” (Rajecki et al.; Sackett et al.; Scott; Seay et al.)


Stockholm Syndrome develops when a person is subjected to four conditions (Graham, et al.b): 

1.
A person is held captive and cannot escape, so her or his life depends on the captor.

The reality of captivity is easy to see in the context of hostages or prisoners because the walls which confine them are made of brick or stone or wood. However, the walls which confine the abuse victim are built from societal attitudes and practical barriers as well as the psychological pressures to which she is subjected every day by her abuser.


A now-familiar example of captivity and isolation while living in the public eye is Nicole Brown Simpson. That the beautiful, wealthy wife of a famous public figure could actually be a victim of domestic violence—the cliché being a low-income, downtrodden hag in a housecoat—electrified America and blasted open the stereotypical image of battered women. Because her image and circumstances are now firmly engraved on the public consciousness, it is easier to evoke thoughts of captivity in the midst of everyday “freedom”: imagine slender, delicate Nicole trapped by a man so famous that even when attempting to evade capture, his flight is broadcast on TV, he is cheered by onlookers, and law enforcement authorities permit him to drive home and surrender on his own terms.


Societal Barriers - Many victims ask family, friends, police and/or the courts for protection or help to escape, only to be refused and find that nothing stopped the abuser from punishing them for the attempt. Often it is not only the batterer, but his family and friends, who threaten, harass, intimidate and harm the victim seeking help. Victims all too frequently learn that no one will treat their situation seriously, and they feel as though they have run into a brick wall when they hear:



  ·
“What did you do to provoke him?”



  ·
“Give him another chance. Stand by your man.”



  ·
“You made a vow before God to stay with him `in sickness and in health until death do you part.' Clearly he's sick, so it's your duty to stay with him and help him.”





In a 1985 survey of Protestant pastors in the U.S. and Canada on domestic violence, “26% ... agreed that a wife should submit to her husband and trust that God would honor her action by either stopping the abuse or giving her the strength to endure it. About 50% of the pastors expressed concern that the husband's aggression not be overemphasized and used as a justification to break up the marriage. ... According to 21% of these clergy, no amount of abuse would justify a separation.” (Alsdurf)



  ·
“It's only a family dispute—I'm not going to arrest him.”



  ·
“We're releasing him on his own recognizance.”



  ·
“We don't send first-time batterers to jail.”





In 1989, after Nicole Brown Simpson was left with “a cut lip, a swollen and blackened left eye and cheek, and a hand imprint on her neck,” O.J. Simpson pleaded no contest to spousal abuse. The judge fined the millionaire $700, sentenced him to 120 hours of the community service of his choice, and allowed him to receive counseling from the psychiatrist of his choice. (Rimerb) Based on media reports on the Simpson trial, the $700 fine imposed on Simpson in 1989 paid for approximately 20 minutes of the “dream team.”





At a 1992 hearing in Vermont, a county State's Attorney addressed the court: “Your honor, this man is accused of two crimes: beating his wife and killing a neighborhood dog. I'm asking a sentence of one to three months for beating his wife—and six to twelve months for killing the dog.” In front of a court filled with neighbors outraged by the dog's death, the judge struggled to control herself before speaking. In her silence, the State's Attorney continued, “After all, your honor, we all know how confusing these domestics are—and in this case, the dog was totally innocent.” (Author)



  ·
“[T]he strangling with the hands and violence and threats that were described by Karen have been blown way out of proportion as evidenced by the fact that she stayed throughout the four years of marriage.” (Blair v. Blair. Reversed by the Vermont Supreme Court on appeal.)



These responses to her appeals for help, repeated over and over, teach the victim that she cannot escape.


Financial Barriers - Another brick in the wall preventing victims from escape is lack of access to money. The abuser controls the family finances to more effectively control his victim because her financial dependence increases his power. As one study found, “[m]ore than half of battered women surveyed stayed with their batterer because they did not feel that they could support themselves and their children.” (Sullivan)



Even in the 1990's employed women with college degrees face major barriers when seeking a way to support themselves—with or without children—if they leave an abuser:



 ·
According to figures released by the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics in 1997, for every dollar in annual salary earned by American men, women make 75¢. (Lewin) Translated to annual earnings, where a man earned $30,000, a woman earned $22,500.



 ·
In 1999, the possession of a bachelor's degree added $28,000 to a man's salary but only $9,000 to a woman's. A degree from a high-prestige school contributed $11,500 to a man's income but subtracted $2,400 from a woman's.” (Angier)



Many victims without children cannot make it financially, and there is virtually nowhere they can turn for assistance.



