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The invisible man
Exploring the role of feminism in gendered misrepresentation of partner abuse.
Abstract:
This paper argues there is a schism within the field of partner abuse between 'feminists' and 'anti-feminists'. The paper aims to resolve tensions between these two 'camps' by shedding light on three points of discussions. A literature review is used to shed light on the gendered occurrence of partner abuse. It is concluded that partner abuse is a human problem which significantly affects both men and women, even though the consequences of partner abuse for women are worse. A quantitative analysis of Dutch newspaper articles between 2000 and 2013 (n= 1897) is conducted to answer how newspapers frame partner abuse. This analysis shows there was an enormous increase in coverage. Also little attention is paid to same-sex and female-on-male partner violence. Lastly a qualitative analysis is conducted to investigate the role feminism has played in the Netherlands and on the EU. Feminists have consistently pushed for addressing partner abuse as a women's problem and have resisted the framing of partner abuse as a human problem. The exact influence feminism had in the Netherlands and on the EU is difficult to determine, but there are some indications this influence has been significant.  
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1. 
Introduction

Partner abuse is a common form of violence and often causes severe consequences for the victims (Walby & Allen 2004, Van der Veen & Bogaerts 2010, Hamel 2012). Numerous studies worldwide have illustrated the prevalence of partner violence. The most comprehensive meta-study of these researches is conducted for a project called partner abuse state of the knowledge project (PASK). This project gives an overview of more than 12.000 peer reviewed studies about partner abuse that have been conducted since the 1990s. PASK found that overall 24% of individuals have become victims of partner abuse at least once in their life (Hamel 2012).  
Similarly the consequences of partner abuse are well investigated. Partner abuse often results in physical injuries, emotional problems and psychological problems (Hamel 2012).


Partner abuse does not only negatively affect individuals but also has serious societal consequences. For instance there are negative effects on the workforce. People who are abused by their partner are often less able to perform well at their work (McFerran 2011, p.8). In the Netherlands 25% of victims of domestic violence in the Netherlands have at least taken one day off their work directly caused by the abuse. This results in economical loses for employers between 74 and 192 million Euros each year (Visee & Homburg 2010) Additionally to these workforce related problems partner abuse also imposes other costs on society. For instance a study conducted in the U.S. estimated the direct costs of official services provided to female victims of domestic violence to amount to 8.3 billion dollars annually (Max et al. 2004).


Despite the frequent occurrence, the severe consequences and the high societal costs of partner abuse this form of violence has not always been considered a political issue. The history of partner abuse as a political issue perhaps only starts at the first wave of feminism (Gordon 1989, Walby 1990). In slightly more than half of the U.S. states, for instance, feminist groups and other activists had successfully campaigned for the criminalisation of partner abuse against women by the year 1870 (Gordon 1989 p.256). Some other states, such as Massachusetts, had also criminalised partner abuse against men (Steinmetz 2007 p.54). The attention to partner abuse decreased when the world witnessed the violence of two World Wars and in between suffered from the Great Depression. In this period feminism was generally in decline and so was the political attention to partner abuse (Gordon 1989). 

Some agencies in western countries were aware of partner abuse and sometimes indirectly provided help to victims (Gordon 1989, Pizzey 2014ab). For instance agencies and charities which were officially tasked with protecting children from violence in the domestic sphere encountered cases in which adults were abused by their partner. Gordon shows that in Boston these services helped some women against their abusive partner (Gordon 1989). Even though these organisations witnessed many cases in which the victims of abuse were in desperate need for help, partner abuse did not regain its status as political issue until the second wave of feminism began in the late 60s and early 70s of the previous century (Berns 2004, Straus 2007b, Gordon 1989, Pizzey 2014ab). 

In 1971 the first shelters for female victims of partner abuse was created in the United Kingdom (UK) (Garcia 2007). Originally Erin Pizzey, the founder of the shelter, had only intended to help a desperate woman who was abused by her husband (Pizzey 2014ab). However more and more women from all over England came to her and within a relatively short amount of time there were 56 mothers and children living in her small house (Pizzey 2014a 6:00). A larger building was provided to shelter battered women, but within days/weeks this building ran out of space as well (Pizzey 2014ab, Garcia 2007 p.632). The high number of women who were willing to (temporary) trade their home situation for the shelters illustrated that the need of these women was substantial.


The success of the first shelter inspired various other people to start similar projects. In the Netherlands, for instance, the first shelter for women was created three years later, in October 1974 (Hautvast 2014, Tjen-A-Tak & van der Broek 2014). The number of women’s shelters since then has risen dramatically. The organisations and people who run these shelters are together often called the shelter movement. The shelter movement helped bringing political attention to partner abuse. The shelters also provided opportunities for researchers and journalists to easily find battered women, a group which previously was more difficult to come in contact with. Partly because of this partner abuse started to become more visible in the media and started to gain societal and political attention (Tjen-A-Tak & van der Broek 2014).  The feminist movement aligned with the shelter movement and placed partner abuse into a larger framework of oppression of women by patriarchy (see for instance: DeKeseredy et al. 1997, Anderson & Umberson 2001, Berns 2004 p.21, DeKeseredy 2005, Miller 2001, Bullock & Cubert 2002, Flood 2005, DeKeseredy 2011, Elman 2013, Jewkes 2002, Walby 1990 p.128, Faramarzi et al. 2005 p. 225 Hunnicutt 2009 p.558, Dobash et al. 1992 p.71, Kimmel 2002 p.1344, Römkens 2010 p.15).

From 1970 onwards partner abuse became a more popular research topic. Figure 1 shows a graph which illustrates that between 1970 and 2013 there is increasing academic attention for partner abuse. The field especially expanded after 1990. The earliest studies on partner abuse, similar to the shelter movement, focused exclusively on male-on-female (MoF) partner violence. There are  however some early studies which showed that violence in the private sphere is not only directed against women but that also men become victim of partner abuse. Steinmetz' revolutionary study (Steinmetz 1977) argued that husband battering was both common and largely ignored. Later Straus, Gelles and Steinmetz (Straus et al. 1982)  illustrated with large survey data that female-on-male (FoM) partner violence occurred about as frequently as MoF. Other scholars provided evidence that partner abuse was not restricted to heterosexual relationships but was also common in homosexual relationships (FoF and MoM partner abuse) (West 2012, Sullivan & Kuehnle 2007, Jackson 2007). 
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Mental or emotional problems 9 3
Minor injury 41 46
Minor bruising/black eye 21 40
Scratches 25 13
Other physical injury 3 n
Moderate injury 14 20
Severe bruising 5 15
Bleeding from cuts 11 8
Severe injury 1 6
Intemal bleeding 1 2
Broken bones/teeth <1 6
Total 27 525




Figure 1: Increase in academic attention. Total number of articles in each year found with Web of Science searching for: 'domestic violence', '(intimate) partner violence', 'battered', 'spouse abuse', 'family violence' and 'domestic assault'.  

Since the 1970s a large number of studies have been conducted about partner abuse. These have yielded an enormous amount of data on the topic. Despite this, strong antagonism within the field of partner abuse has prevented consensus on many of the basic questions beyond the fact that partner abuse is very prevalent and has severe consequences. While fierce academic debates are a crucial part of scientific inquiry, the term 'academic debate' in the field of partner abuse is often a euphemism. This is also noted by various authors within the field (Straus 2006, Dutton 1994, Nowinski & Bowen 2011, Dutton & Nicholls 2005, DeKeseredy 2011, DeKeseredy & Dragiewicz 2007, Felson 2010, Johnson 2011, Kimmel 2002, Römkens 2010). Felson, for example, speaks of ‘academic apartheid’ to describe the current state of the field (Felson 2010). Many scholars, when describing the antagonism, distinguish between two opposing 'camps'. On the one hand are 'feminist' scholars and on the other so called ‘anti-feminists’. The first group consists of scholars from various backgrounds and with often varying perspectives who choose to label themselves feminists. Although the latter group is named ‘anti-feminist’ by various feminists scholars (DeKeseredy 2011, Johnson 2011, Flood 2005) it consists of scholars who usually label themselves based on their background and perspectives. There are for instance the men's rights scholars and activists but also scholars from family studies and criminology. Although the number of scholars in the ‘feminist camp’ is much higher than the number of ‘anti-feminist’ scholars it is also true that both camps have established their own body of literature. The 'anti-feminists' are portrayed as 'the enemy' by various feminist authors (DeKeseredy 2011, Johnson 2011, Flood 2005, Miller 2001, Hunnicutt 2009) and vice versa (Straus 2007a, Pizzey 2014ab, Graham-Kevan 2007). 


Because of this schism within the field, researchers are burdened with either picking a 'side' or attempting to remain artificially neutral and risk being considered irrelevant to either side. Conflicts about partner abuse research have run so extreme that various authors complain about being harassed (Straus 2007a, DeKeseredy 1999 p.1269) or even threatened (Steinmetz 2007). For instance Steinmetz, an important scholar in the field, received bomb threats at her daughter's wedding for her published work on the battered husband syndrome (Steinmetz 2007). In most other cases the hostility between the two 'camps' is fought out on paper. For example Straus (Straus 2007a), one of the most cited researchers in the field, accused feminist authors of distorting scientific evidence. Straus claims:
“Although there are many causes of the persistence of the patriarchal dominance focus, I believe that the predominant cause has been the efforts of feminists to conceal, deny, and distort the evidence. Moreover, these efforts include intimidation and threats, and have been carried out not only by feminist advocates and service providers, but also by feminist researchers who have let their ideological commitments overrule their scientific commitments.” (Straus 2007a, p.228).

DeKeseredy, an important feminist researcher within the field of partner abuse, claims that anti-feminists are conservatives who rabidly spread myths about feminism (DeKeseredy 2011). He directly links this to attempting to reinforcing inequality. He states:

“Nevertheless, in this era characterized by “Tea Party” politics, a rabid anti-feminist backlash, and other conservative efforts to reassert class, gender, and ethnic inequality, many who oppose feminism and who perpetuate myths about this school of thought are heavily involved in a process of demonstrating that they are more authoritative.” (DeKeseredy 2011, p.301).


The goal here is not to check the validity of the above statements but they rather serve as  illustration that there is, somewhat ironically, an unhealthy relationship between 'feminists' and 'anti-feminists' within the field of partner abuse. Because both sides operate separately and use different theoretical models to explain partner abuse, it is often the case that a single research question has two juxtaposed answers, depending on the consulted literature. In this paper I will delve into three related discussions on which the field of partner abuse is split. 


Before addressing any of these it is important to first define what exactly constitutes 'partner abuse'. This is done in the first section of the literature review (section 2.1). Then I turn to arguably the most controversial discussion in the field of partner abuse. This discussion is focused on the question to what extent is there gender symmetry in the occurrence of partner abuse? Various feminist authors claim that partner abuse is almost exclusively a women's problem, since partner abuse as a whole, or the more severe forms of abuse, are almost exclusively cases of MoF violence (for instance see:  DeKeseredy 2011, Römkens 2010, Johnson 2011, Johnson 2006, Miller 2001, Kimmel 2002). This violence is placed into a larger framework of patriarchy and male dominance (Hunnicutt 2009). Authors within this field do not deny that women can be violent to their partner, but rather claim this violence, unlike MoF, is rarely perpetrated with a motive to control the partner and is frequently an act of self-defence (Johnson 2011, Johnson 2006, Römkens 2010, Kimmel 2002, DeKeseredy et al. 1997). 


'Anti-feminists', on the other hand, claim that men and women are about equally often violent to their partner and thus speak of 'gender symmetry' (Straus 2009, Langhinrichsen-Rohling 2005, Dutton 1994, Dutton & Nicholls 2005). Numerous surveys have illustrated that men and women are about equally likely to indicate in a survey that they have been abused by their partner. Although the consequences of this violence are not completely equal (MoF violence tends to have worse consequences) authors in this school of thought assert that partner abuse should be interpreted as a human problem (Straus 2007a, Esquivel-Santoveña et al. 2013, see also: Römkens 2010, Kimmel 2002, Berns 2004). Seen in this light partner abuse ought not to be analysed in terms of male dominance but rather other causal factors such as psychological explanations and substances abuse need to be studied.


To shed light on this debate I will conduct a literature review of both 'feminist' and 'anti-feminist' studies in section 2.2 of this paper. One of the main reasons that the 'camps' draw opposing conclusions is because they rely on different types of data (Kimmel 2002, Straus 2009). Therefore I will address the three most commonly applied methodologies and point out what we can (and cannot) conclude from these various studies. Based on secondary literature I will conclude the first debate in section 2.2. 


Many scholars who place partner abuse within a feminist perspective conclude that partner abuse is a 'women's problem' (DeKeseredy 2011, Römkens 2010, Johnson 2011, Johnson 2006, Miller 2001). Scholars who apply a gender neutral framework instead tend to argue that partner abuse is a 'human problem' (Straus 2007a, Esquivel-Santoveña et al. 2013). This difference in diagnosis of the problem also results in disagreement in how partner abuse should be addressed. 'Anti-feminists' have argued that a discrepancy exists between the severity of FoM partner violence and the amount of attention this violence receives in society (Steinmetz 1977, Straus 2009, Farrell & Sterba 2008). Many feminist authors, on the other hand, have argued that because partner abuse is mainly a women's problem our attention should mainly be focused on female victims (Johnson 2006 p.1016, Johnson 2011 p.291, DeKeseredy 2011 p.300, Kimmel 2002, Römkens & Romeny 1989, Kozol 1995 p.650, Nettleton 2011 p.140, Römkens 2010). Giving attention to rare incidents of FoM violence would obscure the role that power imbalances between the sexes play in causing and justifying the structural incidents of partner abuse, so the argument goes (Römkens 2010, Johnson 2011, Berns 2004).

The discussions about attention for male and female victims and perpetrators of partner abuse are conducted about various spheres. From both 'camps' scholars have addressed political attention (Miller 2001, Römkens 2010, Straus 2009, Straus 2006, Graham-Kevan 2007), the attention paid by professional care institutions (Straus 2007a, Berns 2004, Kimmel 2002, Farrell & Sterba 2008), attention in academia (Straus 2009, DeKeseredy 2011, Johnson 2006, Johnson 2011) and attention in the popular media (Carlyle et al. 2008, Carlyle et al. 2014, Kozol 1995, Nettleton 2011, Rollè et al. 2014, Consalvo 1998, Berns 2004, Bullock & Cubert 2002, Bullock 2007). In this paper I will focus on the latter, mainly because how newspapers report on partner abuse partly reflects how this is viewed in society (Carlyle et al. 2008, Carlyle et al. 2014, Kozol 1995, Nettleton 2011, Rollè et al. 2014, Consalvo 1998) but also influences the perception the general public has of partner abuse (Berns 2004, Straus 2009, Bullock 2007). 

In section 2.4 I will review the academic literature which has been written on media attention to partner abuse and partner abuse. Because most of this literature is based on media in the U.S. I will supplement these studies with a quantitative analysis (n=1897) of three Dutch newspapers between the years 2000 and 2013. In this analysis I will mainly investigate how much attention newspapers have paid to FoM, MoF and same-sex partner violence. This should provide initial answers to how partner abuse is portrayed by Dutch newspapers. The results of this analysis are displayed and discussed in section 4.1. There I will also conclude the second debate: To what extent is there a gendered misrepresentation in the media of partner abuse?

The third and last debate addressed in this paper builds on the previous two debates. Within the field that are various discussions about why partner abuse is presented the way it is. One possible explanation scholars give for discrepancies between actual occurrence and portrayals of partner abuse is the role feminism played in many western societies. Various authors have addressed this question (see Straus 2009, Straus 2007a, Farrell & Sterba 2008). While some anti-feminist scholars blame feminism for this discrepancy, feminist scholars have also written about the role of feminism in bringing attention to partner abuse (Gordon 1989, Berns 2004). I will incorporate literature from both of these schools of thought to answer my final question: What role did feminism in the Netherlands play in bringing attention to partner abuse and did this contribute to a discrepancy between attention to FoM violence and actual occurrence? 


In order to answer this question two subquestions are asked. The first investigates the direction in which feminists have generally pushed the societal debates (human or women’s problem). Secondly several factors are taken into account which provide some hints about the level of success of feminists. In section 4.2 I will conduct a small qualitative case study of attention to partner abuse in the Netherlands and also address efforts by the EU to bring attention to partner abuse (for methodological considerations see section 3.2). To do so I rely on a wide range of different sources including campaign posters and political documents. In the last section of this paper (section 5.1) I will summarise my main findings and conclude the three debates. The main problem of the field of partner abuse is a lack of mutual understanding between various scholars. This schism is not contributing to a better understanding of partner abuse. Hopefully this paper will contribute to bridging the gap between scholars from both 'camps'. Advancing the shared knowledge on partner abuse is not only academically important. Our current understanding of partner abuse informs the approach of various treatment programs for both victims and perpetrators (Graham-Kevan 2007). More accurate knowledge on the causes and occurrence of partner abuse helps our society. Better intervention programs can save lives, have economic benefits and prevent or limit various other negative consequences which result from partner abuse.
2. Literature Review
2.1 How is partner abuse defined?


Not all scholars within the field of partner abuse use the same terminology when they discuss partner abuse. Other terms for partner abuse which are frequently used in the literature are 'spousal abuse', 'intimate partner violence (IPV)' and 'domestic violence'. These different terms are often used interchangeably but have slightly different political connotations (Yick 2007 p.29). 'Domestic violence' varies the most from these other terms because it often not only includes violence perpetrated by a(n) (ex) partner but also incorporates violence which is perpetrated by other close relatives such as family or friends. Also violence which is directed against children is sometimes incorporated within the definition. 


