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Abstract

Purpose There is a growing acknowledgement that children are direct victims of domestic violence and abuse, and require
support and protection in their own right. However, professional interventions designed to protect children may unintention-
ally further victimise parents, most often mothers. In response, a number of new interagency approaches have been developed.
Method Updating a previous review by Macvean et al. (Australian Social Work, 71(2), 148-161, 2018), we report the find-
ings of a scoping review of models of interagency working between child protection and either domestic abuse services or
family law services, or all three services, to improve understanding of practices that may facilitate collaboration between
child protection and other agencies in the context of domestic violence and abuse. We also consider the effectiveness of such
approaches in improving the safety of child and adult victims.

Results A systematic search of all sources identified 4103 documents that were screened for inclusion. The outcome of this
screening was the identification of thirteen papers or reports dated between 2018 and 2022 that comprised an evaluation of
six models of interagency interventions. Nine publications originated in Australia, three in the UK and one in the USA. The
most referenced model was Safe & Together, primarily due to the number of publications from the same research team in
Australia. None of the included studies reported the outcomes or impact for children and families.

Conclusions While there are a growing number of promising approaches identified, there is little evidence of effectiveness,
or the views of child and adult family members about the acceptability and utility of such approaches.

Keywords Domestic abuse - Intimate partner violence - Scoping review - Interagency collaboration - Child protection -
Multiagency working

Introduction

Despite the lack of official statistics in many countries
on the prevalence of childhood exposure to domestic vio-
lence and abuse!, there is growing research evidence sug-
gesting that it is a widespread and common phenomenon
(for example, Chan et al., 2021; Kieselbach et al., 2022;
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Mojahed et al., 2021; Skafida et al., 2022). Studies in high-
income contexts estimate that the prevalence of domestic
violence and abuse in childhood is between 20 and 31%
(Loomis et al., 2020; Radford et al., 2011). There is also

evidence that the Covid-19 pandemic has increased the
' In this study “domestic abuse” is defined as a pattern of violence
and abusive or coercive behaviour in a current or former intimate
partnership, used to gain or maintain power and control. It may also
be termed domestic violence or intimate partner violence.
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incidence of domestic violence and abuse for adult and
child victims (Kourti et al., 2023).

There is a growing acknowledgement that children are
direct victims of domestic violence and abuse and require
support and protection in their own right (Callaghan et al.,
2018), with the Domestic Abuse Act 2021 in England and
Wales recognising this distinct status. However, there is
also concern that professional responses aimed at keeping
children safe might also have the unintended consequence
of further victimising parents, most often mothers (Arnull
& Stewart, 2021; Cattagni Kleiner & Romain-Glassey,
2023), through what is termed a ‘failure to protect’ dis-
course (e.g. Buchanan & Moulding, 2021; Friend et al.,
2008; Moulding et al., 2015). Since abusive partners are
less likely to engage with professionals (Heron & Eisma,
2021), social work professionals are often left with only
the non-abusive partner to work with. This can be com-
pounded by professionals’ lack of confidence and skills
to engage with violent men and to hold them accountable
for the risk they pose to their current or former partners
and their children (Devaney, 2014). The default position
for many professionals is to place responsibility for keep-
ing children safe on the children’s mother (Buchanan &
Moulding, 2021; Cattagni Kleiner & Romain-Glassey,
2023).

A range of interagency models and ways of working
have been developed to reduce victim blaming practices
and improve child protection responses for both adult and
child victims of domestic violence and abuse. These mod-
els aim to equip practitioners with the knowledge and skills
to engage with families in ways that are sensitive to the
dynamics of domestic violence and abuse, recognising the
particular importance of keeping children safe. These mod-
els aim to enable whole-family working that recognises the
specific needs of adult and child victims, whilst also holding
accountable individuals who engage in controlling, abusive
and violent behaviour (Stewart & Arnull, 2023).

Previously, Macvean and colleagues (2018) undertook a
scoping review of models of interagency working between
child protection and either domestic abuse services or family
law services, or all three services, to improve understanding
of practices that may facilitate collaboration between child
protection and other agencies in the context of domestic
violence and abuse. Our review seeks to update Macvean
et al. (2018) with the research published from the end of the
period of the first review (April 2015) to July 2022, with a
particular focus on identifying outcomes for adult and child
survivors, and perpetrator engagement.

The original review (Macvean et al., 2018) identified
and described the key features of multi-agency approaches
that were focused on how services could work together
toward improved responses for women and children. These
approaches were characterised by:

@ Springer

— a shared understanding within and between services of
the nature and causes of domestic violence and abuse,
expressed in the overarching aims and goals of the co-
operating organisations. Typically, the models used a
socio-ecological approach to shape interagency collabo-
ration and to inform the design and delivery of services.