 ·
An estimated 40-50% of women in homeless shelters are homeless as a result of fleeing domestic violence. (Horn; Zorzaa)



If the victim has a job, the abuser's harassment may cause her to lose it. “Battering, not pregnancy, is the main reason women leave the workforce altogether.” (Jonesa) 



Lack of access to money makes it extremely difficult, if not impossible, for even a middle-class woman to afford to take care of herself and the children if she leaves.



 ·
Battered women report that, prior to separation, abusers destroyed an average of $10,000 in family property.(Harta) In addition, it costs the average victim who must move $5,000 to relocate. (Harta) But almost half of domestic violence statutes, and many divorce ones, do not include any provisions for restitution (Hartb) and even when the law allows, courts almost never order it, and in the few instances when they do, rarely enforce payment of what they order (NCWFL). (Hartb)



A prevalent myth about divorce is that women receive generous alimony and child support from former husbands. While this may be true for some, it is far from true for battered women:



 ·
One year after going to court and being awarded support, 88% of women with full restraining orders had not received any money to support themselves, and 64% had never received any child support. (National Center on Women and Family Law) 



 ·
“[F]athers who do pay [child support] often do so irregularly and incompletely, creating recurrent financial hardship in the children's household; one-fourth to one-third of fathers never make the first court-ordered payment....” (Bode)



If she has children, she may well be forced to turn to welfare.



 ·
A 1996 study of Welfare-to-Work programs found a prevalence of current or past domestic violence among women enrolled in the programs from 30% to 75%. (Kenney & Brown)



 ·
Domestic violence is also a prime reason why women get on welfare in the first place. Preliminary research on a sample of Chicago welfare recipients found that nearly half mentioned abuse as a factor in their need for welfare. Officials at some battered women's shelters report from 60 percent to 95 percent of the women they help spend some time on welfare as they struggle to recover from years of abuse. (Raphael)



The reality is that women and children do not fare well on public assistance. For example, in June 1997 in Vermont, supposedly one of the states supplying the maximum in welfare benefits, the annual Aid to Needy Families with Children grant for a parent and two children was $7,200. (Anderson)



So victimized mothers have to think long and hard about the ramifications of leaving the abuse. They worry, very realistically, that a lower standard of living after separation or divorce will adversely affect their children's self-esteem and their future education options, or will result in increased danger to the children from a new environment: substandard housing, exposure to drugs, gangs, etc.


Children - When there are children, the situation becomes extraordinarily complicated. Children increase women's economic dependency on men; children make leaving, even for short periods, extremely difficult; children often miss their father, begging the victim to take them home and not break up their family; courts routinely order visitation, thus empowering batterers to use their children as hostages to control mothers, as well as providing them with ongoing access to mothers; and fleeing with children makes it harder to keep a new location secret from a vengeful batterer. (Ptacek)



Most horrifying of all to the victim is the abuser's most common and most dreadful threat: he will win custody of the children, or simply snatch them.



 ·
“25% of the abusive male partners of battered women shelter residents had kidnapped their children, 35% threatened to take the children in a custody action....” (Liss & Stahly)



His threat to gain custody through the legal process can easily be seen as plausible when one imagines the testimony and demeanor of the parties in a custody proceeding. The abuser, who controls the family's finances, often has an attorney who prepares him for testifying in accordance with the specific behaviors judges are trained to look for in assessing a witness' veracity. They are taught that truthful witnesses make good eye contact with the judge and the attorneys, they speak calmly but with assurance, and they tell a consistent story which doesn't change under cross examination.



Remember, the abuser is someone who has spent the last 5, 10, maybe 20 years denying his violence. He has denied it to friends, family, co-workers, police, maybe even judges, his victim, his children, and himself. In a way, he has been rehearsing for this day all those years. So he says, “Your honor, I'm a decent, ordinary man. I would never hit a woman. She's just upset/crazy/vindictive/not taking her medication.” Due to years of practice denying his violence, and his attorney's preparation for testimony, he behaves precisely as judges expect a truthful witness to behave.



More often unrepresented, the victim, like her abuser, has spent years denying his violence, trained in compliance by his abuse. In contrast to her abuser, whose years of denial perfectly prepare him for this moment, the victim must overcome her years of training in order to testify. This may be the first time she has spoken publicly about the degrading abuse to which she has been subjected. Wishing she didn't have to reveal the degradation she's undergone, she tends to speak softly so only the judge will hear. Shamed and afraid of the blame she'll see in the eyes of onlookers, she may avoid eye contact. As a victim of trauma forced to relieve those experiences in order to testify about them, she is likely to omit details or break down on the witness stand. So who is the judge more likely to believe? This dynamic may well account for researchers' findings that, when fathers fight for custody, they are very likely to win.