In this paper I use the term 'partner abuse'. This term can be used interchangeably with 'IPV', 'spousal abuse' and with some definitions of 'domestic violence'. Within my definition I do not incorporate child abuse or abuse by other close relatives. This is because the most prominent discussions between 'feminists' and 'anti-feminists' are centred around abuse in romantic or sexual relationships. In my analysis of the Netherlands I often use Dutch sources which speak of 'huiselijk geweld' which is best translated to 'domestic violence'. This is solely done because of linguistic reasons; in the Netherlands other terms than 'domestic violence' are rarely used to describe partner abuse. 


There are two points of discussion among scholars about how to define partner abuse. The first is about whether violence perpetrated by ex-partners should be included, the second debate focuses on what can be considered abusive behaviour. Many 'anti-feminist' researches use a survey called the Conflict Tactics Scale (CTS), which is discussed in detail in the next section. This survey asks respondents about violence in the most recent relationship of the respondent (Straus et al. 1996). These studies thus do not collect data on post-relationship ex-partner violence. Many 'feminist' and state funded studies, on the other hand, do include post-relationship partner violence (Van der Veen & Bogaerts 2010, Walby & Allen 2004, Canada Statistics 2011). The logic behind this is that even if a relationship is broken up the ex-partners are not suddenly strangers to one-another and violence will be committed because they still share a bond. 


The second point of debate is what exactly constitutes ‘violence’ or ‘abuse’. What can be considered 'abusive behaviour' is often context dependent (Dobash et al. 1992 p.79). For instance a Dutch study considers 'threatening to end a relationship' as a form of psychological abuse (van der Veen & Bogaerts 2010 p.11). This label is problematic since threatening to end a relationship might also be a healthy establishment of boundaries. There is a nuanced distinction between saying; 'if you do not do this for me I will leave you' and 'this makes me feel uncomfortable, please stop doing this or I will have to break up with you.'. Therefore threatening to end a relationship cannot be considered inherently abusive. This example illustrates a dilemma faced by scholars studying partner abuse. On the one hand definitions of violence and abuse should be wide so they capture many forms of abuse, on the other they should not be so wide that normal interpersonal behaviour is also labelled abusive. 


To my knowledge all studies on partner abuse include at least physical violence, for instance by including questions on pushing, kicking or throwing objects (see for instance: Römkens & Romeny 1989, Canada Statistics 2011, Van Dijk et al. 1997, Van der Veen & Bogaerts 2010, Walby & Allen 2004). Sexual violence is included in most studies as a separate kind of violence, for instance by asking respondents whether they were forced to have sex by a relative or partner (see for instance: Straus et al. 1996, FRA 2014, Canada Statistics 2011, Van der Veen & Bogaerts 2010). Psychological violence is also often included, albeit that many studies operationalise this differently. Verbal violence, emotional violence and stalking are included by some scholars (see instance: O'Campo et al. 1994, Mazza et al. 1996, Walby & Allen 2004), but not so in many other quantitative studies. 


Because this paper studies the field of partner abuse research, rather than partner abuse itself I will use a broad definition of partner abuse, including both studies which include ex-partner violence and those which do not. In some cases I refer to studies which investigated domestic violence. Some of these studies also include violence perpetrated by family members. Although these different definitions pose a problem, excluding studies that use these would be worse because specific groups of studies would be excluded from investigation from the outset. Throughout this paper I will indicate with a footnote when a certain figure referred to domestic violence in general, rather than only to partner abuse. 

2.2 How is partner abuse measured?

The first debate between ‘feminists’ and ‘anti-feminists’ discussed in this paper is to what extent is there gender symmetry in the occurrence of partner abuse? Many scholars in the ‘feminist camp’ view partner abuse as a ‘women’s problem’. They place partner abuse into a larger framework of discrimination against women. Partner abuse, seen in this light, is a result of an uneven distribution of power between the sexes, as well as a tool with which this imbalance is maintained (DeKeseredy et al. 1997, Anderson & Umberson 2001, Berns 2004 p.21, DeKeseredy 2005, Flood 2005, DeKeseredy 2011, Elman 2013, Jewkes 2002, Walby 1990 p.128, Faramarzi et al. 2005 p. 225 Hunnicutt 2009 p.558, Dobash et al. 1992 p.71, Kimmel 2002 p.1344, Römkens 2010 p.15). 

Feminism


Various feminist authors have pointed out that viewing partner abuse as a 'women's problem', is not to deny that male victims or female perpetrators of partner abuse exist, but rather that instances of FoM partner violence do not constitute a social problem in the same way as MoF partner violence does (Johnson 2006 p.1016, Johnson 2011 p.291, DeKeseredy 2011 p.300, Kimmel 2002, Römkens & Romeny 1989, Römkens 2010). Typically studies which fall within this category emphasise female victimisation only. For instance in a study, conducted by the World Health Organisation (Garcia-Moreno et al. 2005), a large sample of women (n=24.000) was interviewed to inquire after their experiences as victims of domestic violence. Similarly the Fundamental Rights Agency (FRA) of the European Union (EU) also interviewed exclusively women (n=42.000) (FRA 2014). The total exclusion of male victims and the specific framing of 'domestic violence against women', adopted by these reports show that these studies are only focused on domestic violence as a women's problem. Another typical example of this framing can be found in a study which investigated media coverage of partner violence in popular magazines (Nettleton 2011). The author explains why partner abuse should be considered a problem as follows:
“In the United States, domestic violence affects 1.3 million women annually (Tjaden & Thoennes, 2000a). Almost one in four women have been killed or beaten by a partner (Tjaden & Thoennes, 2000b); more than one in three women in the United States have been sexually coerced by a partner (Basile, 2002). Most stalkers are or have been intimate partners, and most women stalked are eventually attacked or killed by their stalker (McFarlane et al., 1999; Tjaden & Thoennes,1998).” (Nettleton 2011 p. 140-141).

Some feminist studies do not only address partner abuse as a women's problem but also actively oppose the 'human problem' frame. For instance a study by Berns argues against usage of the 'human problem frame' (Berns 2004)  Berns states: 

“The danger in treating violence as “human” is the assumption that violence is somehow “natural.” This ignores the social and cultural context within which people learn how to be violent and learn that they can get away with the violence. (...) By removing gender from the framing of the problem, this perspective undermines the role of gender and power in abusive relationships and distorts the bigger picture of domestic violence.” (Berns 2004 p.124).

Anti-feminism

Contrary to this view, the 'anti-feminists' argue that partner abuse should be considered a 'human problem' (Straus 2007a, Esquivel-Santoveña et al. 2013, see also: Römkens 2010, Kimmel 2002, Berns 2004). According to this school of thought people of both sexes are equally frequent victim or perpetrator of partner abuse (Archer 2000, Straus 2006, Straus 2007a, Straus 2009, Dutton 1994, Dutton & Nicholls 2005, Esquivel-Santoveña et al. 2013, Graham-Kevin 2007, Langhinrichsen-Rohling 2005). Studies also consistently find that violence against both sexes by an intimate partner has significant consequences. This is not to deny that the consequences of MoF violence tend to be worse (Straus 2009 p.556, Archer 2000 p.664, Dutton & White 2012 p.10). Because partner violence does not occur more often against women and is more likely to occur in homosexual relationships as in heterosexual relationships (Nowinski & Bowen 2011, West 2012), scholars challenge the feminist claim that partner abuse can be explained by looking at power imbalances between the sexes (Dutton 1994, Dutton & Nicholls 2005, Straus 2006, Straus 2007a, Straus 2009, Langhinrichsen-Rohling 2005, Steinmetz 2007).  Explanations as to why partner abuse occurs are diverse and include biological, psychological, pathological and cultural explanations (Raine 2013, Ali & Naylor 2012, Dutton 1994, Straus 2006).

This juxtaposed position leads to fierce debates (Johnson 2011, Straus 2007a, DeKeseredy 2011, Kimmel 2002, Römkens 2010, Dutton 1994, Dutton & Nicholls 2005). In order to explain how these scholars come to widely different conclusions it is necessary to closely investigate different methodologies which are applied in the field. I distinguish between three different kinds of studies; studies which only look at MoF violence, studies relying on judicial statistics and surveys.
Studies which only investigate male-on-female violence 

It is not uncommon for studies on partner abuse to include only cases with MoF violence. These studies either define partner abuse in such a way that the perpetrator is by definition a man and the victim necessarily a woman (Dutton 1994 p.169, Bullock 2007 p.37) or only collect or publish data on MoF violence (Straus 2007a p.228-229, for instance: FRA 2014, Garcia-Moreno et al. 2005, DeKeseredy et al. 1997). These studies by definition only find that women are the victim of violence perpetrated by men. This is not to deny that male (or gay) victims of partner abuse exist. Sometimes it is explicitly stated in the research that, despite not being included, men can also become victim (see for instance Römkens & Romeny 1989, Johnson 2006 p.2016, Johnson 2011, DeKeseredy 2011, DeKeseredy & Dragiewicz 2007 p.879). 


Surely it is not intrinsically problematic to study only one social group. Many excellent social science researchers have focused on particular groups, sometimes with fruitful results (for instance: Oström 1990). In this case however, even if each individual study would have valid reasons to exclude FoM and same-sex partner violence, the cumulative results of these studies are still undesirable. Male victims, female perpetrators, transsexuals and people in  homosexual relationships remain structurally understudied. This skews the general knowledge on partner abuse. Although studies which exclusively investigate female victimisation might provide answers to some questions unrelated to gender symmetry, they fail to investigate the groups that we know least about. Therefore these studies contribute relatively little to the overall academic understanding of partner abuse. Gaps in our knowledge about and understanding of partner abuse are also bound to result in less effective prevention and intervention programs (Straus 2007a, p.227, Graham-Kevan 2007).


Another reason why many of the said studies are problematic is because the authors often use the results of studying one sex to draw conclusions about gender equality (Straus 2006 p.1089). For instance studies which show that women use violence in self-defence are used to argue that women use self-defence more often than men do (Kimmel 2002 p.1342). Also these studies are sometimes used to illustrate ‘male dominance' or 'patriarchy' in general (see for instance Faramarzi et al. 2005, Balci & Ayranci 2005, Jewkes 2002, Miller et al. 2001). Although partner abuse can contribute to gender inequality if it affects the sexes differently, it is also true that investigating only MoF cannot logically lead to any conclusion on gender equality (see Straus 2006 p.1088). 


Equality, by definition, requires at least two points of comparison (Straus 2006 p.1088-1089). The question ‘is seven more or less?’ cannot be answered if we do not know more or less than what. It simply misses a frame of reference. One reader suggested to me that some statements on gender equality are possible based on results of studying only one sex. A frame of reference, so it was argued, might be acquired by comparing different groups of women. For example middle class women might have more gender equal relationships than women from a higher or lower social economical class. This cannot be a considered a solution, since it does not circumvent the logical fallacy. The fact remains that for all studied groups only women are included. For each subset of women there is still no data on gender equality. Therefore the levels of gender equality between these groups of women can also not be compared. This logical problem can only be solved if a frame of reference is provided by studying experiences of both sexes.

Studies which only research MoF partner abuse are prevalent within the field. For instance a well-cited article by Johnson (Johnson 2006) sets out to convince the reader that both men and women use situational couple violence, this is incidental violence in which one person loses control, often because of an external event. Men, on the other hand, would be the almost exclusive users of intimate terrorism. This is a type of violence is used on purpose to gain control over the other person (Johnson 2006 p.1005). To test such a hypothesis a sample containing both men and women would be needed. Johnson makes the following remark about the sample he uses: 

 “Her mixed sampling design seemed likely to represent the major types of violence—it included women selected from shelters and courts (an agency sample) and a matched sample of women who lived in the same neighbourhoods (a general survey sample).” (Johnson 2006 p.1007).

Johnson goes on to check whether any selection bias is present in the sample and controls for ethnicity, age and social economic status, ironically forgetting about gender (Johnson 2006 p.1007-1008). The selection bias, as argued above, makes that the study is unable to produce any statement which compares people based on gender, even though that is the original goal of the article. Studies like these, when cited in discussions on gender equality, create an illusion of scientific evidence while there is none (Straus 2007a p.230). This particular study, for example, is used as proof that men and women have different motives for perpetrating partner abuse (for instance: Swan et al. 2008 p.4, Johnson 2011). This conclusion cannot possibly be drawn from the sample used by Johnson. 
A study conducted by Esquivel-Santoveña et al. sheds light on how common it is for studies to only investigate male-on-female (MoF) violence (Esquivel-Santoveña et al. 2013). The researchers coded all English, quantitative, peer-reviewed, studies outside the U.S. about partner abuse. Of the162 quantitative studies reviewed 72 included both FoM and MoF violence (Esquivel-Santoveña et al. 2013 p.6). 
 This shows that the majority of quantitative studies about partner abuse cannot be used to gain knowledge about gender equality, male victims, female perpetrators in heterosexual relationships or violence in homosexual relationships. Therefore these studies cannot be included in the discussion about the extent of gender symmetry in partner abuse. Fortunately there are various studies about partner abuse which can be used for estimating the gendered occurrence of partner abuse.  

Studies relying on judicial statistics 

Another strategy to obtain information about partner abuse is to investigate judicial statistics or police records (Johnson 2011, p.292 Kimmel 2002). These studies generally find that between 90 and 95 percent of the perpetrators of partner abuse is male (Kimmel 2002 p.1358, Dobash et al. 1992, p.75, Farrell & Sterba 2008 p.33). In the Netherlands, for example, a study using this method found that 93 % of the convicted perpetrators of partner abuse were men (van der Knaap et al. 2010 p.126). Scholars who rely on this method conclude that the vast majority of partner abuse is perpetrated by men (Hunnicutt 2009, Kimmel 2002, Johnson 2011).


There are various advantages of relying on official statistics. These studies are cheap and transparent since they rely on data which is already provided by governments (Kimmel 2002). Also police records and judicial statistics, setting false accusations aside, do not contain much 'junk data'. Small and sporadic incidents of partner abuse are generally not reported. Most people only contact the official institutions when the violence takes severe forms (Johnson 2011, Kimmel 2002, Straus 2006 p.1087). Police and court records have the added advantage that they collect similar data for both males and females (Kimmel 2002). 


There are however also serious pitfalls of using this method. First of all only a small subset of cases reaches the police (Straus 2006 p.1087, Archer 2000, FRA 2014 p.7). In Canada, for example, a quantitative study (n=19.422) found that even people who were seriously injured rarely reported the violence to the police. A person who visited a doctor because of partner abuse still had only between ten and fifteen percent likelihood to contact the police (Canada Statistics 2011). Questionnaires which ask respondents what the most important reason is why they did not report the violence found that many people think it is a private affair, think it is shameful to be the victim of domestic abuse or do not want their partner to be convicted (Straus 2006, Van der Veen & Bogaerts 2010 p.97, Canada Statistics 2011 p.12).


Only a small fraction of cases of partner abuse reach the police. This is problematic when generalising results from the data, because the data are not a random sample (Straus 2006). Specific types of cases have more chance of reaching the police and not all cases are handled in a similar fashion by the authorities. Therefore relying on official statistics will mainly provide a picture of extreme forms of abuse, ignoring the vast majority of partner abuse which consists of less severe abuse (Straus 2006 p.1087). Except for this bias, official statistics tend to overestimate the percentage of male perpetrators because men are less likely to contact the authorities if victimised by their partner (Felson et al. 2002, Felson & Paré 2005) and have more chance of being charged, prosecuted and punished compared to women (Shernock & Russell 2012). Both claims are discussed below.


To begin with the former, in general men are less likely to contact the authorities if they become victim of partner abuse (Felson et al. 2002, Felson & Paré 2005, Dutton & Nicholls 2005). A Canadian study, for instance, showed that women who became victim were three times as likely to report partner abuse, compared to men (Canada Statistics 2011 p.11). In the United Kingdom and Wales women are almost three times as likely to report the violence to the police (Walby & Allen 2004, p.111). Because men are less likely to report partner abuse they also under-represented in police records. 


Secondly men generally receive harsher sentences for the same crime compared to women (Steffensmeier et al. 1998, Van Dijk et al. 2011, Ahola et al. 2009, Steffensmeier & Demuth 2006, Bloch 2014). Cases of partner abuse are no exception to this. Shernock and Russell conducted a meta analysis of studies about the responses of the legal system to cases of partner abuse (Shernock &Russell 2012). Most of the included studies were located within the U.S.. The study shows that men, compared to women, are more likely to be arrested (Shernock &Russell 2012 p.507), more likely to be convicted (Shernock &Russell 2012 p.515) and receive higher sentences when they are (Shernock & Russell 2012 p.516). Also women are more likely to get protected by a restraining order, compared to men in similar cases (Shernock & Russell 2012 p.510). This is also true when controlled for racial/ethnical differences. The meta-studies (Shernock & Russell 2012) shows that these results are consistently found by various studies relying on different methodologies, often controlling for the amount of violence and the specific situation in which the violence occurred. Based on these findings the authors conclude: 

“Males were consistently treated more severely at every stage of the court process.” (Shernock & Russell 2012 p. 513).
  


Although many of the included studies are conducted in the U.S., it is true that men in the Netherlands receive harsher sentences by the justice system than women do (Van Dijk et al. 2011, p.376) there is to my knowledge no specific study conducted in the Netherlands about whether the gender of the suspect has an influence on the likelihood of conviction in cases of partner abuse. There are however two indications that suggest that Dutch men are indeed more likely to be over-represented in the criminal statistics. First of all only 36% of men who contacted the police about partner abuse feel they have been helped, compared to 63% of women who do (van der Veen & Bogaerts 2010 p.16). Although this is not conclusive, it does seem to indicate that women are treated in a more helpful manner when they contact the police about partner abuse. The second indication can be found when looking closely at an evaluation (n=563) of a recent Dutch policy on partner abuse. This policy makes it possible that the perpetrator of partner abuse (before being convicted) has to leave the house for several days, rather than the victim. In a control group eighteen percent of aggressors were female. However when looking at people who were actually placed outside of their homes the percentage of females drops to only one percent (De Vaan et al. 2013 p.12). Of course we do not have information about the specific cases, but the discrepancies between the amount of female aggressors and those placed outside the house seems to suggest that men are indeed more easily punished for partner abuse compared to women. 


