Barbara J. Hart, JD: Brief Chronology of Work with Men’s
Movement to End Violence Against Women in Pennsylvania

The 1980s

Barbara designed a sponsorship program for Berks Safe for
men completing the BIS curriculum to provide them with support for
continued nonviolence after group participation.

At the National Coalition Against Domestic Violence (NCADV)
conference in 1982, the ‘Green Paper, authored by Ellen Pence with
contributions by Susan Schechter and Barbara Hart, called for a
national meeting on men's role in ending violence against women.
As Legislative Chair of NCADV, Barbara was asked to organize this
meeting.

In November 1982, Barbara organized, hosted, and facilitated
that meeting. Entitled Visions Forum, it offered a guiding vision for
the future of the movement. By consensus it produced three
principles for men's work to end violence against women:

1. Women's leadership must inform the work of men in the
movement to end violence against women.

2. The leadership of people of color in the men’s movement
work is likewise critical, particularly with an emphasis on women's
leadership.

3. Men's work, above and beyond individual or group
counseling or even instead of these, should prioritize social,
cultural, economic, political, community and structural change to
end men’s domination of women individually and collectively and to
create equality in relationships between all genders.



About 100 participants from both BIS and DV programs
participated in Visions Forum.

Shortly thereafter, Barbara planned and executed (with several
researchers and movement leaders) an organized cadre of activist
men’s movement, battered women’s advocates, and
progressive/feminist researchers attendance at the 2" national
conference on DV of the University of New Hampshire to assert
collectively that the Conflict Tactics Scale (CTS) was not a valid
measure of the gendered occurrence, sequence, risks-posed,
context and consequences of DV. We asked for an opportunity to
present our views. The conference organizers refused to give us an
opportunity. We continued our insistent application until finally we
were given a voice. Several of us presented. That organizing was
successful insofar as research scholars present and soon many
research communities nationally began to shape their scholarship
around the elements that we requested, e.g., gender, sequencing,
impact, context, power and control tactic history, etc.

Barbara began to meet with men and women engaged in
batterer intervention services throughout Pennsylvania and
gradually established the Batterer Intervention Services Network of
Pennsylvania in the mid-80s. Once established (about 20 BIS
programs), the Network met approximately every six weeks in the
corporate offices of PCADV.

In the early years of organizing Barbara offered BIS Network
participants foundational perspectives that included:

e [tis important for BIS providers to establish collegial,
cooperative working relationships with local DV programs;



* The reason that men abuse their intimate partners is to
achieve and maintain power and control over them. Itis arguably a
variation on the childhood attitude - “l want what | want, when |
want it. And | will use any and every means at my disposal to get it,
without regard to the impact on you. Itis my right, men’s right, to
assert this dominance/control.” (This ‘power and control-based
rationale for abuse is consistent with law. See below.*)

e [t is the legitimate right of survivors to have control over their
own bodies/lives, (*These 2 perspectives had been/are taught in
training on civil protection orders - PFAs in PA. The goal of PFAs s to
remove abusive power from violent men and give abused women
the power over their lives, e.g., cessation of threats, control over
their homes, work environment, custody, children’s school, health
insurance, church attendance, family auto, etc.)

* Misogyny is the basis/underpinning for the belief of menin
their entitlement to power and control over women partners. Belief
that may or may not be conscious.

e Causal theories of tension-building/explosion/honeymoon,
anger management, drug or alcohol problems/addiction, PTSD,
family functioning challenges, faith lapses, and childhood
developmental disorders are erroneous and enormously
problematic.

Network participants generally agreed notwithstanding the
diversity among them. The Network retained even those who did not
wholeheartedly agree.

Ironically, sometime later in the decade, Barbara received an
invitation from Ellen Pence and Michael Paymar to meet with them



to review their revised Duluth curriculum. Barbara was joined by
Susan Schechter and David Adams and several others in a freezing
Duluth winter in the woods of northern Minnesota. We were a hearty
group. Fortunately. Barbara’s feedback was that, although the two
had made heroic efforts, the text should be scratched because
‘anger management’ was a fallacious basis on which to construct
the curriculum. It needed to be power and control-based. They
agreed. Ellen took it back to battered woman's groups in Duluth.
They brilliantly, certainly with the amazing facilitation of Ellen,
created the ‘Power and Control* Wheel’ which has offered survivors,
allies, family members ,professionals, politicians, and even
perpetrators, clarity about the tactics used by perpetrators of
intimate partner violence to terrorize and control their partners. Itis
an amazing tool for an amazing curriculum. What a gift it has been
to all of us. Barbara was pleased to see that the research
undertaken 10 years ago in Pennsylvania revealed that many of the
BIS programs were using that curriculum. She stayed in touch with
Scott and Melissa while in Maine and always appreciated their
clarity and commitment to bringing that work forward. Great
instructors. Great vision and heart.

Along with Ellen Pence and Oliver Williams, Barbara consulted
with Ed Gondolf on positive evidence-based outcome measures of
success for survivors related to his national research on batterer
intervention program research measures; most specifically safety
and well-being.

An unexpected outcome of the Forum was the Women’s
Leadership Institute developed by Susan Schechter, Beth Ritchie
and Barbara. The model was a 3-day institute sponsored by state



DV coalitions in which each participating member program invited a
woman of color leader from their respective communities or staff to
join with the local DV program director or board member in the
leadership growth and planning institute and subsequent process.