 ·
One Los Angeles study found that 63% of the fathers who fought for judicial custody were successful. (Weitzman & Dixon)



 ·
Chesler (1991) found that fathers who fought for custody won 70% of the time, whether or not they were absentee or violent fathers. Further, Dr. Chesler found that:




 ·
12% of the mothers and 37% of the fathers she studied kidnapped their children. 




 ·
All of the maternal kidnappers were primary caretakers and had been prevented by the fathers from seeing their children.




 ·
14% of the paternal kidnappers had been involved in primary child care. None had been prevented by the mothers from seeing their children.




 ·
None of these fathers was economically, legally or custodially punished. 




 ·
Of the smaller number of maternal kidnappers, 80% were both found and punished.



The threat of abduction is also a credible scenario, given the number of children's pictures we've all seen on television and on milk cartons.



 ·
More than 40 children are abducted by a parent each hour in this country. Most of these abductions are perpetrated by fathers or people acting on their behalf, including step-mothers and relatives. Fifty four percent of these abductions are short-term manipulations around custody orders, but 46% involve concealing the whereabouts of the child or taking the child out of state. (Finkelhor, et al.)



 ·
More than 54% of abductions occur in the context of domestic violence. (Greif & Hegar)



“Each publicized custody battle terrorizes married, divorced, and unwed mothers in non-measurable and unknown ways.” (Chesler)


Scarcity of Available Services - Services for abuse victims are poorly funded by federal and state governments, and thus are not available everywhere, and are generally offered by networks of volunteers. 



 ·
In 1990, the city of Baltimore spent twice as much money to care for animals in the zoo as the state of Maryland spent on its 18 shelters for victims of domestic violence and their children. (Gibbs)



 ·
In FY 2000, the advocates of Vermont's 16 domestic and sexual violence programs took 14,772 crisis calls, provided emotional support to victims 22,580 times, supported victims in Family Court 7,379 times, and provided 11,849 nights of shelter to 542 adults and children. That year, the State of Vermont allocated a total of $587,230 to support the programs' services. At an average advocate salary of $11.16 per hour, the State's $72.63 per victim served paid for 6.5 hours of services for each victim. (Vermont Network)



 ·
“There are no governmental protective services for battered women. Furthermore, over one half of all counties in the U.S. have no battered women's programs.” (Jackson)


The Danger of Leaving - If his victim does succeed in escaping, the batterer often resorts to even more serious violence because he has lost the very people his abuse is aimed at keeping and controlling—his partner and children. As statistics show, ending the relationship does not mean ending the violence:



·
A National Survey found the victimization rate of women separated from husbands was about 25 times higher than that of married women. (Bachman & Saltzman)



·
In a Virginia study, 91% of attacks on legal or common-law female spouses (10 out of 11) were caused by their threat of leaving their partner. (Showalter, et al.)



·
“[A]bout 75% of the calls to law enforcement for intervention and assistance in domestic violence occur after separation from batterers.” (Langan & Innes)



Yet despite the danger, most victims make many efforts to escape.



·
“[T]he majority of battered women eventually leave their abuser.” (Campbella)



·
Kirkwood's (1993) study of battered women who had recently left abusers found that the women went to enormous lengths to protect themselves, efforts that were not always successful. Women tried to create invisibility by removing all possibility that they could be tracked to their current addresses by the former partners: Family and friends were advised to claim that they had no knowledge of their whereabouts if asked. Women went to extreme measures to keep their names out of telephone directories and off post-boxes and door-plates. Women described how they paid phone, electricity and gas bills under aliases to remove any indication of their existence from all records which might reveal their addresses.



·
While research on marriage (Gottman) shows that the divorce rate in the general population is typically from 2 to 5% over a two year period, Jacobson and Gottman found that, within two years, 38% of the women in the 140 couples they studied had left abusive husbands. (Gottman)



But some men would rather kill “their” women and/or themselves than see the women make a new life. “Homicidal husbands are often noted to have threatened to do exactly what they did, should their wives ever leave them, and they often explain their homicides as responses to the intolerable stimulus of the wife's departure.” (Allen) Victims see these stories in the press and on television and recognize that escape may end in their death. Statistics verify that battered women's lives do indeed depend on their batterers. So, while ending the relationship doesn't mean ending the violence, it can mean ending your life.