All the above evidence points in the same direction. Men are not only more likely to be prosecuted, convicted and receive higher punishment for crimes in general (Steffensmeier et al. 1998, Van Dijk et al. 2011, Ahola et al. 2009, Steffensmeier & Demuth 2006, Bloch 2014), but also specifically for cases which are concerned with domestic violence (Shernock & Russell 2012 p. 513). Even though men receive harsher punishment in the Netherlands as well (Van Dijk et al. 2011), in the Dutch context there have not been specific studies about the influence of gender on conviction rates in cases of domestic violence. However the two indications presented above suggest that gender blindness cannot be assumed of the Dutch legal system. Therefore judicial statistics cannot be completely relied upon to obtain generalisable data on the gendered occurrence of partner abuse.

Studies relying on surveys

Researchers also investigate partner abuse by using surveys. Many of these studies have samples which are representative of the population at large and can hence produce generalisable results (see for instance: Van Dijk et al. 1997, Straus et al. 1982, Van der Veen & Bogaerts 2010, Canada Statistics 2011, Walby & Allen 2004). At least two different kind of surveys can be distinguished. One the one hand are studies which rely on a tool called the Conflict Tactics Scale (CTS or CTSII) (Dobash et al. 1992 p.77, Langhinrichsen-Rohling 2005, Straus 2009, Straus et al. 1996, Kimmel 2002). On the other hand are surveys which do not use the CTS, like crime surveys and many government funded studies (for example Walby & Allen 2004, Dijk & Bogaerts 2010, Canada Statistics 2011). The outcomes of these two types of surveys show significant amounts of overlap but there are also some important differences. 


The CTS is a questionnaire which contains questions about the frequency with which the respondent is victim or perpetrator of specific acts of partner abuse in the current or most recent relationship (for more details see Straus et al. 1996). Studies which use this method consistently find that men and women are about equally likely to become victim and perpetrator of partner violence (Kimmel 2002, Archer 2000, Johnson 2011 p.291, Kimmel 2002, Straus 2009). In total there are over 270 studies and 73 reviews with an aggregated sample size exceeding 440.850 people which have found that partner abuse occurs along ‘gender symmetric’ lines (Fiebert 2014). This symmetry is not only found in the ‘western world’ but is also found in many other regions of the world (Esquivel-Santoveña et al. 2013).


Despite the reliability of studies which rely on the CTS there are other surveys which find slightly different results. The British Crime Survey in 2004 (Walby & Allen 2004), for instance, found that 9 percent of men and 13 percent of women were victim to some form of partner abuse or stalking in the twelve months prior to the research (Walby & Allen 2004, p.vi). A Dutch study (Van der Veen & Bogaerts 2010 p.82) similarly found that 8 percent of men and 13 percent of women became victim of domestic violence in the last five years.

 The British study also found that female victims on average suffered from violence more frequently, compared to male victims (Walby & Allen 2004, p. vi), a result also replicated by the Dutch study (van der Veen & Bogaerts 2010, p.79).


That different surveys find different results can have various causes. The CTS requests all respondents to answer all the questions. The British Crime Survey, on the other hand, first asks respondents whether they have become victims of partner abuse or stalking, only if this question is answered positively further questions are asked (Walby & Allen 2004 p.v). Therefore people who do not see themselves as victims, even if they have experienced abusive behaviour, are not further included in the research. This might influence the gender ratios because being victim is often perceived as unmasculine. (Carlyle et al. 2014 p. 2399, Dunn 2012 p.3443, Steinmetz 2007 p.57, Graham 2006, Dutton & Nicholls 2005). Another explanation for the difference in results can stem from the fact that the CTS studies only ask about violence during the most recent (or current) relationship. The British Crime Survey, on the other hand, is interested in all partner violence which occurred within a certain time frame. They thus also include ex-partner violence. Further research should provide clarity as to why these studies have diverging results. At this moment in time it is impossible to establish whether the studies which find equal victimisation rates or those that find a gender gap (between 8-9% and 13% victimisation rates) are a more accurate reflection of reality.


Even if men and women in heterosexual relationships perpetrate partner abuse equally, the term 'gender symmetry' might still be misleading since surveys show that the consequences of the violence are not equal for the sexes. Straus estimates that in the U.S. two thirds of the victims of physical injuries (severe and minor) and deaths are female (Straus 2009 p.556). The differences in physical injury might be caused because men on average are stronger than women are (Kimmel 2002, Dobash et. al 1992 p.73, Steinmetz 1977, Straus 2009 p.556). Also women are far more likely to be victim of sexual violence by their partner than men are (Straus 2009 p.553, Van der Veen 2010, Walby & Allen 2004, Kimmel 2002 p.1349). 


The only data which is available on consequences in the Netherlands addresses the consequences of all domestic violence, including family violence. Therefore I display results about consequences of partner violence from the British Crime Survey (Walby & Allen 2004) in the figure below (figure 2). These figures should give some insight in the extent to which the consequences of partner abuse are distributed among the sexes. The data shows the consequence of the worst incident of partner abuse in the last year. 

Figure 2 Consequences for victims of (ex) partner violence of worst incident in the last year.                                     Source: Walby & Allen 2004 p.34.
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From this table several conclusions can be drawn. First of all women who are victim of partner violence suffer from worse consequences than men do. This is especially true for severe injuries. However these results also indicate the consequences of partner abuse against men are substantial. For instance eleven percent of male victims had bleedings as the results from cuts. Therefore it can also be concluded that partner abuse is not only a problem for women. The prevalence and consequences of partner abuse against men make that their experiences cannot be considered negligible.

Criticism on surveys  


The surveys on partner abuse, especially which rely on the CTS, are not uncontroversial. Almost all of the criticism against these surveys comes from feminist scholars (Straus 2009, Dutton & Nicholls 2005). The most important criticism against surveys is that they would fail to take context into account (Dobash et al. 1992, Römkens 2010, Johnson 2006, Johnson 2011, Kimmel 2002, DeKeseredy & Dragiewicz 2007 p.876, DeKeseredy et al. 1997, Saunders 2002). For example some scholars argue that the surveys do not take into account that the motives of men and women for  using violence are not similar. Violence as an instrument to gain control over a partner would be almost exclusively used by men (Johnson 2006, Johnson 2011 p.293, Kimmel 2002 p.1343, Dobash et al. 1992 p.74/82, Römkens 2010 p.17), whereas women would use partner violence in self-defence (DeKeseredy et al. 1997, Kimmel 2002 p,1342, Dobash et al. 1992 p.73, Römkens 2010 p.17). 


Langhinrichsen-Rohling et al. (Langhinrichsen-Rohling et al. 2012) analysed all peer-reviewed papers which contained data about motivations for perpetrating partner abuse in order to shed light on whether men and women indeed have different motivations for abusing their partner. Many of these studies were hampered by methodological problems and the results from this meta-analysis are far from clear. In total they found ten studies which compared male and female reporting of self-defence. Of these five studies found that women were more likely to use violence in self-defence, four studies found no significant effects and one study found that men were more likely to use violence in self-defence (Langhinrichsen-Rohling et al. 2012, p.6). Eight studies compared male and female control motives. Of these three showed that men were statistically more likely to have control motives, one study found that women were more likely to have such motives, the remaining four showed mixed results or no statistically significant effect (Langhinrichsen-Rohling et al. 2012, p.5). 


The difference in results between these studies is partly caused by a difference in questions which were included or excluded. More important however, are the inherent difficulties of investigating motivations. The first problem arises from getting a representative sample. Are people who use partner violence in order to control their partner willing to voluntary cooperate in studies about partner abuse? The second problem is how to obtain data on why these respondents used partner abuse. Both interviews and questionnaires might provide this information, but these methods ultimately depend on self-report by the perpetrator. It seems likely that people might justify, marginalise or deny their violent behaviour, for example by exaggerating self-defence motives. This is especially true if people feel their provided information might lead to legal prosecution. 


One study about the motivations for perpetrating partner abuse (Carrado et al. 1996) had a large sample size(n=1978). Within this sample only 106 women (11%) and 85 men (10%) admitted to having perpetrated violence in an intimate relationship. More men than women indicated they did so for controlling motives, respectively 69% and 59%. Men were also more likely to indicate they used this violence in self-defence, respectively 21% of men and 17% of women answered they used violence against their partner in self-defence (Carrado et al. 1996, see also Langhinrichsen-Rohling et al. 2012). The findings of this study suggest that men and women have different motivations for perpetrating partner abuse, but the differences are relatively small. The effect of gender on the likelihood to used partner violence in self-defence was in the opposite direction as expected.  


Based on the current state of knowledge on motivations for perpetrating partner abuse it cannot be concluded that men en masse use violence in order to control a partner while women en masse use violence to defend themselves. Even when studies find gender differences, these are generally small (Langhinrichsen-Rohling et al. 2012). On top of that the results of these studies cannot be considered very reliable because it is likely that many people deny or justify their violent behaviour. More data on why people perpetrate partner violence must be collected. At this point in time claims about supposed differences in motivations between men and women do not seem substantiated with enough evidence. Therefore these claims cannot be used to reject the survey data as inaccurate. Researchers and activists who claim that men use partner violence for control and women in self-defence should provide more evidence first.


Another line of criticism frequently encountered in the literature is that the CTS would not take sexual violence into account (see for instance Kimmel 2002 p.1339, DeKeseredy & Dragiewicz 2007, p.875, Hunnicutt 2009 p.558). This claim is blatantly false. The first version of the CTS indeed did not include sexual violence. To improve the CTS a revised version was published in 1996. This revised version (CTS II), which has been used since its publication, does include sexual violence (Straus et al. 1996, p.286). The overall figures of partner abuse have changed because of this inclusion. For instance one study (Monson & Langhinrichsen-Rohling 2002) which used the CTSII (n = 265) found that 31% of men and 39% of women used non-sexual violence against their dating partner. However when sexual violence is also included in the definition of partner violence 38% of men and 40% women perpetrated dating partner violence. The inclusion of sexual violence, however, did not lead to a rejection of the notion of 'gender symmetry' for two reasons. First of all many people who are sexual abused by their partner are also victim of other forms of partner violence (Walby & Allen 2004 p.26). Therefore the effect of including sexual violence on the overall figures is mitigated by a significant overlap of victims. The overall figures on partner abuse remain symmetrical (Fiebert 2014), even though the vast majority of sexual violence is perpetrated by men (Straus 2009).  


Another line of criticism against using surveys is that purely looking at the perpetration or victimisation rates lacks validity because it does not differentiate between the different situations in which violence takes place (Dobash et. al 1992, Kimmel 2002, Johnson 2006, Johnson 2011). It is undeniably true that a survey cannot take the particular context of cases of partner abuse into account. Each case has its own background and depends largely on interpersonal relationships, which are difficult to quantify. However it is not the aim of large-n surveys to obtain detailed information on single cases. Large-n studies are intended to generalise the results to the population as a whole. In order to obtain this data many studies include questions about both occurrence and consequences of partner abuse (Straus et al. 1996). If a different method is better able to find reliable and valid results researchers should use that. Such an alternative seems currently unavailable. Studies which rely on official statistics are unable to produce knowledge on the vast majority of cases because only a few extreme reach state institutions in the first place. Also these statistics might be affected by institutional gender biases. Furthermore it is unsure why these statistics would be an improvement to surveys, since they do not contain more context than surveys do. For these reasons I will rely on studies which use survey-data.


The above provided information provides sufficient information to conclude the first discussion on partner abuse addressed in this paper. This discussion is focused on the question to what extent is there gender symmetry in the occurrence of partner abuse? Although over 200 quantitative peer-reviewed studies show that men and women are equally likely to be victim of partner abuse (Fiebert 2014, Straus 2009) there are also other studies (Walby & Allen 2004, Van der Veen & Bogaerts 2010) which suggest that women are more likely to be victim of partner abuse than men are (respectively 8-9% and 13%). Also women generally suffer from worse consequences because of partner abuse, compared to men. Therefore there is to some extent gender symmetry in the occurrence of partner abuse; men and women share that they both frequently become victim of partner abuse. Also the consequences of this violence are severe for both sexes and partner abuse can thus be considered a human problem. Even so it is also true that women, as a group, face more consequences because of the abuse than men do, and are more frequently victim of sexual violence.
2.3 Representation of partner abuse in the media

The second question which is addressed in this paper is: to what extent is there a gendered misrepresentation of partner abuse in the media? Even though this question only receives a moderate amount of attention in the field of partner abuse it should be considered an important question for two distinct reasons. Firstly media do not exist in a vacuum. The people who work in the media usually life in the very society they report on. Whether and how journalists report on partner abuse is at least partly a reflection of how society in general conceives of partner abuse (Carlyle et al. 2008, Carlyle et al. 2014, Kozol 1995, Nettleton 2011, Rollè et al. 2014, Consalvo 1998). Secondly the reverse is also true; media are often an important source of information for people on partner abuse (Berns 2004, Straus 2009, Bullock 2007). Media can thus have an influence to what extent partner abuse is considered a social issue by the general public (Berns 2004, Bullock & Cubert 2002, Bullock 2007, Carlyle et al. 2008, Maxwell et al. 2000, Nettleton 2011, Rollè et al. 2014, Consalvo 1998). This also means that skewed reporting on partner abuse by the media will likely result in skewed general perceptions (Bullock & Cubert 2002, Bullock 2007, Carlyle et al. 2008, Carlyle et al. 2014, Nettleton 2011, Rollè et al. 2014, Kozol 1995, Straus 2009). A misinformed view of reality can have an impact on how people assess the risk for their health (Carlyle et al. 2008), how likely people are to seek out professional help services if victimised (Carlyle et al. 2014), what people view as the important causes of partner abuse (Kozol 1995, Nettleton 2011, Bullock 2007) and also might influence the political arena as well as the judicial responses to partner abuse (Berns 2004, Graham-Kevan 2007, Kozol 1995, Bullock 2007, Carlyle et al. 2008, Carlyle et al. 2014). 

However important, the role of the media should not be exaggerated. How big a role media play in influencing society is a continuous point of debate among communication scholars (for example see Newton 2006, Van Aelst & Walgrave 2011, Tal-Or et al. 2010). The influence of the media is mitigated by several factors because people do not uncritically copy the views which are portrayed in the media (Newton 2006, Tal-Or et al. 2010 p.802, Berns 2004). First of all people often choose which information they consume (Newton 2006 p.214). Someone who is not interested in partner abuse might simply skip all articles, websites or television shows on this topic. Also people do not evaluate all sources of media to be equally reliable. When a medium in considered unreliable people are less likely to accept its content as true (Newton 2006 p.216, Berns 2004 p.42, Semetko 2007). Also people are less influenced if the media are themselves divided on how they report on a particular social issue (Newton 2006). Lastly people might have other sources of information on partner abuse such as family, friends, books or academic literature (Berns 2004). When people have various places to get their information from the influence of the media is severely limited. 

Scholars on both sides of the field have argued that the role of the media in portraying partner abuse has social relevance (Anderson 2010, Jackson 2007, Flood 2010, Kimmel 2002, Kelly & Johnson 2008, Mann 2008, Straus 1992, Whitaker 2013, Bullock & Cubert 2002, Carlyle et al. 2008, Carlyle et al. 2014, Rollè et al. 2014, Straus 2009, Berns 2004, Kozol 1995, Bullock 2007, Maxwell et al. 2000). Despite this media coverage of partner abuse is rarely quantitatively researched. Between the years 2000 and 2014 only a few studies have analysed media portrayals of partner abuse. These studies are almost exclusively located in the U.S. (Bullock & Cubert 2002, Carlyle et al. 2008, Carlyle et al. 2014, Maxwell et al. 2000, Nettleton 2011, Bullock 2007). Also not all forms of media are researched equally. Almost all studies investigated newspaper coverage (Bullock & Cubert 2002, Bullock 2007, Carlyle et al. 2008, Carlyle et al. 2014, Rollè et al. 2014, Maxwell et al. 2000, Consalvo 1998) although a few authors have also included other sources of media such as popular films or magazines (Berns 2004, Kozol 1995, Nettleton 2011). One study supplemented a media analysis with interviews with laymen and editors of magazines in order to gain a better insight in the role of the media in shaping public perception and policy (Berns 2004). 


This paper aims to contribute to this literature by conducting a quantitative analysis of Dutch newspaper articles (n=1897) between the years 2000 and 2013 which mentioned ‘domestic violence’, ‘partner violence’ or ‘violence behind the front door’. It provides the first quantitative data on the gendered occurrence of partner abuse in media coverage in a European country. Therefore the data allows testing what the gendered representation of partner abuse in the Dutch newspapers is. In section 3.1 I will elaborate on methodological considerations. 


A study of Italian newspapers (Rollè et al. 2014) found an enormous increase in attention to partner abuse between the years 2002 and 2012. In 2002 the study found 46 articles about domestic violence compared to 304 articles in the year 2012. In this paper it is tested whether a similar trend has also occurred in the Netherlands. I test the hypothesis:
H1: There is an increase in attention to domestic violence in Dutch newspapers between the years 2000 and 2013. 

Several authors have investigated whether newspaper articles tend to report on isolated cases of partner abuse or rather on general statements such as statistics, underlying causes of partner abuse, information on legislation and so forth (Carlyle et al. 2008, Kozol 1995, Maxwell et al. 2000). A study conducted in the U.S. (Carlyle et al. 2008) found that newspaper articles in the U.S. mostly published stories about single incidents of domestic violence, rather than about domestic violence in general.  To test whether this is also true in Dutch newspaper I test the hypothesis:
H2: More newspaper articles are concerned with incidents rather than general statements about domestic violence. 