The Network spent much of the rest of the decade talking
about Standards. By 1988 Barbara was able to write SAFETY FOR
WOMEN: MONITORING BATTERERS PROGRAMS. These were the
first statewide standards for BIPs in the country. The Network
agreed that we were developing these Standards to enable battered
women's advocates to offer survivors guides for informed decisions
about referrals of their partners to BIS programs. Thus, DV programs
needed to be able to monitor BIS programs - basically to know the
philosophy of the program, its analysis of the reasons for male
violence against intimate partners, and the program’s intervention
strategies or curricula. Monitoring became understanding and
problem-solving, even celebrating - not something hostile, not
something intrusive, but something in which a BIS shared with the
local battered women's program what they were doing, why they
were doing it, what they found useful, what they were concerned
about, what they had rejected, and sharing battered women's
programs concerns. It was to have a conversation about what the
BIS was doing so they could get feedback and sort out differences.
It was not intended to be a hostile process. In fact, it was hoped to
be a trust-building process. Yet, it also was a method of
accountability. However, when we talked to people outside the
Network about monitoring, guards went up. People got nervous.
People got hostile. That was not our intent. Both the BIS and the DV
program recognized a fiduciary duty to survivors. It need not be a



negative undertaking. The thought was: If we are building new
communities, the process of monitoring need not be hostile, but it
must be honest and forthcoming. Our counterparts may not know
about what would be critical to their respective practices, so the
exchange of information and the building of trust facilitates better
practice through this process of creating conversations. Many good
‘continuing conversations’ were the magic that built the BIS Network
in PA.

1990s

Inthe mid-1990s there was a rumor that the state, the PA
Commission on Crime and Delinquency, might distribute VAWA or
other federal funds to BIS programs. The Network wanted to
develop a yardstick by which the state would consider funding local
BIS programs. The first, and only, measurement that the Network
considered was sign-off by the local DV program on BIS
applications. No sign-off, no grant. We had consensus even though
it was clear to all that one of our members would not be eligible to
receive a grant. That program agreed notwithstanding their
exclusion from eligibility. They continued to seek rapproachment
with their local DV program with ultimate success. The Network
added a provision that the application should include a letter of
cooperation from the DV program, agreeing to periodic monitoring of
the BIS grantee. We requested that the grants were to be framed
such that the safety of and accountability of survivors and their
children were to be paramount in all grant activities. State funding
did not arrive in Barbara’s tenure.



In 1992, PCADV published a second set of Standards, entitled
Accountability. While the 1988 standards generally set forth ethical
principles for the profession, the 1992 standards largely articulated
practice guidelines for BIS programs. The beauty of the 1992
standards is that they were written by 10 members of the BIS
Network and a guest ally. Consensus was readily reached through
the process of ‘continuing conversation.” Materials from other states
are referenced throughout. Sample forms were included in the
appendices, from Second Step in Pittsburgh and the Center for
Nonviolence in Fort Wayne, IN. Barbara wrote portions and edited
the volume. Copies are available among podcast materials.

2000s

In 2004, the 1988 STANDARDS were reprinted with improved
formatting and a few additions, among which in the appendices is a
report on the Visions Forum. SAFETY FOR WOMEN: MONITORING
MEN’S PROGRAMS. ltis available online and in the podcast
materials.

Also in June 2004, the Network produced JUSTICE and
ACCOUNTABILITY: BATTERER INTERVENTION STANDARDS* for the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. It was “written by collaborative
authors of the Network with the ‘leadership and support of PCADV’
and edited by Joanne M. Hessmiller and Barbara J. Hart.” It was
submitted to PCADV which has not advised of any action taken.

The men and women who created the BIS Network in the first
20 years of the men's movement to end violence against women in
PA were rich in support of colleagues and passionate in their
commitment to learning the most ethical and best practices to



ensure the safety of women and children while offering the most
effective interventions in the most principled and caring ways with
men who used controlling, violent, demeaning, and/or life-
endangering abuse against their intimate partners, which was
sometimes egregiously obvious violence and at other times barely
discernable. Most BIS programs were startups, funded solely by
client fees. Thus, there was no large source of money to draw upon
for supervision, training, conferences, or network meetings. For
some counselors/educators there was no such thing as a salary.
Thus, coming to BIS meetings really was an act of love for
colleagues and clients and survivors. Members were known to
arrive without sleep, having come across mountain passes that were
almost closed because of the drifting snow. Barbara was privileged
to be a witness to the Network and facilitator of its process.

PC ADV and the majority of its member programs were
lukewarm about the Network. Most advocates for battered women
did not trust BIS programs. They feared that funding would be
diverted to men's programming. They were apprehensive that the
justice system would revert to hostile environments for survivors.
Notwithstanding these concerns, the BIS Network and providers
persisted and prevailed, always demonstrating deference and
respect to PCADV.

Mid-decade Barbara moved to the Muskie School of Public
Service, Cutler Institute in Portland, ME where she accepted the
position of Director of Strategic Justice Initiatives. Her contact with
the national network of BIP activists was sharply reduced but in
2009 she wrote ‘Future Directions for BIPs: Examining the Power of



Male Peer Support and Building Alternative Support Communities.
The paper is available in her podcast materials.

Barbara’s consultations and alliances with men and
institutions working to end violence against women, other thanin
Pennsylvania and the paper written in Maine, are not included in this
overview.