·
The number one risk factor in intimate homicides is separation. Recent separation rather than divorce per se is the crucial risk factor in lethal violence against the female partner. (Crawford & Gartner)



·
“Approximately 70% of murdered women are killed by a husband, lover or estranged same.” (Campbellb)



·
In a 10 year study of Vermont homicides, 54% of women slain by partners were tracked down and killed after having ended the relationship. (Martinez)



·
The most common type of homicide-suicides, representing fully 50% to 75% of all murder-suicides in the U.S., typically involved a male between 18 and 60 who physically abused his girlfriend or wife, feared her infidelity or estrangement, murdered her, and committed suicide, usually by firearm. (Marzuk, et al.)

It is clear that ending the relationship does not necessarily mean ending the violence. So, the real question is not, “Why do women stay?” but “Why won't batterers let them go?”

2.
The captive is isolated from outsiders so that the only other perspective available to her or him is that of the captor. 

Hostage-takers routinely keep information about the outside world's response to their kidnapping from captives to keep them totally dependent. Like terrorists, abusers isolate their victims. Isolation is the back-drop against which the entire drama is played because in isolation, all the victim hears is the negative messages of the abuser. Abuse victims are isolated in many ways: 


Geographical Isolation - In rural areas, she may be isolated because she lives at the end of a road or in the back woods. There are few things more terrifying than living with someone violent, knowing that no matter how loudly you scream, no one will hear you. No one will come. No one will call 9-1-1 when the batterer rips out your phone.


Social Isolation takes many forms:



Family/Friends/Work - Many batterers control who the victim's friends are and who she spends time with, determining who the couple will socialize with, or whether they will socialize at all. If he is angry, threatening, violent, or is even merely argumentative in front of others, they avoid associating with the couple. Thus the woman is left even more alone so the abuser's demeaning messages become her reality because they are all she hears. Kept totally under his thumb, she cannot bond with anyone else. As Nicole Brown Simpson's sister said of her after her separation from O.J., “`For the first time in her life, she was able to have her own friends.'” (Rimera)



Many abusers are obsessively jealous and possessive. They conduct surveillance on their partners, “following [them] around, interrogating the children, eavesdropping on telephone conversations, and making frequent telephone calls to monitor [their] activities. ... Closely related to this is extreme possessiveness which is often manifested by the abuser's unwillingness to accept the end of the relationship.” (Adams)



 ·
“David Bursin, a friend of Mrs. [Nicole Brown] Simpson's, ... said Mr. Simpson kept an eye on Mrs. Simpson after the divorce. `It was common knowledge that he followed her,' Mr. Bursin said. `He would show up at places. She would have to calm him down.'” (Rimera) According to witnesses, O.J. Simpson “once barged into an L.A. restaurant where [Nicole] was dining with five others. `He said, “My name is O.J. and we're not divorced yet.”'” (Turque, et al.)



“Women ... are subjected to ongoing harassment and pressure tactics including multiple phone calls, homicide or suicide threats, uninvited visits at home or work, and manipulation of children. ... Some abusers use their children as emissaries who are responsible for spying on mom's activities or for convincing mom to `let Daddy come home.'” (Adams)



Often when a victim has left her abuser, his harassment leads to her losing her job.



 ·
Batterers harass 74% of employed battered women at work, in person or over the telephone, causing 56% to be late for work at least five times a month; 28% to leave early at least five days a month; 54% to miss at least three full days of work a month; and 20% to lose their jobs. (New York Victim Service Agency; Schechter & Gray)



Religion - Most organized religions are based on the premise that suffering on earth is the prerequisite for eternal life in Heaven. Christians are taught, “God never gives you a burden greater than you can bear.” They are told to carry the cross of their pain and suffering just as Christ did, that suffering on earth is the price you must pay to earn eternal life in Heaven. In the 1985 survey of Protestant pastors in the U.S. and Canada on domestic violence referred to earlier, “26% ... agreed that a wife should submit to her husband and trust that God would honor her action by either stopping the abuse or giving her the strength to endure it.” (Alsdurf)



Romantic Relationships - The batterer repeatedly tells his victim, “If you leave me, no one will want you.” Over time, she comes to believe that and, when thinking about leaving, she has to confront—and accept—the very real possibility that she will have to face life alone: never again to have another relationship, never to have a good male role model for her children, never to have someone to help push her car out of a snowdrift—all frightening options for someone who has been taught that she is worthless, useless and undesirable.



In 1986, Newsweek reported that single women were “more likely to be killed by a terrorist” than to marry. (Salholz) Though now known to be statistically inaccurate, this information was widely reported in the media and is remembered and believed by many women, thus forming another brick in the wall of isolation.