The same study also contains the only quantitative data I was able to find on the gendered representation of partner abuse. The study discovered that in the U.S. 80.7% of the perpetrators which were mentioned in the newspapers were male; the remaining 19.3% were female. For victims the picture was reversed; 16.2% of the victims were male, compared to 83.8% of female victims.
 No article mentioned same-sex partner violence (Carlyle et al. 2008, Carlyle et al. 2014). Interesting for the discussion at hand is that this data was used in 2008 to conclude that there was no gendered misrepresentation in the media (Carlyle et al. 2008) whereas the opposite conclusion was drawn in 2014 (Carlyle et al. 2014). This U-turn can be explained because the authors consulted different literature on the factual gendered occurrence of partner abuse. In 2008 they consulted data which suggested that about one in five victims was male (Carlyle et al. 2008), whereas in 2014 they used data which argued there was gender symmetry (Carlyle et al. 2014).

Both ‘feminists’ and ‘anti-feminists’ make claims about how partner abuse is portrayed in the media. Some anti-feminists claim that the media misrepresent partner abuse by systematically portraying partner abuse as MoF violence (Straus 2009, Farrell & Sterba 2008). Therefore, so goes the argument, people consider partner abuse as a problem for heterosexual women only. Despite the fact that many surveys find that partner abuse is also prevalent in homosexual relationships (for instance see Dutton 1994, Owen 2007, Kahler & Garler 2007, Gosselin 2007, Erbaugh 2007) and that many men become victim because of violent female partners (Straus 2009, Fiebert 2014). In my analysis I will test whether Dutch newspapers indeed tend to over-represent MoF partner abuse. I draw two hypotheses : 
H3:  There is an under-representation of same-sex partner violence in the newspapers.

H4: There is an over-representation of MoF partner violence, compared to FoM partner violence.

Feminist scholars, on the other hand, mostly do not challenge the claim that the majority of media attention is about MoF partner violence (see for instance Kozol 1995 p.650 or Nettleton 2011 p.140). Various feminist scholars have paid attention to how female victims or male perpetrators are presented in the media (Berns 2004, Kozol 1995, Bullock 2007, Maxwell et al. 2000, Nettleton 2011). For instance various feminist scholars argue that the media coverage holds female victims of partner abuse responsible for their own victimisation (Berns 2004, Kozol 1995, Maxwell et al. 2000, Bullock 2007, Nettleton 2011). Those kind of frame analyses are useful to get a nuanced understanding of how partner abuse is portrayed in the media. In this paper, however, I will only conduct  frequency analyses and statistical tests. This should provide an general overview of the gender representation of partner abuse in the Dutch media. This data will be used in section 4.1 to provide a tentative answer to the second question on the gendered reporting of partner abuse. 
2.4 The role of feminist organisations

The third debate between 'feminists' and 'anti-feminists' is focused on the question: what role did feminism in the Netherlands play in bringing attention to partner abuse and did this contribute to a discrepancy between gendered attention and actual occurrence? This question can be split up in two discussions which are controversial in equal measures. The first is about which direction feminist organisations have pushed the societal debates about partner abuse and the second is concerned with how successful feminist organisations have been in doing so. To begin with the former; scholars from both sides agree that the rise of second wave feminism has been important for the politicisation of partner abuse. Especially during the 70s and 80s feminist organisations are often considered as the most important reason why partner abuse became a political issue (for example see Straus 2007b, Graham-Kevan 2007, Hanser 2007, Dutton 1994, Esquivel-Santoveña et al. 2013,  Berns 2004, Gordon 1989, Johnson 2011). 


Some 'anti-feminists' claim that feminists in general have contributed to distorting the view of partner abuse in society (Dutton 1994, Graham-Kevan 2007, Straus 2007a, Farrell & Sterba 2008, Pizzey 2014 ab). 'Anti-feminists' assert that in society attention to partner abuse is almost exclusively centred around MoF partner violence, making other forms of partner abuse, which are also prevalent, almost invisible (Straus 2009, Farrell & Sterba 2008). The media landscape, as will be explored in the previous debate, is one arena in which this distorted attention can be noted (Carlyle et al. 2014, Farrell & Sterba 2008). This discrepancy between actual occurrence and attention can, according to some anti-feminists, be attributed to the influence of feminists who have systematically focused on MoF partner violence and integrated partner violence into a larger framework of oppression of women by men (Dutton 1994, Dutton & Nicholls 2005 ,Straus 2007a, Straus 2009, Farrell & Sterba 2008, for feminist responses see Kimmel 2002, Berns 2004, Johnson 2011). These claims, if true, have significant societal relevance. The structural exclusion of certain groups of victims and perpetrators and the overemphasis on others can have long term effects on gender stereotypes and on political decisions regarding partner abuse (Carlyle et al. 2008, Carlyle et al. 2014, Berns 2004, Graham-Kevan 2007, Kozol 1995, Bullock 2007). 


Various feminist scholars and activists have responded to this line of criticism. Their replies can broadly be divided into four ideal type arguments. These replies are not heard in equal proportions, are often combined and are sometimes implicitly rather than explicitly stated.  The first reply has been to assert that feminism is not monolithic but exists of various different actors and groups which often have diverting opinions (DeKeseredy 2011, Holmes 2008, Hanser 2007, Johnson 2011). For instance even what is meant with 'patriarchy' is varying among feminists, even though this is one of the core concepts around which feminism is centred (DeKeseredy 2011, Hunnicutt 2009). Because of this diversity, (monolithic) representations of feminism often ultimately construct straw-men or caricatures of feminism (DeKeseredy & Dragiewicz 2007, DeKeseredy 2011). This argument is valid but only to a certain extent. All large movements, like feminism, share in common that they are diverse. Therefore any presentation of large social movements as monolithic can indeed be considered a misrepresentation. At the same time this does not mean that no general statements about large movements can be made; diversity does not render a movement immune to investigation and criticism. Generalisation is to a certain extent valid because people choose to self-identify as part of a movement. If all criticism can be deflected by saying 'only some people believe that', without distancing oneself from the idea, then this only serves to evade criticism. In all western countries there are organisations which label themselves as feminist organisations. The behaviour and influence of these organisations can be studied. This does not mean that the findings can be generalised to every feminist organisation or to all individuals who label themselves feminist. 


The second line of response has been to agree with this 'anti-feminist' line of criticism. Some feminist scholars (Straus 2007a, Sommers 2011) have expressed that they are opposed to how feminists in general have analysed partner abuse. These scholars argue that same-sex and FoM partner violence deserve more attention than they currently receive. These people often call upon other feminists to pay more attention to other forms of partner abuse (Straus 2007a, Sommers 2011).


The third response is to contradict the anti-feminist charge that feminism has contributed to a distortion of attention. It is sometimes argued that this claim is not supported by facts since various feminist actors have paid attention to male victimisation, same-sex partner violence and gender roles for both sexes. Therefore the 'anti-feminists' would misrepresent the role of feminism (DeKeseredy & Dragiewicz 2007, DeKeseredy 2011, Johnson 2011). 


The fourth and last response discussed in this paper is the response that although feminism has contributed to bringing attention (almost) exclusively to MoF this in itself should not be considered problematic (Anderson & Umberson 2001, Römkens 2010, Kimmel 2002). Various justifications for bringing only attention to this type of partner violence are given. For instance it is argued that MoF is inherently different from FoM and same-sex violence because of power imbalances between the genders ( Anderson & Umberson 2001, Kimmel 2002, Miller 2001, DeKeseredy et al. 1997). MoF partner violence, so it is argued, is different from other forms of partner abuse. This would be because partner violence against women can be placed into a larger framework of oppression of women. This violence is thus re-enforcing domination over women as a  social group (Dobash et. al 1992, DeKeseredy et al. 1997, Anderson & Umberson 2001, Berns 2004 p.21, DeKeseredy 2005, Flood 2005, Hunnicutt 2009, DeKeseredy 2011, Elman 2013, Walby 1990, Faramarzi et al. 2005, Jewkes 2002, for 'anti-feminist' responses see also: Pizzey 2014ab, Graham-Kevan 2007, Dutton & Nicholls 2005, Graham-Kevan 2007). 


In order to shed light on the discussion whether feminism contributed to a distortion of attention I will qualitatively test the following hypothesis:
H5: Feminist actors have framed partner abuse in terms of a 'women's issue' .
It is important to note that verifying or falsifying this hypothesis does not require any statements on how successful feminists have been in influencing society. It is merely concerned in which gendered direction feminists have pushed to societal attention to partner abuse. The claims made by 'anti-feminists' and the responses by feminist scholars and advocates are almost exclusively centred around the U.S.. In this paper, however, I test this hypothesis in the Dutch landscape. This serves to provide data in a European context. 


A related debate between 'feminists' and 'anti-feminists' is about how influential feminism has been for discussions on partner abuse. It is not useful to describe this influence as either 'much' or 'little' because these labels are often used in references with what somebody thinks the influence ought to have been. For instance a fierce opponent of feminist influence might argue that any influence should be considered as '(too) much', whereas proponents are likely to argue that feminism has had '(too) little' influence. Instead the goal should be to quantify how much influence feminism has played. According to some anti-feminists the influence of feminism has been considerable (Farrell & Sterba 2008, Straus 2007a, Straus 2009, Dutton 1994, Dutton & Nicholls 2005). These authors at times directly blame feminism for the misrepresentation of partner abuse. In section 4.2 I will qualitatively test the following hypothesis in the Dutch context:

H6: Feminism has had a considerable influence on how partner abuse is perceived and portrayed in society at large.
Theoretical models
In order to test this I will draw upon theories developed in the field of political science. An entire field of study is dedicated to explaining the origins, successes and failures of social movements (Tarrow 2011). Tarrow (Tarrow 2011), arguably one of the most influential scholars in this field, distinguishes between four grand theories which have been applied in the study of social movements. In this paper I will use three of these to try to investigate the sixth hypothesis. The findings will be tentative and it remains unclear how generalisable the findings will be to the role of feminism in other countries. 


The first approach identified by Tarrow is called rational choice and resource mobilisation (Tarrow 2011). This approach focuses on why  people would (or would not) join social movements and on the role of money for the success or failure of social movements. In this paper I will only focus on last aspect of this approach. The idea is that although social movements might have many volunteers, they tend to become professionalised over time. The more money a movement has the better it will be able to create professional structures. This enhances the chance a movement will be successful in pushing its agenda (Tarrow 2011). It is beyond the scope of this paper to explore all streams of funds available to feminist organisations. Individual donations, membership fees and other forms of income are often difficult to track, especially when budgets are not made publicly available. In section 4.2 I will investigate some national and European funds which have been made available for feminist organisations to bring attention to MoF and investigate whether similar funds have been made available for bringing attention to FoM or same-sex partner violence.


The second school of thought is labelled by Tarrow as Cultures of Contention (Tarrow 2011, p.25). Influenced by the ‘cultural turn’ in social sciences this school of thought looks at the role culture, emotions, values and identity play for social movements (Tarrow 2011, p.26, Tilly & Tarrow 2009, p.445). Central to this view is that shared understandings are crucial for social movements. This approach analyses how these groups are socially constructed and how they problematise certain grievances but not others. Scholars working with this framework found that the frame (most) social movements use consists of three different elements; first a problem (some form of injustice) is highlighted, then a solution to this problem is suggested, lastly the frame also includes a call for action (Snow & Benford 1988, Polleta & Ho 2006). This school of thought is used in two different parts of my analysis. Firstly it used to test the fifth hypothesis about the gendered direction in which feminists have pushed the debates on partner abuse. Secondly this cultural approach is used to look at to what extent feminist rhetoric resonates with already existing ideas in society. Various authors have illustrated that when a frame is resonating with general ideas in society these are more likely to successfully be adopted (Crawford 2006, Rueschemeyer 2006). To study the influence of feminist organisations it is not only important to study these organisations but also the culture in which these organisations operate.


The last model discussed in this paper is called the political process model by Tarrow (Tarrow 2011). This model focuses on Political Opportunity Structures (POS) (Tarrow 2011, p.26-27). These are factors external to the movement itself which influence which opportunities are available to them. The term ‘structure’ might be somewhat misleading because it suggests that POS are static, while the term can also refer to single incidents and short moments in time in which movements have opportunities for affecting social or political change (Tarrow 2011 p.27). In this paper I focus mostly on political opposition to feminism.
3) Methodology
3.1 Quantitative analysis

In this paper I have analysed all newspaper articles of three Dutch newspapers; De Telegraaf, Trouw and De Volkskrant from 1 January 2000 until 31th of December 2013 which addressed partner abuse (n=1897). The De Telegraaf is sometimes considered to be a right wing 'populist' newspaper. It is by far the most read newspaper in the Netherlands. It prints 544.355 copies a day (Oplagen-dagbladen 2014). Trouw is a conservative left wing quality newspaper which has religious roots. Daily 102.889 copies are printed and distributed (Ibib.). The De Volkskrant is a left-leaning quality newspaper, 262.229 copies are printed daily. For all of these newspapers it is true that they had varying amounts of daily copies over the past decade. Generally a downward trend in readership can be noted  (Siob 2015, Mediamonitor 2015). The number of copies can be considered fairly representative for the relative size of the newspapers over the time-period of this study (2000-2013) because there are no sudden shocks in daily prints for any of these newspapers. 


The articles were collected by searching a database of Dutch newspapers with LexisNexus for any article which mentioned 'partner violence' ['partner geweld'], 'domestic violence' ['huiselijk  geweld'] 'violence behind the front door' ['geweld achter de voordeur'] in either the title or in the article itself. 'Domestic violence' was by far the most important search term (n=1924), no articles mentioned 'partner violence' and relatively few articles mentioned 'violence behind the front door' (n=42). Of the latter category only twelve articles did not also mention 'domestic violence'. Of these twelve articles none mentioned either perpetrator or victim of domestic violence in any way. In total 39 articles were duplicates or almost identical, when these articles were removed a total of 1897 cases remained.


For each article it is coded in what newspaper it had appeared, the year of publication and a unique number is given to each article so that it becomes possible to link the coding back to the original newspaper articles.
 Additionally to these general characteristics fourteen dummy variables have been coded, these could be allotted either the value of '0' (no) or of '1' (yes). For each article I first looked whether it mentioned either victims or perpetrators of partner abuse or both. In total this resulted in 1087 (57%) articles which were considered relevant for further coding. In total 810 (43%) of the articles mentioned neither perpetrator or victim of partner abuse. These articles are seen as irrelevant for the study at hand. Generally these articles did not really discuss partner abuse but instead only shortly mentioned it.

For each relevant article I coded whether it mentioned male, female or gender neutral victims of partner abuse as well as male, female and gender neutral perpetrators of partner abuse. The abuse of children is not coded. It was possible for an article to have both male and female victims and perpetrators. However once a gender was associated with either victim or perpetrator the article no longer could be coded as gender neutral. The reason for this is that once the gender of the victim or perpetrator is establish the reader will keep this image in his or her mind. For example if an article went as follows: 'The woman was stabbed twice by her partner. The victim died because of the injuries.' then the variables 'female victim' and 'gender neutral perpetrator' would receive the value '1', all other variables would be assigned the value '0'. 

Also I coded whether the portrayals of victims and perpetrators referred to either a single incident of partner abuse or instead referred to partner abuse in more abstract terms. I considered a statement as incident only if it was exclusively applicable to specific people, even if it was unknown to whom the statement referred. A statement was considered to be a general statement when it could not be applied to any specific case. For most articles it was evident whether they referred to a single incident or discussed general statements about partner abuse. Some cases were difficult to place in either of the two categories. For instance if a single case was used as illustration of a general principle. Some articles (n=143) made both statements about incidents as well as general claims about victims or perpetrators of partner abuse. 


All this coding is done by using dummy variables. There are several advantages as well as disadvantages of coding with dummies. Because entire newspaper articles are my units of analysis I am not able to distinguish between articles which mention a specific group frequently and those that mention the group only a single time. Therefore an article which devoted four pages to partner abuse can be coded the same as an article with a single sentence on partner abuse. Similarly an article with five cases of Male-on-Female (MoF) violence and one instance of Female-on-Male (FoM) violence is indistinguishable from one where the genders are reversed. Similarly dummy variables might pose a significant challenge when articles are ambiguous. The reason I rely on dummy variables is that the goal is only to show different levels of attention to MoF and FoM violence. Dummy variables should be sufficient to detect this. 


Unfortunately I was not able to find a second coder. Therefore inter coder reliability is not tested for. To compensate for the lack of a second coder I conducted an intra-coder reliability test. In such a test a random set of articles is coded again by the same coder after a period of time. When the results are compared it is possible to statistically test whether the original coder is able to replicate the results. In order to conduct such a test I randomly selected 200 articles from my original sample (n=1897). These articles were, months after the initial research, coded again. The reliability of my coding is tested per variable by using a statistical measurement called Krippendorff's Alpha (Hayes & Krippendorff 2007, Swert 2012). To be able to conduct this analysis I used the macro for SPSS written by Hayes (Hayes 2015). The most important advantage of using the Krippendorff's Alpha is that it also incorporates the influence of chance (Hayes & Krippendorff 2007, De Swert 2012). When a certain score is very rare a single mistake can affect the reliability much more than when a certain value is common but miscoded a few times (Hayes & Krippendorff 2007, De Swert 2012). Generally the value of 0.80 and above are seen as acceptable scores for inter-coder reliability (De Swert 2012), however for intra-coder reliability higher scores may be expected because the recoding is done by the same person. In the table below I show the scores of my intra-coder reliability test.
Figure 3 Reliability test using Krippendorff's Alpha.
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From figure 3 is becomes clear that none of the variables managed to reach the threshold of 0.80. This indicates that my results are not reliable; coding the same articles twice does not result in the same outcome. These disappointing results require an explanation as well as a discussion on what this means for the usability of the data. The most plausible explanation I can give for why the results of this intra-reliability test turn out so badly is that initially this paper was concerned with domestic violence more broadly, only in a later stage did I narrow this definition down to address partner violence exclusively. This difference in focus might, unintentionally, have contributed to the difference in coding. From closely comparing second and third column in figure 3.1 it can be noted that except for the variable 'incident: male perpetrator' the total scores of all variables decreased or remained equal in the recoding, compared to the original coding in the sub-sample. This seems to indicate that a more strict definition of when an article should be coded could have been applied the second time I coded these articles.


 The most dramatic scores for the reliability test are for the variables 'incident:male victim' and 'incident:female perpetrator'. The structural nature of the dissimilarities in coding require that I describe what I coded differently for these articles. In total these seven differences in coding happened in four different newspaper articles, each one is discussed below. One newspaper article was about a woman who was abused by her partner. At one point she shot her husband, killing him. Although the man was clearly described as the victim of murder, in the context of the domestic abuse he was only portrayed as the abuser. These conflicting roles made it difficult for me to classify both the male and the female as either victim or perpetrator. The second article is concerned with the foundation of shelters for men who are victim of domestic violence in the Netherlands. In the article, however, no specific case is addressed, therefore when recoded the score '1' was only attributed to male victims and female perpetrators in general statements and not for 'incidents'. The third article concerns a send-in letter from a daughter of an old men. Her father was married with a much younger woman. Because of his old age the man was no longer able to take care of himself. In return for taking care of him, the wife pressured to change the prenuptial agreements so all their belongings would become shared. The daughter asked what she could do to help her farther. Some of the readers replied that this might be a case of domestic abuse, where others disagreed with this analysis. Because this article consisted of separate pieces of advice, of which only a few suggested that this might be domestic abuse I had trouble classifying this article either way. In the last article  I originally coded there was an incident with a female perpetrator mentioned in the newspaper article. This incident, however, was about a mother murdering her children and should hence not have been coded in the initial coding. This mistake is indeed one in which a shift in definitions might have caused the difference in coding. 


The above examples have highlighted the difficulty of using a dichotomous coding system when articles contain some ambiguity. This unfortunately resulted in low reliability scores for some variables, hence the interpretation of the results should happen with care. The margin of error is quite large. Despite this the results of the intra-reliability test are not so grave that the data should be discarded all together. First of all there are eight variables which were scored a Krippendorff's Alpha of above 0.7. This score means that the recoding shows much overlap with the original coding, even though the threshold of 0.8 is not reached. Secondly the last two columns in figure 3.1 show that the aggregated results do not differ greatly, except for the above explained differences between the two codings. This suggests that many deviations in coding are random, and can partly cancel each other out. Therefore the overall trends are not much affected by these deviations. Thirdly some of the variables had low Krippendorff's Alpha's exactly because they are so rare. One of the main hypotheses tested concerned the under-representation, and thus rarity, of FoM mentioned in articles. It would be counterproductive to exclude this rare category because it produces low Krippendoff's Alpha scores. However it does mean that we cannot reliably derive the extent of rarity of these articles.

In section 4.1 I will test three hypotheses. The first hypothesis is concerned with whether attention to partner abuse has increased significantly over the time-frame of this study. This is tested with a simple linear regression analysis. Secondly I will test whether newspapers tend to pay more attention to incidents or to general statements. To test for significant effects I will use a McNemar test. Lastly I will test whether newspapers predominantly frame partner abuse in terms of a 'women's problem' frame in which the focus is centred around women abused by men, or whether a 'human problem' frame is adopted in which same-sex and FoM violence is also frequently included. To be able to draw conclusions on this two Chi Square tests are used. If the first test shows that female victims are predominantly mentioned and the second test shows that male perpetrators are the most frequently mentioned, then the hypothesis is accepted that newspapers predominantly portray partner violence as a women's problem. 

For all of these tests it is common to accept the hypothesis if the α is smaller than 0.05. This level of significance is not deemed sufficient in this paper because the data is not very reliable. Therefore it is possible that the true values differ somewhat from the values found in the quantitative analysis. To compensate for this wider margin of error in my data collection I will use the much stricter significance level of 0.01 for the tests which are affected by the low intra coder reliability. This should greatly reduce the chance that I report results as significant when they in reality are not. 
3.2 Qualitative analysis
In my qualitative analysis two questions will be addressed. The first is in what gendered direction feminist organisations have pushed the attention to partner abuse. The second question is concerned with how big the influence of feminist organisations has been on the framing of partner abuse in society. The methodological considerations for both questions are addressed below. Before discussing each of these questions separately I will elaborate on which feminist organisations have been selected for investigation. In this paper I only consider an organisation as feminist if either it labels itself as such or when undermining patriarchy, imbalances in power between the sexes, or male dominance are central to the beliefs of the organisation. 


The role of the feminist movement is difficult to determine, especially because feminism does not have a monolithic structure and exists of numerous organisations, scholars and activists, whom have diverting opinions and simultaneously try to push debates on partner abuse in different directions. The goal of this paper is not to produce general statements which can be applied to all feminist actors. The aim is rather to find general tendencies which are dominant within the movement. The goal is hence to understand the aggregative position and actions of the feminist movement in order to produce tentative answers to questions about the influence of feminism on society.


In the Dutch context one specific document and one organisation has been selected for analysis. In 1974 the Blijf foundation was established. This organisation started various women’s shelters across the Netherlands. Already in 1984 the Blijf foundation managed to create women’s shelters in twenty different Dutch cities (Tjen-A-Tak & van der Broek 2014 p.20). Although other feminist organisations were also active in the Netherlands the Blijf foundation was the most important feminist organisation which dealt with partner abuse specifically (Tjen-A-Tak & Van der Broek 2014). Because of their leading role in politicising partner abuse between the years 1974 and 1997 and because of their feminist narrative of partner abuse, the Blijf foundation has been selected for investigation. It should be noted that the Blijf foundation has undergone a metamorphosis and can no longer be labelled as a feminist organisation with the definition applied in this paper. Nowadays the Blijf foundation does not label itself as feminist and in their recently published documents the 'patriarchy' nor 'male dominance' are referred to. Therefore the Blijf foundation is only included in my historical analysis of the influence of feminist organisations in the Netherlands.

For a more recent representation of feminism in the Netherlands I selected a document which is published in 2009 (Dutch CEDAW Network 2009). In this document 54 feminist organisations wrote to the Dutch government about partner abuse and how the state should react to this violence. The large number of supporting feminist organisations is one of the main reason why this document is selected. The statements made in this report can be considered as shared among feminist organisations in the Netherlands, due to the large number of participating organisations. The report is also selected because of its relevance; in the report the feminist organisations argue with the Dutch state about how partner abuse should be addressed. The document is thus ideal for determining the position taken by Dutch feminist organisations. 


In the European context I will only look at the European's Women Lobby (EWL). This organisation is an umbrella organisation which currently represents over 2500 feminist organisations (EWL 2014). The EWL is not only the biggest feminist organisation within Europe but is also important because it has direct links to various European institutions. The size of EWL, its important role and the number of member organisations combined make that the EWL is selected for this study. It is unlikely for large umbrella organisations, like the EWL, to take very radical positions, because it would lead to conflict with the daughter organisations. Even though the stances of the EWL are seen as somewhat representative of feminist organisations it is probably also true that some member organisations of the EWL do not support its stance on partner abuse. 


Various different types of documents from the Blijf foundation and the EWL are searched for and integrated in my analysis. This analysis contains non-comparable sources of information and it thus difficult to weigh the importance of each piece of evidence exactly (Gerring 2006). For example I will discuss a study on partner abuse conducted by the EWL and look at various campaign posters published by the Blijf foundation. These two different types of information both are important, but exactly how important remains a matter of interpretation. If all consulted feminist sources exclusively address MoF violence then it is safe to conclude that feminist organisations have pushed the political and societal debates in the direction of seeing partner abuse as a ‘women’s problem’. If the documents show a mixed picture then no firm conclusions can be drawn. If the organisations on several occasions also paid significant attention to FoM or same-sex partner violence, then it can be concluded that feminist organisations have not push the view of partner abuse as a 'women's problem'. 


The second question which is asked in this qualitative analysis is how large the influence of feminist organisations has been. The exact amount of influence will always remain point of debate since ‘influence’ can never be quantified. Within Political Science, as seen in section 2.4, various theories have been developed to estimate and explain the success and failure of social movements, like feminism. To determine this influence it is important not only to look at the social movement itself, but also at the society and the political arena in which the movement operates (Kitschelt 1986, Tarrow 2011). 


Three investigations are conducted. First I investigate to what extent the feminist narrative of partner abuse resonates with the framing used in society. To determine how society frames partner abuse I will look at various arenas. Popular attitudes, framing in newspapers, framing by the Dutch state and the EU are investigated in this paper. Secondly I investigate the availability of funds. I will look at both funding at the national level as well as funding provided by the EU. The last investigation is centred around political opposition to feminism by actors who apply the 'human problem' framing of partner abuse. 


For some of these investigations I rely on Dutch sources. I translated these sources myself. It is impossible for any translation to cover the exact meaning, for instance because various words can be used to translate a single word. These words often have slightly varying meanings and connotations. Nevertheless I tried to translate the documents as carefully as I could to maintain as much of the original meaning as possible. The original texts along with their translation are available upon request. 
4) Results
4.1 Quantitative analysis of Dutch newspapers

In this section I will conduct a quantitative analysis (n=1897) on the coverage on partner abuse by three Dutch newspapers between 2000 and 2013. By my knowledge only a single peer-reviewed study on media coverage of partner abuse has been conducted in a European country since 1990 (Rollè et al. 2014). In total four hypotheses will be tested. First I test whether there is an increase in articles about partner abuse between the years 2000 and 2013. Secondly I test whether there are more articles which mention incidents, compared to the number of articles which make general statements. The third hypothesis tested is to what extent newspapers bring attention to same-sex partner violence. The fourth hypothesis is the most controversial it explores to what extent there is a gendered misrepresentation of partner abuse in the media. As seen in section 2.3 there are fierce debates between 'feminists' and 'anti-feminists' about how this coverage actually is and there are debates about how this attention ought to be. The data provided in this paper should bring scholars at least closer the reach consensus on the first of these discussions. 


In the graph presented below (figure 3.1) I show the number of articles covering partner abuse in the three newspapers between 2000 and 2013. Most notable is an exponential increase in the number of articles between 2000 and 2004. In the year 2000 only 38 articles were published on partner abuse, the equivalent of one article every four weeks in each of the newspapers. In 2004 this number rose to a total of 168 articles, which roughly equals an article weekly per newspaper. Therefore I not only test the first hypothesis which is as follows:

H1: There is an increase in attention to domestic violence in Dutch newspapers between the years 2000 and 2013. 
But also conduct two other tests to investigate whether a possible increase between 2000 and 2013 is caused only by the increase in the number of articles between 2000 and 2004 or can also be attributed to an increase between the years 2005 and 2013. For all three models I use a simple  bivariate linear regression analysis. These tests are hampered by a low number of cases. The first test has only 14 cases, the second 5 and the last 9. Therefore the results should be interpreted with care. The tests do provide some information on the correlation between the amount of published articles and the year, but there are too few data to make any predictions about future coverage or remark on causality. 
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Figure 4.1 Amount of newspaper articles covering partner abuse over the years. 
Figure 4.2 Testing the significance of increase in coverage 
[image: image3.png]odel T odel 2 odel 3
2000-2013 2000-2004 20052013
B-coeficient 503 3240 035
057 092 00068
tvalue 40 58 022
Sigificance 00017+ 0.010%* 083





** Significant at p < 0.05; *** Significant at p < 0.01.
From the results, displayed in figures 4.1 and 4.2, two slightly different conclusions can be drawn; from only looking at the results of model 1 it can be concluded that there is indeed an statistically significant increase in the amount of articles between 2000 and 2013. The first hypothesis can thus be accepted. Yet models 2 and 3 together show a slightly different picture. Between the years 2000 and 2004 there is a large and significant increase in published newspaper articles on partner abuse. However between 2005 and 2013 there is only a tiny increase which is statistically insignificant. Hence partner abuse gained much attention in the start of this millennium. After 2004 the levels of attention did not wane but have not increased either. 

A more detailed analysis is needed to explain why between the years 2000 and 2004 there was an enormous increase in the number of newspaper articles about partner abuse. At least three factors could be taken into account. First of all the levels of academic attention to partner abuse have increased enormously since 1990 (see figure 1). Some of these academic studies might have caught the attention of journalists. For instance some newspaper articles wrote about the meta-analysis conducted by Archer et al. (Archer et al. 2000). Secondly there was an increase in political attention to partner abuse. For instance the European Union launched a campaign called breaking the silence in 2000. One of the goals of this campaign was exactly to increase attention to partner abuse against women (EuroWRC 2014). Also the Dutch government published a new policy document on partner abuse in 2002 called private violence a public matter (Ministerie van Justitie 2002). Both may have attracted the attention of journalists. A third explanation which should be explored is whether increased attention to integration and multiculturalism contributed to more attention to partner abuse. Especially after the terrorist attacks of 9/11 fierce debates about the successes or failures about Dutch multiculturalism took place (Entzinger 2006). Within the political arena the culture and traditions of mainly Muslim immigrants become problematised. This culture is linked with gender inequality and violence as a way to re-enforce this (Roggeband & Verloo 2007). This framing also appeared in a number of newspaper articles; partner abuse was in these articles used as example of supposed Muslim intolerance against women and contrasted this with the value of gender equality supposedly present in liberal democracies. If many newspapers covered partner abuse in this light then that might explain why attention to partner abuse peaked in a time when there was increased attention to political issues of immigration and multiculturalism. 


The second hypothesis which is tested is about how partner abuse is covered by Dutch newspapers. One study conducted in the U.S. (Carlyle et al. 2008) (n=395) discovered that newspapers in the United States (U.S.) used mostly an episodic framing of partner abuse (88.3%). Of these articles only a fifth combined this framing with thematic elements (19.9%). The vast majority of articles hence did not discuss overall causes, consequences or prevalence of partner abuse. I will test whether the same is true for Dutch newspaper articles on partner abuse. Therefore I test the following hypothesis: 
H2: There is a difference in how likely newspapers are to cover incidents and general statements on partner abuse. 
In order to test this hypothesis I applied a McNemar test for each of the newspapers using the statistical program SPSS. The results of these tests are displayed in the table below (figure 4.3).
Figure 4.3 The coverage of incidents and general statements                                                                                            ** Significant at p < 0.05; *** Significant at p < 0.01.
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From figure 4.3 it becomes evident that all of the analysed newspapers were more likely to discuss general statements on partner abuse, compared to just mentioning incidents. These effects are all statistically significant. Therefore I accept the second hypothesis, there is a significant difference between the number of articles which cover incidents and those which make general statements on partner abuse. The effect is, however, opposite to the expected direction. Hence the results of the U.S. media analysis do not overlap with the results obtained in the Dutch newspapers. This initial investigation into the differences between the U.S. and a European country suggests that scholars ought to be careful with generalisations. 

The last two hypothesis tested are the most important for providing data which might help scholars from both 'camps' to bridge the gap between them. It is asserted by some 'anti-feminists' that the discussions on partner abuse are almost exclusively centred around MoF violence (Farrell & Sterba 2008, Straus 2009, Steinmetz 1977, Pizzey 2014ab). If this is true then this analysis should find that both male victims of female abuse (Farrell & Sterba 2008,Straus 2009, Steinmetz 1977, Pizzey 2014ab) and violence in same-sex couples is under-reported (Dutton 1994, Jackson 2007, McCandless 2007, West 2012, Felten & Kers 2007). 

The third hypothesis is concerned with attention to partner abuse occurring between people of the same sex. A study conducted in the U.S. (Carlyle et al. 2014) (n= 395) found that no single article mentioned same-sex violence (Carlyle et al. 2014). It is expected that violence in homosexual relationships is also under-reported in Dutch newspapers. I will test whether this is the case by testing the following hypothesis: 
H3: There is an under-representation of same-sex partner violence in the Dutch newspapers.

In the figures below (figure 4.4 and figure 4.5) I present the overall results of my quantitative analysis. Figure 4.4 displays the results for articles which mentioned incidents and figure 4.5 displays the results for articles which mention general statistics. In thirdteen years time in total four newspaper articles (0.3%) mentioned same-sex partner violence (MoM and FoF), compared to 546 articles (44.3%) which mentioned heterosexual partner abuse (MoF and FoM)
. Of these four articles one was concerned with an incident of male-on-male (MoM) partner abuse, three articles discussed female-on-female (FoF) partner abuse. These articles were spread between the newspapers. Two out of four were published in De Telegraaf, both De Volkskrant and Trouw published a single article on same-sex partner violence. So even though same-sex partner violence is also prevalent (Dutton 1994, Owen 2007, West 2012, Kahler & Garler 2007, Gosselin 2007, Erbaugh 2007) it is extremely rarely reported on. On average a newspaper published an article with a statement on same-sex partner violence every nine years and nine months, compared to roughly a monthly article on heterosexual partner violence. Even though this huge discrepancy exists it is impossible with this data to conclude whether there is actually an under-representation of same-sex partner violence. Studies on violence in homosexual relationships are often conducted in the U.S. (West 2012, Nowinski & Bowen 2011). Also it is unclear what proportion of relationships in the Netherlands is between people of the same sex. This leaves us with no way to reliably establish the actual occurrence of same-sex partner violence in the Netherlands. From the above data we can hence conclude that partner abuse in homosexual couples is extremely rarely reported on but there is insufficient data to conclude there is actually an under-representation. 
Figure 4.4 Newspaper coverage of incidents of partner abuse.
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From figures 4.4 and 4.5 it becomes clear that the majority of reporting on partner abuse is gendered. For incidents only eight (1.8%) articles did use a gender neutral framing of partner abuse, compared to 428 articles (98.2%) of articles which used a gendered framework. Gender neutral framing was more common in articles which addressed partner abuse in general terms. In total 207 (26.1%) articles used a gender neutral framing, compared to 587 (73.9%) articles which gendered the reporting on partner abuse. The 215 gender neutral articles are not likely to leave any impression on the reader about the gendered occurrence of partner abuse. Ideas of the gendered occurrence of partner abuse are not challenged or re-affirmed by these articles. Therefore they are not included in my hypothesis testing of the gendered misrepresentation of partner abuse in the Dutch newspapers. 
Figure 4.5 newspaper coverage of general statements of partner abuse. [image: image6.png]Generalstatements (2=194)
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The fourth hypothesis tested in this paper is the most controversial, it concerned with the gendered portrayal of partner abuse in Dutch newspapers:
H4: There is an over-representation of MoF partner violence, compared to FoM partner violence.