The Isolation of Stereotypes - Society's stereotypes reinforced by the abuser's psychological brainwashing form a powerfully effective section in the wall of isolation. In an effort to evade a realization of their personal vulnerability to being victimized, the public accepts victim-blaming stereotypes about crime victims in general (Bard & Sangrey), and abuse victims in particular. For example, living under the constant threat of violence is usually referred to as “being in a violent relationship”—as though the violence was due to the relationship rather than its being the batterer's choice.



One of the most widespread stereotypes is: Women are masochists—they ask for it—they stay because they like being beaten., a myth believed by people who know little or nothing about the reality of battering. Battered women who are still hiding the violence of their home lives hear this “common wisdom” from friends, family, co-workers and the public so often that many become convinced of its truth, and believe that people will look down on them and be unwilling to help. Taught first by batterers and then by society that the violence is their fault, shame and fear keep victims silent. So, many stay in the relationship, afraid to turn to anyone for help for fear of being rejected and despised, and afraid that the batterer will learn about their reaching out and that the violence will get worse.




“The propensity to fault the character of the victim can be seen even in the case of politically organized mass murder. The aftermath of the Holocaust witnessed a protracted debate regarding the `passivity' of the Jews and their `complicity' in their fate. But the historian Lucy Dawidowicz points out that `complicity' and `cooperation' are terms that apply to situations of free choice. They do not have the same meaning in situations of captivity.” (Herman)



Another common stereotype about battered women is the “Bad Faith” scenario. This stereotypical woman is described by members of the justice system as using and abusing the abuse prevention process to manipulate and punish her male partner.



The danger of this stereotype is shown by the case of Tracey Thurman. Because the Torrington police saw Ms. Thurman as a stereotype—one of those women who abuse the system instead of as an individual, they were blinded to her real danger—and she was disfigured and partially paralysed for life—and they had to pay her $1.9 million in damages.



While some women, abused and not abused, certainly do “abuse” the system, and while one finds evil among some members of any group, the generally held stereotypes about battered women, like all other stereotypes, are not true of the vast majority of victims.


Isolation strengthens and enforces batterers' use of the following tactics, tactics defined as psychological torture by Amnesty Internationalb, to demoralize and brainwash victims because victims have no one to whom they can turn for a “reality check.” Yet while world opinion can be mobilized and sanctions imposed on countries using these tactics on prisoners and dissidents, batterers, who use the same tactics against women, are rarely given meaningful sentences. These tactics form the cornerstone of the brainwashing used on POW's, political dissidents and hostages as well as battered women:


Verbal Humiliation and Degradation - Each of us forms our self-image from how others respond to us. The more important a person is to us, the more we value and rely on their opinion of us. So when our partner, the person we want most to value and love us, offers criticism of what we do, we take the criticism to heart. Since none of us is perfect and we want to please our partner, we don't recognize that, as his/her criticism becomes constant and increasingly personal, it becomes verbal abuse.



Women in our society are taught to believe that their partner's love is supposed to be the most important thing in their lives. Success, wealth and prestige are secondary to finding a partner and keeping his love. So, when her abuser rejects her, the victim has to admit to herself that she has failed in making what society taught her was the single most important choice in her life, that of a husband or lover. Thus, she has to overcome the socialization of a lifetime as well as her love for her partner, in order to discount his opinion of her.



Verbal humiliation and degradation is not simply foul language. It is unrelenting criticism and attacks on the victim's worth as a human being. Who she is and what she does are never good enough. It is not only the viciousness of these attacks that makes this tactic so effective—it is the constant repetition of the batterer's denigrating messages. Repeated humiliation is the batterer's strongest weapon. The messages that she is utterly worthless, and the cause of his rage and violence become part of the victim's self-image due to his constant repetition of the same theme—delivered verbally and reinforced with his fists.



The children, who dare not confront their father and who hear his constant refrain that the victim made him violent, often blame their mother for not avoiding the violence that terrifies them: “Why did you do that, Mom? You knew it would make him mad.” Having no safe release for their fear, they may take the side of the parent they see as stronger, wanting to be on his side to escape his violence themselves. 