This hypothesis is tested by conducting two chi square tests. If the results of both tests are statistically significant, then I will accept the hypothesis stated above. The first chi square test which is conducted analyses whether articles covering incidents show a disproportionate amount of male perpetrators or female victims. The other test analyses the same for articles which made general statements. In order to conduct these tests it is important first to establish a 'baseline' of expected values. In section 2.2 I argued that many studies found that partner abuse occurs along gender symmetric lines (Straus 2009, Fiebert 2014). Despite this wealth of evidence to support the 'gender symmetry thesis' there are also other studies which find gender differences in occurrence (Walby & Allen 2004, Van der Veen & Bogaerts 2010). Also the consequences of partner violence are not equal for both sexes. In the U.S. it is estimated that women suffer about two thirds of all injuries and deaths caused by partner abuse (Straus 2009). Because these studies find different gendered results it is not clear what the most correct baseline would be.  Therefore where to put this line will necessarily be somewhat arbitrary and point of debate among scholars.  I will apply a baseline which looks purely at the consequences of partner abuse. Because it is expected and not unreasonable that newspapers report on the more extreme and newsworthy cases. The baseline is thus put at a proportion of 1:2 male versus female victims and 2:1 male versus female perpetrators. 
Figure 4.6 Chi-square tests                                                                                                                                                 *** Significant with p < 0.01.
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The results of these chi-square tests are shown in figure 4.6. These tests show that both for articles covering incidents and those covering general statements there are statistically significant differences between the expected values and the observed values. In this case this means that male perpetrators and female victims are over-represented in the newspapers. These results are so overwhelmingly significant that the low reliability of the data (see section 3.2) cannot be considered enough reason to reject these findings. Based on these results the fourth hypothesis is accepted. 

Conclusion



In the literature review three debates between 'feminists' and 'anti-feminists' have been highlighted. The second of these debates was about to what extent there is a gendered misrepresentation of partner abuse in the media. My quantitative analysis provides enough data to draw conclusions about this discussion in the Dutch context. The Dutch newspapers between the years 2000 and 2013 systematically portrayed women as the victims of partner abuse and men as the perpetrators. They hence analysed partner abuse as a 'women's  problem', even though some rare articles covered male victims, female perpetrators or same-sex partner violence. Therefore the claim made by 'anti-feminists', that there is structurally a lack of attention for male or same-sex victims of partner abuse, is substantiated in the Dutch context. 
4.2 Qualitative analysis

The third debate addressed in this paper is centred around the question what role did feminism in the Netherlands play in bringing attention to partner abuse and did this contribute to a discrepancy between the gendered attention and occurrence of partner abuse?  Scholars from the 'feminist camp' and the 'anti-feminist camp' have formulated opposite conclusions. In general some 'anti-feminists' have asserted that feminism has focused exclusively around MoF violence and that the impact of feminism on policy making and society in general has been large (Straus 2009, Graham-Kevan 2007, Dutton & Nicholls 2005, Pizzey 2014ab). This feminist influence is problematised because it contributes to a lack of attention for male victims and same-sex partner violence (Dutton 1994, Graham-Kevan 2007, Straus 2007a, Farrell & Sterba 2008, Pizzey 2014 ab. West 2012). Feminists have responded in various ways, one of which is by arguing that same-sex violence and FoM are not ignored by feminists (DeKeseredy & Dragiewicz 2007, DeKeseredy 2011, Johnson 2011). 


In order to analyse in which direction and to what extent feminism has impacted debates on partner abuse I will test two interrelated hypotheses. The first is concerned with the frame of partner abuse feminists have used. This can either be a 'human problem' frame in which perpetrators and victims are left ungendered, or the violence and victimisation of both sexes is seriously problematised. Alternative to this frame is the 'women's problem' frame. This frame only problematises violence against women and stresses that the violence is perpetrated by men. Often it is added that this violence is caused by the power imbalances between the sexes. In order to answer the question what frame is promoted by feminist organisations I draw on documents from Blijf (a Dutch shelter organisation), the European's Women Lobby (EWL) and a document signed in 2009 by 54 Dutch feminist organisations. The tested hypothesis is as follows:
H5: Feminist actors have framed partner abuse in terms of a 'women's issue'.

In the second part of this section it is discussed how influential feminism is and has been. To do so I look at public perception of partner violence (against women), analyse the framing used by the Dutch state and the EU. Also I look at various funds which are available to feminist projects. Lastly I will shortly address political competition to feminist ideology in the Netherlands. This information allows us to test the following hypothesis:
H6: Feminism has had a considerable influence on how partner abuse is perceived and portrayed in society.
Feminist organisations

I will first look at  Dutch organisation called Blijf van m'n lijf 
 (hereafter: Blijf). This organisation was founded in October1974 and in the same month opened the first shelter for battered women in the Netherlands (Hautvast 2014). This organisation had two goals. The first was to provide shelter to women who were victimised by their violent male (ex) partner. The second goal was to spread awareness about the underlying causes of partner abuse against women (Hautvast 2014). In order to achieve these goals various actions were taken. For example demonstrations were organised, doctors were contacted about how to recognise and deal with battered women. Blijf also provided shelter, food, legal advice, clothing and care to female victims of partner abuse (Tjen-A-Tak & Van der Broek 2014). Simultaneously Blijf pressed the government to take partner abuse against women seriously (Hautvast 2014). Although other Dutch feminist organisations had also adopted violence against women as a political issue it was Blijf who was the most prominent organisation when it came to providing shelter to battered women (Tjen-A-Tak & van der Broek 2014).


The framing Blijf used can be found in various documents. For instance Blijf's founding document begins with arguing that masculinity is the main sources of oppression against women. 

“The point of view of the project is that masculinity denies women of all social classes the autonomy on all aspects of life (economical, cultural, political, sexually, psychological and social)”.  (Blijf 1974, p.1).
Blijf argued that partner abuse against women was one manner in which masculinity causes repression of women. The existing organisations which dealt with partner abuse were criticised because these would, according to Blijf, not pay sufficient attention to the underlying power dynamic in heterosexual relationships (Tjen-A-Tak & van der Broek 2014 p.8, Hautvast 2014). By analysing partner abuse in terms of women's oppression by men, Blijf adopted a 'women's problem' framing where women were portrayed as the victims and men as perpetrators.  

To strengthen the analysis that Blijf framed partner abuse as a 'women's problem' I also included four campaign posters between 1974 and 1989. The first of these (figure 4.7) tells women who are abused by men that they have the possibility to leave. The second calls for a demonstration against violence against women (figure 4.8). The third poster criticises the police for taking no action when women are beaten 'behind closed doors' (figure 4.9). There is one poster which does address the violence of women. This poster (figure 4.10) was published for Blijf's fifteen year anniversary. The poster rhetorically questions what would happen if women were to hit back. This question presupposes that normally women do not hit, not even in self-defence. 


These posters have in common that they all address partner abuse as a problem for women, and that they assume the perpetrator of this violence to be male. I searched to my best capabilities in the archives, but I was unable to find any campaign, study, meeting or poster about male victims of partner abuse published by any (feminist) organisation in the Netherlands before the year 1997. 

The framing of partner abuse adopted by Blijf is in line with the framing which is generally adopted by most of the shelter movement. Various scholars have reported on how the shelter movements brought attention to partner abuse. For instance Garcia wrote the following about the framing used within the early years of the shelter movement:

“Partner abuse came to be understood as the domination of men over women in all spheres of a patriarchal society.(...)Feminists argued that male violence against women can be explained by the gendered social structure characterized by power,  domination, and hierarchy. As such, male violence against women must be defined as a social problem.” (Garcia 2007 p.633). 
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Figure 4.7: Poster Blijf 1978. Translates: “Abused by husband or (boy)friend... threatened with physical violence... it is common but not commonly talked about. you can leave if you want to. Blijf van m'n lijf- shelters offers a safe shelter to women and their children and offer the possibilities to be self-sufficient.” 
Figure 4.8 Poster Blijf 1985. Translates: “WOMEN humiliated threatened raped  abused killed STOP 1 June national day of action against women abuse.”
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Figure 4.9 Poster Blijf 1984. Translates: “beaten at home, madam Then... there is nothing we can do. ABUSED WOMEN think it is time for the police and justice system to start taking action. “
Figure 4.10 Poster Blijf 1989. Translates:” Unfortunately 15 years 'Blijf van m'n lijf' and what if women would hit back?”

 Looking at the shelter movement, especially between 1974 and 1997 cannot be considered

to be representative for the feminist movement as a whole. First of all because feminism incorporates various other actors and movements besides the shelter movement. Secondly because all of the shown documents are suited for an historical analysis but might no longer apply to modern day feminism. Johnson, in an article defending feminism against criticism, warns exactly against the mistake of generalising findings from the old shelter movement to make general statements about modern feminism as a whole (Johnson 2011). He states:


“This caricature continues (...) “IPV [Intimate Partner Violence] is viewed as mainly male perpetrated against female victims” (p.3). Perhaps the authors are confusing the early rhetoric of the battered women's movement with contemporary feminist analyses of intimate partner violence.” (Johnson 2011 p.291).

Therefore I will below also look at recent documents published by feminist organisations. First I will investigate the largest European feminist organisation, named the European's Women Lobby (EWL). The EWL now represents over 2500 organisations (EWL 2014). In 1999 this organisation wrote a meta-analysis of national studies which had investigated domestic violence (EWL 1999). Throughout this study partner abuse was framed as a women's problem. The report for instance states:

“Domestic violence is an expression of the continuous imbalance in gender relations, in which men continue to resort to this form of behaviour as a way of claiming control over women.” (EWL 1999 p. 4).

The EWL did not only frame partner abuse as a problem for women it also excluded any data which was not in coherence with this framing. For instance a Dutch study in 1997 is referred to, this study (n=1005) included both male respondents (n=516) as well as female respondents (n=489) (Van Dijk et al. 1997). The EWL reported on this study as follows:

“1997: Study on partner abuse commissioned by Justice Ministry: 1,005 people (age 18-70) interviewed: 46% of women subjected to partner abuse; 26% of perpetrators are (ex-) partners.” (EWL 1999 p.22).

The report misleadingly displayed the complete sample size while only reporting on the victimisation rates of women, even though the results of the Dutch study indicated that men and women were equally likely to be the victim of domestic violence (Van Dijk et al. 1997).
  


Also more recent documents published by the EWL frame partner abuse as a women's problem. For instance in 2012 the EWL wrote:

“In Europe, 45% of women have suffered from men’s violence and seven women die every day from male domestic violence. In addition, VAWG [violence against women and girls] remains invisible and underestimated as a structural phenomenon because of the lack of official data (...). This lack of knowledge leads to a lack of services protecting women and of activities aiming at preventing VAWG.” (EWL 2012). 

The same document also states:

“VAWG impacts on all society. The cost of domestic violence in the EU is estimated at 16 billion Euros per year, whereas the annual EU member states’ budgets for prevention programmes of male violence are 1000 times less.” (EWL 2012).
In the first of these quotes the EWL problematises domestic violence against women. But makes no mention of male victims. Also it expresses its concern with a lack of official data about female victimisation. This should be considered problematic, according to the EWL, because women and girls cannot be protected as well without such knowledge. The absence of any mentioning of male victims, despite the fact that much less is known about this group, shows that domestic violence is framed as a problem for women only. The second quote adds to that by linking 'domestic violence' directly to 'male violence'. 


The last source of information analysed in this paper is a report published in 2009 signed by 54 Dutch feminist NGOs (Dutch CEDAW Network 2009).
 This document is a shadow report written for the Committee on the Elimination of Discrimination against Women (CEDAW), a UN body concerned with combating discrimination against women. In this report the feminist NGOs are critical of the Dutch government for framing partner abuse in gender neutral terms. In the shadow report the NGOs indicate they have extensively tried to reverse the gender neutral framework adopted by the Dutch state back to a framing of partner abuse as a 'women's problem'. The report states:

“Despite several recommendations of the Committee, despite extensive lobbying by women’s rights NGOs, partner abuse is still addressed as a gender-neutral issue.” (Dutch CEDAW Network 2009, p.15).

This quote shows that feminist organisations in the Netherlands generally have not only framed partner abuse as a 'women's problem' but also have actively opposed a gender neutral frame of partner abuse as a 'human problem'. In the table below (figure 4.11) I show the results of this section.

Figure 4.11 Framing feminist organisations in the Netherlands and Europe.
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 The results of this analysis indicate that feminist organisations both in the Netherlands and on a European level have consistently framed partner abuse with a narrative of women who are victimised by violent men. It is added that this violence is the result of power imbalances between the sexes. It is impossible to analyse all feminist organisations. To be able to make some generalisable statements I therefore selected three actors which are considerable in both size as well as political importance. Blijf was the most important Dutch feminist organisation for bringing attention to partner abuse. The EWL is the largest European feminist organisation, having over 2500 organisation under its umbrella. The shadow report is also supported by many Dutch feminist organisations. Because all these documents point into the same direction I accept the fifth hypothesis; feminists in general have framed partner abuse as a 'women's problem'. 


Accepting this hypothesis does not mean that there are no feminists who have tried to bring attention to male victimisation or female perpetration. For instance prominent feminists like Sylvia Walby and Christina Hoff Sommers (Walby & Allen 2004, Sommers 2011) did address FoM partner violence. As argued earlier feminism is far from monolithic. Therefore generalising statements about the position of feminist organisations always reflect only part of the movement. However, the evidence provided in this paper does show that large entities within the feminist movement have framed partner abuse as a 'women's problem' and have actively opposed a gender neutral framing which would allow to incorporate male victimisation and same-sex partner violence. Based on this information I argue that the aggregated role of feminist organisations is also in that direction, despite some opposition from within the movement. 


That feminists have tried to bring attention to partner abuse as a women's problem does not tell us anything about how successful they were at doing so. To do so I test the following hypothesis: 

H6: Feminism has a considerable influence on how partner abuse is perceived and addressed in  society.

This hypothesis is tested trice. First of all for the Netherlands between 1974 and 1997, secondly between 1997 and 2014. Lastly I look at feminist influence at a European level between 1999 and 2014. Unlike my quantitative analysis it is difficult to establish clear boundaries of when to accept or reject this hypothesis. For instance ‘what counts as 'considerable'?’ and ‘how can influence ever be measured?’ are questions that can and should be asked. Because of these problems no clear answer is formulated. 

Below I will conduct three analyses. First I will discuss framing and public attitudes towards domestic violence (against women). These results shed some light to what extent the feminist narrative of partner abuse has been adopted. Here I will also elaborate on how MoF is perceived compared to FoM partner abuse. Afterwards I will turn to how the Dutch state addressed partner violence from1974 to 1997 and from 1997 to 2014 and how the EU addressed partner violence since 1999. Although framing and perception of partner abuse are important for determining feminist influence it is also crucial to look at available resources. Therefore my second analysis explores funding on both the national as well as the EU level. Lastly I will return to one of the main themes within this paper; the opposition (or lack thereof) to feminism. The results of these parts are combined in figures 4.17 and 4.18.
The people

Two studies about the attitudes of Europeans about domestic violence against women have been conducted (Eurobarometer 1999, 2010). The results of these studies are remarkably alike, indicating that no big shift in attitudes about partner abuse occurred between these years (see figure 4.12). In 1999 95.6 % of the questioned people in fifteen EU member states (Eurobarometer 1999) and 98% of people questioned in 2010 in 27 EU member states, answered that they had heard of domestic violence against women (Eurobarometer 2010). These high percentages show that almost all EU citizens have been in contact with the topic of domestic violence against women. But how prevalent do these people perceive domestic violence to be? In 1999  about a quarter of respondents answered they thought this violence was very common (24%), about half answered they thought it was fairly common (49.5%). About a fifth of the population thought that domestic violence against women was not very common (18.3%) and only a tiny proportion replied that it was not common at all (1.1%), the remaining people answered they did not know how common it was (6.9%) (Eurobarometer 1999). The studies also showed that domestic violence against women was disapproved of; the majority of respondents (62.4%) not only thought that domestic violence against women was wrong in all circumstances, but also punishable by law. About a third of respondents (32.2%) replied that even though domestic violence against women was wrong in all circumstances, it was not always punishable by law. A small proportion of people answered that domestic violence against women was acceptable in certain circumstances (2.3%). Only a tiny proportion (0.7%) thought violence against women was always acceptable (Eurobarometer 1999). 


In the light of this paper the most interesting question which was asked was whether people thought that the way power was shared between the sexes was a cause of domestic violence against women. This question explores to what extent the general public adopts the feminist explanation of partner abuse.
 In both 1999 and 2010 58% of people replied that they thought this contributed to domestic violence against women (Eurobarometer 1999, 2010). In the table below (figure 4.12) I show a summarised version of these results to give the reader an overview of social attitudes and awareness of domestic violence against women. 

 Figure 4.12 summarised version of results found in two studies by Eurobarometer (Eurobarometer 1999, 2010). 
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It is impossible to conclude from these data that feminism has been successful, because they show no data from before the second wave of feminism started. Even if this information would be available it could be the case that people might be informed about partner abuse against women by other actors than feminists. However it can be concluded that feminist goals, such as bringing attention to domestic violence against women and to problematise this violence are accomplished. The most telling information is that more than half of the people (58%) agree with the feminist perspective that an imbalance in power contributes to partner abuse against women. Whether 58 % should be considered much or less depends on the point of view one takes. A person who thinks the power imbalances between the sexes are crucial for understanding domestic violence against women might argue that 42% of people are blind to these power structures. A person who thinks that power imbalances hardly matter might argue that 58 % of people are misinformed. Either way, this variable suggests that many people agree with the feminist idea about power imbalances, but that a significant amount of people also do not think this plays a role. 


Unfortunately a similar study is unavailable for how people perceive domestic violence against men. Comparable data would shed light on the extent that the general public perceives of partner abuse as a  'women's problem' or as a 'human problem'. There are, however, other studies conducted about how people evaluate MoF and FoM partner violence (Sorenson & Taylor 2005, Sorenson & Thomas 2009, Harris & Cook 1994) or how same-sex partner violence is evaluated (Sorenson & Thomas 2009). 

All the investigations found that MoF violence was disapproved of more, or considered more serious than FoM violence (for an overview see Sorenson & Taylor 2005 p.79). For instance one study conducted an experiment (Harris & Cook 1994) with a student sample (n=372). This study found that respondents viewed MoF violence as more serious, were more likely to contact the police, held the batterer more responsible for the violence and also thought the victim was less responsible, compared to the exact same situation with reversed genders (Harris & Cook 1994 p.559). Another study with a much more representative sample (n=3769) found similar results (Sorenson & Taylor 2005). For both MoF and FoM violence almost all respondents thought the assailants' behaviour was wrong. However fewer people indicated that the violence was illegal 
, that the police should be contacted
 or that a restraining order should be issued
, when the violence involved a female, rather than a male, perpetrator (Sorenson & Taylor 2005 p.84). 

Apparently MoF is considered to be significantly worse than FoM, even when this violence is described in exactly the same manner. This might partly explain why people have mobilised around female victimisation, but that something similar for male victims of partner abuse never occurred. But why are people less likely to think intervention is needed when the victim of violence is male? One possible explanation for this difference are gender stereotypes. Although many gender stereotypes have decreased in strength over the years (Prentice & Carranza 2002) it is still the case that certain character traits are considered to be more masculine or feminine (Prentice & Carranza 2002). These traits are not only linked to the group of 'men' and 'women' in abstract but are also directly linked to expectations of individuals. For instance a woman is more likely trusted to look after children whereas a man is more likely to be asked to solve some technical problem. Most diversions of these stereotypes are socially punished but some go unnoticed or are rewarded (Prentice & Carranza 2002).


Women, in general, are seen as the more sensitive and innocent sex (Prentice & Carranza 2002). They are therefore deemed better capable of tasks which involves taking care of people, such as nursing. That women are seen as more sensitive than men also means they are seen as weaker, more fragile and in need of protection (Farrell & Sterba 2008, see also Hunnicutt 2009). Men, on the other hand, generally are seen as the more intellectual, stronger and tougher sex (Prentice & Carranza 2002). Therefore they are seen as being better at tasks which require providing and protecting, such as in the police, army and paid work in general, instead of in the generally considered safe (but unpaid) home environment. Men are expected to compete (in sports, academia, political and business). This competition means that men are expected to withstand a certain level of violence. Being on the receiving end of violence does not make a man a victim but a loser. Various scholars have pointed out that being a victim is seen by many as inherently 'unmasculine' (Carlyle et al. 2014 p. 2399, Dunn 2012 p.3443, Steinmetz 2007 p.57, Graham 2006, Dutton & Nicholls 2005). This is especially true if the perpetrator is of the supposedly 'weaker' sex (Rubenser 2007, Steinmetz 2007, Graham 2006 p.188). These stereotypes might explain why studies consistently find that MoF is considered worse than FoM, all else being equal.
The Dutch government

Official state documents before 1980 which address partner abuse are rare; indicating that initially the Dutch state did not consider partner abuse to be an important political issue. This changed in 1981 when a motion was adopted in parliament which demanded that the government made policy to address violence against women, including partner violence (Kappeyne van de Coppello 1983 p.4). To respect this motion the government organised a conference about this topic in 1982. Based on this conference a provisional policy called 'gender violence against women and girls' (Kappeyne van de Coppello 1983, Tjen-A-Tak & van der Broek 2014) was adopted.
 One year later the final version of this policy was adopted by the Dutch government. In this provisional policy the Dutch state adopted the feminist narrative of partner abuse. The policy document addressed partner violence as a problem for women in heterosexual relationships. The violence was believed to be caused by patriarchy. The document, for instance, states:
“The emancipation policy can and should not be limited to promoting more equal distribution of labour and civil positions of women and men. Combating gender violence as a serious consequence of unequal power distributions between men and women and as element which helps to keep this uneven distribution in place, belongs therefore in the emancipation policy.” (Kappeyne van de Coppello 1983 p.4). 

and also states: 

“(gender) violence is one of the ways in which existing power differences between men and women are expressed and in which these power differences are re-enforced.“ (Kappeyne van de Coppello 1983  p.5)

These statements illustrate that the feminist framing of partner abuse was adopted by the Dutch state. This initial success, however, did not last. In 1997 the Dutch state conducted a quantitative study about domestic violence against both sexes. This study found that men and women were equally likely victim of domestic violence (Van Dijk et al. 1997).
 At this time also a shift in framing of partner abuse is notable. The state, before 1997, described this violence as a 'women's  problem', after 1997 this shifted towards a frame which portrayed partner abuse in gender neutral terms and it was analysed as a 'human problem' (Tjen-A-Tak & Van der Broek 2014). Römkens, a prominent Dutch scholar within the field, suggests this shift partly occurred because the issue of partner abuse shifted from the Ministry of Social Affairs to the Ministry of Justice (Römkens 2010). This new gender neutral framing becomes most visible in the new policy plan on partner abuse published in 2002. This document is called ‘private violence a public matter’ (Ministerie van Justitie 2002). It begins with stating that both men and women can be victim of partner abuse. It then goes on to address 'victims' and 'perpetrators' in gender neutral terms in the remainder of the document. 


That the Dutch state adopted a gender neutral frame also becomes evident when looking in the international arena. The Dutch state had to write a report to CEDAW on how they have tried to combat partner abuse. In this report the Dutch state explicitly writes that they take gender into account, but apply a gender neutral framing of partner abuse. The Dutch state stated:

“As women and men can both be victims of partner abuse, the Netherlands employs a gender-neutral definition of partner abuse. Dutch policy on combating partner abuse has focused on all victims and all forms of partner abuse, and will continue to do so. This does not change the fact that the government takes gender into account when developing policy.” (Rijksoverheid 2012 p.6-7)

Although the Dutch state generally moved away from the framing of partner abuse as a 'women's problem', there are still some important documents which adopt a feminist narrative of partner abuse. For instance when the Minister of Justice and Security informed the Dutch parliament about the study on domestic violence conducted in 2010. He wrote: 

“The most egregious kind of partner abuse is a structural kind. It is characterised by control and power, which the perpetrators, usually the man, exercises over the victim, usually the woman. This is caused by an unequal distribution of power between men and women.” (Minister van Veiligheid en Justitie January 2011 p.2).
In this quote the minister argued that partner abuse was caused by an imbalance of power between the sexes. Also he stated that the most egregious kind of partner abuse was usually perpetrated by men. Both statements were not in line with the study he referred to. So although the Dutch government usually adopts a gender neutral framework and frames partner abuse as a human problem there are also instances in which it adopts a 'women's problem' frame.

The framing of partner abuse as a 'human problem' is nowadays not only adopted by the Dutch state. Interestingly some originally feminist organisations, like Blijf, also adopted this framework. These organisations have transformed to such an extent that rhetoric about the 'patriarchy', 'male dominance', or the 'problems caused by masculinity' can only be found in historical documents. Simultaneously they express that both sexes are victim of partner abuse. A gender neutral frame is thus adopted, not only by the government but also by some other important organisations which deal with partner abuse.
The EU

Partner abuse has not always been considered one of the concerns of international organisations.
 Between 1970 to 1990 there was only little attention paid to partner abuse by international organisations such as the United Nations (UN), European Union (EU) or World Health Organisation (WHO) (Kelly 2005, Elman 2013). This changed slowly from 1990s onwards when partner abuse was transformed to a political issue at the international stage. For instance the EU organised its first campaign against domestic violence in 2000. The goals of this campaign are elaborated on the White Ribbon Europe website (EuroWRC 2014). They summarise the messages of the campaign as follows:

“For male abusers, the messages are:   


- partner abuse is a crime; 


- partner abuse will ruin your life as an abuser as much as the life of your victim, and; 

   
- help exists if you want to put an end to your violent behaviour. 

For women victims of violence, the messages are:   


- break the wall of silence surrounding partner abuse! 


- don't tolerate violence! 


- help exists, find out how! 

For all those who witness partner abuse, the messages are:   


- help women victims of violence break the silence 


- help them escape from victimisation.” (EuroWRC 2014). 
In this campaign the perpetrators are portrayed as male, the victims as women. It hence adopted the 'women's problem framing' of partner abuse.


A more recent example of the adoption of the women's problem framing is found in a European wide study conducted by the European Union's Fundamental Rights Agency (FRA). This agency conducted a large quantitative study (n=42.000) about partner abuse in EU countries (FRA 2014). In this study it became evident that partner abuse was analysed as a 'women's problem' since not a single male respondent was included in the sample. Despite not obtaining any information on men the report still makes recommendations about gender equality based on its findings. The report states: 

“Future EU strategies on equality between women and men could build on the survey’s findings to address key areas of concern with respect to women’s experiences of violence.” (FRA 2014 p.39).

Despite various attempts I was unable to find EU documents which addressed partner abuse as a human problem. 

Throughout this paper we have discussed the framing of partner abuse in five different arenas. In sections 2.1 and 2.2  the academic views of partner abuse were discussed. Although initially the focus was on partner abuse as a women's problem the balance shifted towards the framing of partner abuse as a 'human problem'. Nowadays both frames are frequently used by scholars. In section 4.1 the Dutch newspapers are analysed. Predominantly these framed partner abuse as male perpetrated violence against women. In the previous sections I have addressed how three different groups of actors frame partner abuse. The Dutch state used to adopt this narrative but, despite feminist pressure (Dutch CEDAW Netwerk 2009), now mainly adopts a 'human problem' narrative. The EU did not address partner abuse in a significant manner before 1997. When the EU started campaigns against partner abuse they focused exclusively of abuse of women. The results of these frame analyses are shown in figure 4.13.

Figure 4.13 Frames used by various actors.
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Funding by the Dutch government

Although funds are important for social movements it is not always the case that funds are readily accepted, because they also give the contributor some control over the financed activities. Within the Dutch feminist movement dependency on the state has historically been received with scepticism because it would once again submit women to the existing (patriarchal) power structures (Tjen-A-Tak & Van der Broek 2014 p.19). In a report on the Dutch shelter movement it is wrongly suggested that Blijf did not receive any state subsidy in its first years (Tjen-A-Tak & Van der Broek 2014). Although a specific request for subsidy was turned down by the municipality of Amsterdam it is also true that the Department of Social Affairs of Amsterdam in 1975 covered more than half of the expenditure of Blijf (Blijf 1976). Two years later the State Secretary of Culture, Recreation and Social Work (CRM) also answered parliamentary questions on the topic of financing Blijf. The State Secretary stated:

“During my visit to the foundation at 26th of October I have been made aware of all sorts of problems faced at the shelter for abused women and their children. In talks between the foundation, the municipality of Amsterdam and the Department of CRM, a temporary solution to the financial side has been found. The local government is willing to subsidise the foundation for its function as child daycare. This also means that the Department of CRM will pay via this childcare policy. In the meantime it is studied whether more permanent solutions can be found for this form of crisis shelters for women and children.” (Tweede Kamer 1976-1977 p.1109-1110).

This quote indicates that both central and local government provided financial aid to Blijf. 

In the figure below I present how much the state subsidised Blijf during the first ten years of this organisation in comparison to the total expenditure. The data are based on the annual budgets of Blijf, retrieved at the Atria archives. This graph is interesting for at least two reasons. First it can put a hold to the myth that Blijf did not receive state funding in its initial years. Second it is noticeable that there is an enormous increase of governmental spending in the year 1983. This is also the year that governmental framing changed from not paying much consideration to partner abuse to ‘partner abuse as a women’s problem’. 
Figure 4.14 Sources of income of Blijf. The budgets for the years 1976, 1978 and 1982 and after 1985 are not available in the Atria archives.
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Between 1974 and 1997 I was unable to find any government funded project about partner abuse which did not address it as a ‘women’s problem’. Some rare projects did focus on male victims, albeit not victims of partner abuse. For instance an organisation called ‘Soman Mannenwerk’ received state subsidy in 1990. This money (in total 160.000 fl., the equivalent of 72.500 Euros) was partly used to help male victims of sexual violence (Noordenbos 2008 p.139). 

To my knowledge the first funding for male victims of partner violence is given for the study about domestic violence conducted in 1997 (Van Dijk et al. 1997). This study included people of both sexes to investigate the extent to which they were victimised (Van Dijk et al. 1997). Since 1997 some other projects for male victims have been started. For instance in 2007 the government opened four shelters with ten places each for male victims of domestic violence (Ministerie van Volksgezondheid, Welzijn en Sport 2014).
 In total the government annually pays 1.2 million Euros to keep these shelters running (Commissie ‘Stelsel Vrouwenopvang’ 2010 p.15).  


Because some important political actors diverged from the feminist framing of partner abuse some scholars speak about an 'anti-feminist backlash' ( DeKeseredy & Dragiewicz 2009, Johnson 2011, DeKeseredy 2011, Flood 2005). The problem of this supposed 'backlash' is that these services to men and the adoption of a gender neutral frame might jeopardise funding for female victims (Johnson 2011, DeKeseredy 2011, Flood 2005). Within the Netherlands the “anti-feminist backlash” has been considerable, because the state and some shelter organisations have adopted a 'human problem' frame. One would thus expect, if the concerns are valid, that a decrease in funding for female victims occurred since a gender neutral framework was adopted. Figure 4.15 shows state expenditure to shelters in the Netherlands. The figures displayed only show a proportion of government spending. First of all because local governments sometimes provide additional money which is not incorporated in these figures. Secondly the services provided to victims (and perpetrators) of partner abuse extent beyond shelters. What the figure does show is that spending on women's shelters have almost quadrupled between 1997 and 2010. The fear that attention to male victims might “eat up” funding for female victims does, in the Netherlands, not seem to be supported by the data. 
Figure 4.15 Funding for men's and women's shelters (data source: Commissie 'Stelsel Vrouwenopvang' 2010, except 2000, 2001). * Data from (Wolf et al. 2003).
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Funding by the EU

The EU has relatively few competences which it can use to address partner abuse. For instance in the most recent EU treaty the EU is allowed to initiate and execute criminal law policy. However this is only allowed if the crimes have a cross-border element, are essential for ensuring effectiveness of a harmonised EU policy or to protect EU public money (EC 2015). Partner abuse does not meet any of these criteria and hence the EU cannot make criminal law policies to combat it. Similarly the EU is not allowed to define national health care policies (EurLex 2015). Despite the lack of these competences the EU can address partner abuse in two ways. First of all it can provide funds for projects which do address partner violence. Secondly it can conduct campaigns, research and other non-policy measures. 


 In the previous part I discussed several studies conducted by the EU which used the women's problem framework (Eurobarometer 1999, Eurobarometer 2010, FRA 2014). Also I highlighted that the EU pushed this framework in a campaign (EuroWRC 2014). Aside from directly promoting this frame the EU also provides funds for other actors who do this. For instance in 2011 the EWL received 83% of its budget from the EU (EWL 2014). Another example is a European fund named Daphne. This fund is run by the Justice Department and is set up to combat violence and help vulnerable victims. The Daphne initiative (1997-2000), the Daphne Programme (2000-2003) and the Daphne II programme (2004-2008) funded 460 projects for a total of 56.7 million Euros (European Commission 2007). Daphne III (2007-2013) added another 111 million Euros to the total budget (Welcome Europe 2014). 

Of the 412 listed programs there are five projects which target 'violent men' and 251 projects which target 'women' as beneficiaries. There are 0 projects that target either violent women or non-violent men specifically (European Commission 2014).
  This discrepancy can be explained by looking at which projects can apply for funding. The European Commission (EC) writes:


“The action grant funding of the Daphne III Programme is (...) working to prevent and combat violence against children, young people and women or to protect against such violence or to provide support for victims or to implement targeted actions to promote rejection of such violence or to encourage attitude and behaviour change towards vulnerable groups and victims of violence. “ (European Commission 2007 p.6).
This quote indicates that the EU supports projects against violence with women as beneficiaries, but does not do the same for men. If a project wishes to include men it is required to show that these men are vulnerable, for women it is apparently assumed that they are.  