Self-blame is a common reaction to being traumatized—whether through assaults by a loved one or by a crime committed by a stranger. (Bard & Sangrey) But in addition to a victim's natural feelings of self-blame (it is easier to cope with feelings of guilt than the fear of reoccurrence [Miller & Porter]), the abuse victim's self-blame is actively stimulated by her abuser, and her suffering minimized:



 ·
“`If we had a problem, it's because I loved her so much. ... Like all long-term relationships, we had a few downs and ups. ... All this press talk about a rocky relationship was no more than what every long-term relationship experiences. ... At times I have felt like a battered husband or boyfriend but I loved her.” (Simpson)


Threats of Harm - The abuser threatens to harm the victim, the children, her family, pets, treasured personal belongings; he threatens to further isolate or abandon her and the children; to snatch the children or to kill her, the children or himself. These threats often include detailed descriptions of how he will harm or torture her loved ones.



 ·
On Mother's Day, 1991, 3 year old Poppy Tinsman was shot in the head by her father, Peter Tinsman, in retaliation for custody being awarded to his ex-wife, whom he'd abused during the marriage. (Martinez)



 ·
One study of battered women found that, of the women who had pets, “80% had experienced their partners' maltreatment of pets.” (Arkow) In another, 18% of the women with pets reported that concern for their animals' welfare had prevented them from coming to the shelter sooner. (Ascione)



·
Battered women report that, prior to separation, their abusers destroyed an average of $10,000 in family property, including furniture, clothing, photographs and toys. (Harta)



Threats can also be non-verbal, as in the case of batterers who smash their fists into the wall next to their victim's head, a clear threat that “you'll be next.” Victims also report that their batterers take out and clean their guns during arguments. Of course, it is extremely rare for a court to see these actions as justifying the grant of an order of protection.



In the beginning, the abuser's threats are usually ominously vague, and he may not carry them out. But gradually, “mere” threats alone become insufficient to maintain control over partner and children, so he begins to carry out his threats. When he does act on his threats of physical violence, studies show that his victim's likelihood of injury is great:



  ·
Women suffering violent victimizations were almost twice as likely to be injured if the offender was an intimate (59%) compared to a stranger (27%), and almost twice as likely to receive injuries requiring medical care if the attacker was an intimate (27%) compared to a stranger (14%). (Bachman)



  ·
“Domestic violence is the largest single cause of injury among women seen at hospital emergency rooms....” (Stark & Flitcraft)



  ·
As many as half of domestic `simple assaults' actually involved injury as serious as or more serious than 90% of all rapes, robberies, and aggravated assaults. (Langan & Innes)



Because she never knows whether or when he will act on his threats, the victim is kept constantly off balance—a key factor in brainwashing.


Enforcement of Trivial Demands - This tactic forces the victim to develop the habit of complying with whatever demands the abuser chooses to make. Her life is governed by long lists of demands and rules: how clean the house must be, how the children are to be disciplined or dressed or fed, having to account for how she spends her time, where she goes, who she sees, etc. Whatever a batterer's demands, when they are not met, he demonstrates his power with a variety of physical and psychological punishments. The victim lives in a continual atmosphere of impending doom.


Monopolizing Perceptions - The abuser creates an environment so dangerous that the victim becomes totally focused on remaining safe here and now. Monopolization of perception is the psychological state which results from living in an atmosphere of fear and impending punishment created through the use of the psychologically manipulative tactics discussed above by themselves or in combination with physical assaults.



Because his rage is so unpredictable, the victim protects herself and the children by managing the home in accordance with his ever-changing demands. She focuses her time and energy on efforts to control the home environment to pacify him: controlling the children, pets and visitors; attempting to anticipate his whims and assuage his frustrations; and suppressing her fear and rage, which, if revealed, will lead to violent punishment.



Taught that they can be punished for virtually anything they say or do, the victim and children become afraid to make choices, to do anything on their own. For abuse victims and their children, as well as POW's and hostages, all aspects of life relate only to how the batterer/captor will react. They “walk on eggshells,” constantly trying to read the captor's mind to anticipate his wishes and deflect his anger. Victims become totally absorbed in arranging every aspect of their lives to keep him calm, a life in which planning for escape can become almost impossible. “It's hard to see the light at the end of the tunnel when your eyes are swollen shut.” (Brown)


Since abusers use precisely the same techniques as terrorists, it is completely logical that battered women suffer the same psychological effects as hostages. 


Subject to these tactics on a daily basis, victims also isolate themselves out of shame, believing they have failed their partner and thus are failing at what society has taught them are the most important roles a woman can assume—wife, mother and homemaker. Trying do better, but never succeeding in ending the beatings, filled with despair, they become depressed and apathetic. Abusers tell them the abuse is their fault, and they hear from both families, “You've made your bed, now lie in it.” Even the children, who may only understand that Dad is always right and Mom is always wrong, and who dare not confront the abuser, release their tension and fear by blaming their mother for not pleasing him and avoiding the violence that terrifies them. 