All these examples illustrate that the EU funds and provides resources to projects which address partner violence as a 'women's problem'. This is also true when the EU has full control over the studies, as is the case with the Eurobarometer and the study conducted by the FRA. Projects and studies which frame partner abuse as a 'human problem' are not or very rarely funded by the EU. An overview of the results about funding can be found in figure 4.16.
Figure 4.16 Funding by Dutch  state and the EU
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Opposition to feminism

The last element which can contribute to the success or failure of  feminist advocacy is the amount of (political) opposition to feminism. This opposition can be divided into at least four 'ideal type' lines of argument. First of all there is opposition due to (financial) restrains. Resources spend on partner abuse cannot be spend on anything else. Especially in times of austerity, as was the case when Blijf was founded, this kind of opposition might be extremely limiting. Because of this it is logically possible that all ideas of a social movement are accepted but that no practical support (like funding) is given. Secondly there are actors who do resist bringing attention to partner abuse, some might for instance wish to preserve the image of the ideal family as a place for love and care. Thirdly it is possible the certain conservative actors do not agree that partner abuse (against women) is problematic. 1% Of people in the EU replied they though domestic violence against women was acceptable in all circumstances (Eurobarometer 2010). Although this view is very rare it could be that some of this opposition is also represented in the political arena. The fourth type of opposition comes from (anti-feminist) actors who challenge the feminist framing of partner abuse as a 'women's problem'. These actors provide an alternative framework of analysis by pointing out that partner abuse does not only consist of MoF violence but also of FoM, MoM and FoF violence. By doing so they directly compete with feminist actors who frame partner abuse as a 'women's problem'. This paper only focuses on the last type of opposition because this group is the most relevant for the three debates between 'feminists' and 'anti-feminists' discussed in this paper. I do so in three different arenas; the Netherlands from 1974 to 1997, between 1997 and 2013 and the EU from 1999 to 2014. The analysis for the EU starts at 1999 because in this year the EU starts to address partner abuse. Before this date little attention is given to this topic.


Between 1974 and 1997 there are only very few actors who use the 'anti-feminist' framework of partner abuse as a 'human problem' in the Netherlands. It is difficult to show this for three reasons. First of all this topic has not been researched yet in the Dutch context. Second many documents from this period in time are not available digitally. For instance it is not possible to download a large quantity of newspaper articles concerning domestic violence. Thirdly examples of an absence are more difficult to give, exactly because what needs to be illustrated is not there. Despite these difficulties there are at least four reasons why it can be argued that the 'human framework' has not been adopted widely in this time period in the Netherlands. First of all there is not a single campaign poster of any organisation which addresses partner violence against men. Second there were no shelters for male victims of partner abuse. In the women’s shelters boys could come with their mothers, as long as they were not considered too old.
  Thirdly not a single scientific study has been conducted about the occurrence of partner abuse which included men before 1997 in the Netherlands. Lastly the Dutch government addressed domestic violence consistently as a 'women's problem'. If the 'human problem' frame was wildly adopted one would have expected to find at least some references to this frame in the political arena as well.


From 1997 onwards the 'human problem' frame gained some support in the Netherlands. The main aim of the study conducted in 1997 was to provide data on the occurrence of domestic violence for the entire Dutch population. Previous research had only included female respondents (Römkens & Romeny 1989). The fact that male victimisation was no longer considered negligible illustrates were no longer exclusively using the feminist framework. The Dutch government adopted the 'human problem frame' formally in 2002 (Tjen-A-Tak & Van der Broek 2014, Römkens 2010). Also the shelter organisation Blijf, which at this point had become closely aligned to the Dutch state, also applied this gender neutral framework. 
This was not merely a matter of rhetoric; shelters for male victims were also constructed. In 2003 the first men's shelter, Humanity, was founded. It is still operating today, but never received state subsidy (Stichting Humanity 2015). In 2007 the state decided to start experiments with four shelters with ten places each for male victims (Ministerie van Volksgezondheid, Welzijn en Sport 2014). An evaluation (Nanhoe 2011) of these shelters showed that 43% of men were rejected, despite experiences of violence by a person on which they were dependent. This was partly because of insufficient places in the shelters (Nanhoe 2011 p.93).  
Feminist influence 

What can we conclude from all the above information about the influence feminism has had in the Netherlands and on the EU on the issue of partner abuse?  To shed light on this question I below present two tables with an overview of the results (figure 4.17 and 4.18). In the first two columns I show political indicators which can be used to predict or explain political and societal influence. In the last column I present the results, in which I indicate some (but not all) relevant developments concerning partner abuse. 

Figure 4.17 Feminist influence on the European level.
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Figure 4.18 Feminist influence on the Netherlands.
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Between 1974 and 1997 the only available scientific data on partner abuse in the Netherlands included heterosexual female victims. Ten years after the foundation of the first women's shelter there are shelters for female victims of partner abuse in twenty cities, compared to zero for men until 2003. These women's shelters were for a large part funded by the state, already in their first year. In 1983 the state adopted the feminist framing of partner abuse by analysing it as a 'women's problem' which could be explained by looking at the power imbalances between the sexes. This view is shared in 1999 by 58% of the European population. Almost all people living in the EU have heard of domestic violence against women and think this violence is unacceptable in all circumstances. Although this data hints that the feminist movement has been successful it is impossible to quantify exactly how successful feminism has been for two reasons. First of all some data from before the rise of feminism is simply missing. For instance no reliable information is collected about popular attitudes of partner abuse before 1970. Therefore it will always remain unclear how much these attitudes have changed. Secondly, if change is assumed, it is unknown to what extent this is caused by feminists. 

A possible explanation of why it seems that initially feminism has been successful is that there was no significant competition in this time from alternative frameworks. Plenty of actors did not adopt the feminist framing. Many of them thought the problem was exaggerated or argued that the state should not interfere in personal relationships. Although they opposed taking action, these actors seldom tried to challenge to feminist framing of partner abuse. The balance was between passivity and addressing partner violence against women, not between the frame of partner abuse as a women's problem and partner abuse as a human problem. 


Between 1997 and 2014 the Dutch state has moved away from a feminist framing of partner abuse in their official policies and programs. However this did  not lead to a decrease in attention or resources for female victims. As was shown in the media analysis (section 4.1) and studies about attitudes towards domestic violence against women (Eurobarometer 2010) the attitudes in society still align with feminist framing much more. Because popular attitudes and newspaper coverage about partner abuse and the vision portrayed by the state do not align it is very difficult to estimate the amount of influence feminism had on the Netherlands between 1997 and 2014. 

Feminist influence on the European level between 1974 and 1999 did not result in many successes, simply because the topic of partner abuse was hardly addressed on a EU level. The first changes occurred in 1997 when the Daphne project was launched (Welcome Europe 2014). In 1999 the first European conference on domestic violence against women was organised (Elman 2013). Quickly afterwards the EU launched a campaign to bring awareness to MoF partner violence (EuroWRC 2014) and conducted a study about the attitudes towards such violence (Eurobarometer 1999). The Daphne programme is extended (Welcome Europe 2014), in 2010 another study about attitudes towards MoF partner violence was conducted (Eurobarometer 2010) and in 2014 a very large study (n=42.000) about domestic violence against women is conducted (FRA 2014). All of these activities take place within the feminist framework. However the influence of these various programs on European society as a whole might be limited, because the power of the EU vis-a-vis member states, in the field of justice and health care is limited. 
5
Conclusion


There is a schism within the field of partner abuse between 'two camps'. 'Feminists' and 'anti-feminists' disagree about various basic questions on partner abuse such as how to define and measure it, and what causes people to be abusive towards their intimate partner. The level of disagreement is so extreme that it no longer can be considered part of healthy academic inquiry. Accusations are made back and forth and academics from both camps claim that 'the other camp' systematically misrepresents partner abuse (Straus 2006, Dutton 1994, Nowinski & Bowen 2011, Dutton & Nicholls 2005, DeKeseredy 2011, DeKeseredy & Dragiewicz 2007, Felson 2010, Johnson 2011, Kimmel 2002, Römkens 2010).


Most scholars within the 'feminist camp' claim that partner abuse is a way in which the imbalance of power between the sexes is established and maintained (DeKeseredy et al. 1997, Anderson & Umberson 2001, Berns 2004, DeKeseredy 2005, Flood 2005, DeKeseredy 2011, Elman 2013, Jewkes 2002, Walby 1990, Faramarzi et al. 2005, Hunnicutt 2009 , Dobash et al. 1992, Kimmel 2002). They analyse partner violence as male perpetrated violence against women and argue that partner abuse should be considered a 'women's problem' (Johnson 2006, Johnson 2011, DeKeseredy 2011, Kimmel 2002, Römkens 2010). Most scholars from within the 'anti-feminist' camp argue that data show that both men and women become victims and perpetrators of partner violence about equally (Archer 2000, Straus 2006, Straus 2007a, Straus 2009, Dutton 1994, Dutton & Nicholls 2005, Esquivel-Santoveña et al. 2013, Graham-Kevin 2007, Langhinrichsen-Rohling 2005). Also people in homosexual relationships are often violent to their partner (Dutton 1994, Dutton & Nicholls 2005, West 2012). Therefore it seems illogical to look at power imbalances between the genders as an important explanation for partner abuse (Straus 2009, Straus 2007a, Dutton 1994, Dutton & Nicholls 2005). 


I have aimed with this paper to lessening the tension within the field of partner abuse by examining the scientific evidence provided by both camps for three relevant discussions within the field. A reduction of antagonism and disagreement among scholars is not only important for our academic understanding of partner abuse but also has the potential to indirectly enhance the effectiveness of services provided for victims or perpetrators of partner violence. States spend a considerable amount of money to partner abuse. In 2010, for instance, the Dutch state spent 88.6 million Euros on shelters for victims alone (Commissie 'Stelsel Vrouwenopvang' 2010). The sheer frequency with which partner abuse occurs and the severe consequences that result from it make that even small improvements in how society and health services address partner violence might in absolute figures have a large impact.


The first of discussions between 'feminists' and 'anti-feminists' was concerned with the gendered occurrence of partner abuse. From the literature I concluded that, if both sexes are included in the research, studies show that partner violence against both sexes is common. The only large gender gap can be found for sexual violence. This type of violence in intimate relationships is perpetrated mostly by men against women (Kimmel 2002, Straus 2009). The consequences of partner violence are also not similar for both sexes. Women suffer from worse consequences than men do (Straus 2009, Walby & Allen 2004). Nevertheless this does not take away that many male victims also experience severe consequences because of abusive behaviour by their partner. 


Given these data I conclude that speaking of 'gender symmetry' might be misleading because it only concerns the frequency with which any act of partner abuse occurs. 'Feminist' scholars are right to criticise this term and to point out that women, as a group, are worse off when it comes to partner abuse. However the data also reveals that partner violence is far more gender symmetrical than many feminist scholars portray it to be. There are simply too many male victims and too many severe consequences of partner abuse for men to exclude their experiences. Also same-sex partner violence cannot be considered marginal (West 2012).  Framing partner abuse as a 'women's problem' cannot be justified after examining the data. It excludes a significant proportion of victims based on their sex or on whether they are in a homo- or heterosexual relationship. Some feminist scholars (Walby & Allen 2004, Sommers 2011) have included male victimisation within their analysis, however this remains relatively rare. 


Future research conducted about partner violence should investigate the experiences of both sexes, unless there is a good reason not to do so. This not only holds for large quantitative studies but also for qualitative studies. If this inclusion would become standard operating procedure the knowledge on the extent of gender (a)symmetry would expand with every study conducted. This would contribute to the general understanding of the role of gender on partner abuse and also increase knowledge about groups of victims that until now have remained out of the picture by many studies. 


The second debate addressed in this paper was focused on media representations of partner abuse. These representations matter because newspapers influence society but also because they partly reflect attitudes in society (Carlyle et al. 2008, Carlyle et al. 2014, Kozol 1995, Nettleton 2011, Rollè et al. 2014, Consalvo 1998, Berns 2004, Straus 2009, Bullock 2007). Dutch newspapers mostly report on partner violence in a gendered manner and when they do they focus almost exclusively on male-on-female violence. Same-sex violence and female on male violence was only rarely reported on. 


Other studies about media coverage of partner abuse have been focused mostly on the U.S. (Bullock & Cubert 2002, Carlyle et al. 2008, Carlyle et al. 2014, Maxwell et al. 2000, Nettleton 2011, Bullock 2007). The results of this analysis suggest that notable differences exist between newspaper coverage on partner abuse in the Netherlands and in the U.S.. Future research could compare the coverage of partner abuse in various regions of the world. To my knowledge no study written in English has studied coverage in Africa, Asia or South America. About the vast majority of countries no data are available. This is a shame because these data would shed light on to what extent partner abuse is considered an important issue by the newspapers and also because such data, placed in context, might provide information on the relationship between interest groups, the media and society. 


The third debate was concerned with the influence of feminism on Dutch society and the EU. Feminism does not have a monolithic structure, but that does not mean that no generalisable statements about the role of feminism in general can be made. This debate was divided into two questions. First I addressed how feminists have framed partner abuse, secondly I discussed how large the influence of feminism has been. Feminist interest groups, like the European Women's Lobby and the Dutch shelter movement, have consistently framed partner abuse as a 'women's problem'. This is not only true for older documents but was also observed in more recent documents. On several occasions feminist actors have also actively opposed a 'human problem' frame of partner abuse (EWL 1999, Dutch CEDAW network 2009).


It is difficult to establish whether feminism has had 'considerable influence'. For one it is likely that proponents and opponents of feminism would answer this question differently, even if the same data were to be presented to them. I argued that in the Netherlands between 1974 and 1997 various feminist goals have been achieved; women's shelters have been constructed, a significant amount of public funds have been reserved for feminist projects and the general public is aware of domestic violence against women and thinks this violence is always unacceptable. In this time period the Dutch government framed partner abuse as a 'women's problem'. This changed from 1997 to 2014, when several governmental funded studies discovered that men and women were equally likely to be victim of domestic violence. Since then the government used a gender neutral framework and started some projects especially for men. Although the state diverged from the feminist perspective, this did not lead to decreased help for female victims. Funding for women's shelters has increased tremendously in these years (Commissie 'Stelsel Vrouwenopvang' 2009). 


In Europe partner abuse was not (or rarely) addressed between 1974 and 1999, but after this time period the EU adopts the framing of partner abuse as 'women's problem'. The influence of feminism on a European level is mainly limited by the lack of competences of the EU to make general policies about criminal law or health care (EC 2015, Eurlex 2015). Despite this the EU has tried to assert influence by funding various feminist projects, studies and campaigns about partner abuse. In all of these the EU addresses only partner violence of men against women. For instance in one recent European study 42.000 women and zero men were asked about their experiences with domestic violence (FRA 2014).  

Future studies ought to investigate the role feminism plays for shaping attitudes and policies about partner abuse. First of all because this study is conducted in the Dutch context. The influence of feminism might be different in other countries. When more countries are included it becomes possible to investigate which elements influence the role feminism is able to play. This might give political scientists a better understanding of the causes behind the successes and failures of social movements in more general. Also, this study has only been able to include a limited number of organisations. Further investigations about other feminist organisations could enhance the strength of the analysis. 


The direction in which feminism has pushed debates on partner abuse and the amount of influence feminism is able to assert are both important. The currently applied framing of partner abuse as a 'women's problem' makes feminist influence in the political arena problematic. It is important female victims have access to good health care and judicial support. However this service should continue to be extended beyond female victims. Political action should continue to have a gender neutral framing of partner abuse, despite feminist criticism. Partner violence is so prevalent in society that good care should be available to all victims, regardless of sex, gender identity and sexual orientation. 
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�	Of course partner abuse can impact gender equality, for instance because being a victim might reduce chances to preform well enough to achieve a successful career. However to know if and to what extent it does it is required that the effects of partner abuse against both men and women are investigated. 


�	Some studies have focused exclusively on FoM violence, although this is much rarer.


�	 The study  (Van der Veen & Bogaerts 2010 p.82) states that 11% of women have become victim. Given the numbers this can be presumed to be a mistake. In total 422 out of 3309 women indicated to have become victim of partner abuse in the last year.


�	A wide definition of domestic violence was used in this study. The figures includes violence perpetrated by relatives.


�	These results suggest that the sex of the victim and perpetrator were always portrayed in newspaper articles.  


� The dataset as well as a list of the newspaper articles are made available upon request. The availability of both my cases as well as the data allows for various reliability tests and makes it possible for any reader who masters the Dutch language to see how any particular article is coded. 


�Articles which mentioned both incidents and made general statements are counted twice. Other articles used gender neutral framing or did not mention the sex of both victim and perpetrator. 


�	This name translates to something like 'stay away from my body'.


�	This study included abuse by family members and other relatives.


�	   This document was not signed by Blijf who, arguably, can no longer be labelled as a feminist organisation. 


�	It is not the case that power imbalances are the only causal factor feminist research. However it is core to most feminist analyses of partner abuse.


�	With a female assailant 59.3% indicated the act was illegal. For male assailants this figure is 73.3%.


�	With a female assailant 39.9% indicated that the police should be called. For male assailants this figure is 58.9%.


�	With a female assailant 39.9% indicated that a restraining order should be issued. For male assailants this figure is 57.1%.


�	A more literal translation of the title would use the term 'sexual violence', rather than 'gender violence'. I opted for the latter option because that term resonates best with the definition used in the policy document. It includes all acts of violence which are perpetrated because of the gender of the victim. It therefore does not merely refer to 'sexual violence', but encompasses what today is called gender violence. 


�	Again I opted for a less literal translation. The report speaks of 'sexual violence' rather than 'gender violence'. See previous footnote.


� In this study a wide definition of domestic violence was used, including family violence. 


�	For a detailed history on feminist efforts, successes and failures to politicise gender violence (including partner violence) at the international level see (Kelly 2005).


�	These places are not only for male victims of partner abuse but also people who are threatened by their relatives.


�	Other categories include homosexuals, asylum seekers, prostitutes, children and young people, among others. It is possible that some of these projects include men or violent women, even though they are not the specific target audience of any project.


�	Initially boys until the age of 12 were allowed (Tjen-a-Tak & van der Broek 2014).
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