The tremendous isolation in which the victim lives causes her to derive too much of her identity and self-esteem from the batterer, so when he rejects her with verbal degradation and beatings, the entire foundation of her self-esteem is demolished. Her learned belief in her unworthiness and her blame for the violence makes her isolate herself from family and friends who may fear him and blame her for not keeping the violence in check. “Outsiders who don't want to `get involved' because they fear the batterer nonetheless expect the battered woman to stand up to him.” (Graham, et al.a)


Walled in by outsiders' attitudes, victims learn that there is nowhere to turn for support, much less assistance. The victim is forced to adopt the abuser's perspective of her because she has found that when she reaches out for a different viewpoint, she is too often rebuffed.


Eventually, the mental cage the abuser has erected around the victim becomes as strong as the walls which confine and isolate the hostage.
3.
The captor threatens to kill the victim and is perceived as having the capability to do so.

Threats of death are a nearly invariable feature of life with an abuser. And the almost universal threat of batterers who kill their victims is the chilling: “If I can't have you, no one will.” Because we see this threat repeated over and over in media reports about domestic murders, victims are well aware of the danger represented by such threats—and abusers recognize the power they can gain by making the same threat. For example, advocates in Vermont found that within a week of O.J. Simpson's being charged with the murders of Nicole Brown Simpson and Ronald Goldman, abuse victims were reporting that their abusers were threatening to “O.J.” them. Yet attorneys and judges disparage the level of danger:


 ·
“I find references as bland and vague as `I am afraid that if my husband finds out about this hearing that he will kill me'; a popular idiom used by many without regard to its seriousness...if indeed [the threat] was made at all and amounts to anything more than the recitation of a popular idiom by the petitioner....” (Detora)




In response, a Supreme Court Rules Committee proposed to deny ex parte relief to victims whose abusers have attorneys, saying that, although giving defendants advance notice may increase the risk of harm to the plaintiff, “the same cannot be said of granting the defendant's counsel the opportunity to be heard, particularly if the notice to counsel is by telephone and occurs immediately prior to or during the court's hearing on the abuse petition. This will give counsel the opportunity to argue against the request or against those aspects of the requested relief which appear unwarranted....” [Underlining in the original.] (Reporter's)


 ·
One study found that “among assaultive men arrested, convicted and sentenced, less than 1% (0.9%) served any time in jail. Yet judges who dispense `justice' so lightly to assaultive men have been known to castigate women for wasting the court's time, to order battered women to make up with their husbands and to laugh women out of court. They have been known to set free on minimal bail men who have already attempted to kill their wives or girlfriends, and then to say when the murder is done `There's just no way of predicting these things.'” (Jonesb)


But statistics show the reality of these threats:


 ·
In the U.S. in 1993, of homicide victims slain by spouses or boy/girlfriends, 72% (1,531) were women murdered by husbands or boyfriends. (U.S. Dept. of Justice)


 ·
Law enforcement authorities believe that 100% of the women murdered in Vermont in 1993 died at the hands of a current or former husband or boyfriend. (Martinez)


 ·
In Vermont, from 1990 through 1999, of the adults killed in solved homicides in domestic situations, 85% (28) of 33 women died at the hands of current or former husbands or boyfriends.
 (Martinez)


 ·
“In six states studied, male domestic killers comprised slightly less than 12% of death-sentenced males, while female domestic killers comprised almost half of all women sentenced to death in the United States from 1978 to 1989.” (Rapaport)


So victims may decide that it is safer to stay and endure an occasional beating than to leave and be murdered—an entirely reasonable choice. As one victim of abuse told a Vermont audience in 1982, “Telling me to just leave is like asking me to turn my back on a loaded gun.”


The victim's focus narrows to her and her children's short-term safety rather than long-term security through escape. At this point, the victim is her batterer's prisoner. 

4.
The threatening person is perceived as showing some degree of kindness to the victim being threatened. 

Perceived acts of kindness are the keystone of Stockholm Syndrome. The Syndrome does not develop unless the captor acts in ways that victims interpret as kind. If the captor/batterer is “just” violent, victims respond with hatred. But if the captor/batterer shows some kindness, in the midst of fear the victim submerges the hatred s/he feels in response to the terror, concentrating on his/her captor's good side in order to protect him/herself. “Having found some hope that the abuser will let her or him live, the victim tries to enlarge upon and intensify any perceived caring felt by the abuser toward the victim, and thereby to turn the abuser into someone who cares too much about the victim to continue the terrorization.” (Graham, et al.a) Like other hostages, abuse victims concentrate on pleasing their captors in hope of the same effect.


In many abusive relationships, the abuser is genuinely contrite and apologetic after an abusive incident. This is called the Honeymoon Stage of the Cycle of Violence. (Walker, L.E.) Following a period during which the tension between the couple builds to a violent explosion, the abuser, filled with remorse, promises with genuine sincerity to change. Because she knows him so well, when she looks into his eyes, she can see the sincerity of his repentance. Wanting to believe him, and convinced by his very real sincerity, the victim convinces herself that he will change. So the abuser convinces the victim and everyone else (including himself) that he will stop being violent. He excuses his violence by blaming stress or alcohol or drugs. At the same time he denies full responsibility, he also justifies his wrong-doing—primarily by blaming the victim for provoking him: “If you were a better wife, I wouldn't lose my temper.” 


Often, the psychological confusion and shock of the traumatic incident cause both victim and perpetrator to minimize, deny or suppress the details of the violence. The couple rebonds in warmth and intimacy. It is at this time that the victim is most thoroughly victimized psychologically because his manipulation of her emotions leaves her feeling responsible both for him and for her own victimization.


It must be remembered that, like most relationships, when it began, the relationship was probably satisfying. Since no one is 100% bad, or 100% good, even despite the battering, there may be many facets of the relationship which remain rewarding, and with many batterers who never progress beyond the stage of moderate assaults, the attacks may come to be seen by the victim as “minor,” and may occur infrequently.


Rebuffed on every side as she sought assistance from outsiders, the victim grasps at the abuser's promises like a life raft. She may have nothing else.


The bonding between captive and captor called the Stockholm Syndrome “is no longer considered unusual by professionals who negotiate with hostage-takers. In fact, they encourage its development, for it improves the chances of the hostages surviving (Kuleshnyk; Ochberg), despite the fact that it means the officials can no longer count on the cooperation of the hostages in working for their own release or in later prosecuting the hostage-takers. (Kuleshnyk)” (Graham & Rawlingsb)


As shown above, all four of the conditions which cause Stockholm Syndrome in hostages are recreated by abusers within intimate relationships. Although the Stockholm Syndrome is induced in both hostages and battered women by virtually identical treatment, the way these two groups are treated by the outside world is very different:

 ·
Public authorities sympathize with hostages, seeing them as having little control over their situation, and media coverage generates public sympathy. In contrast, abuse victims are blamed for their situation: “She deserved/provoked it.” “Why doesn't she just leave?” “She stays because she likes it.”

 ·
Authorities negotiate for the release of hostages. Hostages are generally released from captivity or rescued by the State. Battered women, however, must find a way to leave captivity more or less on their own, and batterers are far more rarely imprisoned than stranger kidnappers and hostage-takers.

 ·
Negotiations for the release of hostages are not dependent on their proving that they are targets of physical violence nor that they did not desire or provoke it. But unless a battered woman can prove she was subject to life-threatening violence, the legal and criminal justice systems are often unwilling to intervene.

 ·
Governments attempt to capture and punish hostage-takers while abusers are rarely punished, even for decades of abuse, unless the woman or children are killed. (Graham, et al.b)

 ·
Hostages know that their government will work to rescue them. Battered women often report being urged by their children, family members, friends and clergy to remain in the situation out of sympathy for the troubled abuser.


In talking about Flight 847, we saw how the businessmen's attitudes changed in seventeen days. The bank captives in Stockholm became their captors' allies in only six days. In contrast, a batterer has months or years—sometimes decades—to use precisely the same tactics to terrorize a victim made infinitely more vulnerable because from the beginning she loves him.


One woman eloquently described the victim's dilemma when she said, “It's hard to fight an enemy who has outposts in your head.”


* * * * * * * * *
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     �  Although it is clear that there are men abused by female and male partners, and there are women abused by female partners, because "analyses of police and court records in North America and Europe have persistently indicated that women constitute 90-95% of the victims of those assaults in the home reported to the criminal justice system," (Dobash, et al., 1992), herein the victim will be referred to as female and the perpetrator as male. The bottom line is that pain has no gender, and, as this analysis shows, human beings exposed to psychological torture will react similarly, regardless of sex. Therefore, the author asks readers to mentally translate the term “battered women” into “battered women or men.”
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     �  In contrast, eight (23.5%) of the 34 men were killed by current or former wives or girlfriends. Seven (87.5%) of the men had histories of abuse, had had abuse orders issued against them, and/or were killed while attacking the women.