— clear leadership to guide interagency working. This could
be delivered through, for example, a shared governing
committee and joint budgets.

— an authorising environment, that included formal man-
agement ‘buy in’ to the model, as well as a supportive
infrastructure, including, for instance, shared funding and
professional development opportunities, joint training,
common procedures, and clear mechanisms for quality
assuring the joint work.

— formal agreements and shared protocols to facilitate
interagency collaboration. This could be supplemented
by the co-location of practitioners or teams, joint train-
ing, and joint working.

— an organisational commitment to information-sharing,
including practical means of sharing of information that
would facilitate joint working between different agencies
with different mandates, such as which family member
they were primarily working with.

In seeking to update and extend the previous review, our
main research question, in keeping with the original review,
is:

1. What processes or practices do child protection services
and specialist domestic violence services or family law
services utilise to improve interagency collaboration in
responses for women and children living with and sepa-
rating from domestic violence and abuse?

In addition, we seek to extend the original review by hav-
ing two supplemental objectives, which seek to identify:

2. The types of interventions and their impact on profes-
sionals’ understanding and responses to women, chil-
dren and men upon disclosure of domestic violence and
abuse, or of disclosure of child maltreatment in the con-
text of domestic violence and abuse; and

3. The evidence of effectiveness in how organisations have
responded to domestic violence and abuse in the context
of child protection.

Method

A scoping review methodology was used to locate and
examine evaluations of collaborative models in which child
protection, domestic abuse services and family law services
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worked together. The aim of a scoping review is to use rigor-
ous and transparent methods to identify studies on specific
topics that little is known about (Arksey & O’Malley, 2005).

Selection Criteria

Studies using any evaluative design were included if: they
were published since May 2015; they were published in Eng-
lish language; they comprised an evaluation of a model in
which child protection services and domestic abuse services,
or child protection services and family law services, or all
three worked together; the focus of the evaluation is on male
violence perpetrated against women; they were reporting
explicitly on the potential benefit of the model for children
aged 0 to 18 years; and they comprised any outcome meas-
ure that reported the impact of interagency work on some
form of child, parent, family, service-provider, or organisa-
tion outcome.

Studies were excluded if: they did not report original find-
ings; they were published before May 2015; they were not
published in the English language; they were an evaluation
of a model that only applies to or involved one service; if
they did not report an evaluation of a model, for example,
a study assessing the interface or extent of collaboration
between sectors, services, or providers, without an iden-
tified arrangement for interagency working; there was no
clear indication of child protection services involvement; the
focus of the literature was on violence perpetrated in same-
sex relationships, trans relationships or female perpetrated
violence; they comprised studies on domestic violence and
abuse where there is no child aged 0 to 18 years in the family
or home; or they comprised studies addressing elder abuse,
carer abuse, sibling abuse, and child to parent violence.

For the purposes of this review a model is any formal
intervention that requires practitioners to follow certain ways
of working that are prescribed, and where an agency would
need to give formal approval to the adoption of that way of
working.

Search Methods
Electronic Database Searches

The following databases were searched from May 2015
to July 2022: PsycINFO via Ovid; MEDLINE® via Ovid;
Embase via Ovid; Cumulative Index to Nursing and Allied
Health Literature (CINAHL) via EBSCOhost; Criminal Jus-
tice Abstracts via Ebsco host; Education Resources Informa-
tion Centre (ERIC) via Ebsco host; Applied Social Sciences
Index and Abstracts (ASSIA) via Proquest; Sociological
Abstracts via Proquest; Social Care Online and Social Work
Abstracts via Proquest. These databases were chosen as they
indexed journals covering key areas of interest to this review.

Search terms were used in Ovid Databases, with adapta-
tions for ProQuest and EBSCO as needed. Searches were
downloaded in July and August 2021 and updated in July
2022,

Searching Other Sources

In addition, published sources of literature were sought
from the following online sites: the New Zealand Family
Violence Clearing House; the National Clearinghouse on
Family Violence; the Centre for Research and Education on
Violence Against Women and Children: Australia’s National
research Organisation for Women’s Safety (ANROWS);
Australian Institute of Family Studies - Child Family Com-
munity Australia; the Child Protection Research Centre; and
the National Child Traumatic Stress Network. References
and citations in relevant literature according to the search
criteria were screened for documents that may have identi-
fied further model details and findings.

Data Collection and Analysis
Selection of Studies

All results from electronic database searches were exported
to the bibliographic software programme Endnote and then
to Covidence (a systematic review management tool). Dupli-
cates were removed. An initial 20% of titles and abstracts
were screened independently by researchers. Disagreements
were few and were resolved following a discussion of selec-
tion criteria that enabled the team to agree on final decisions.
Once the team were comfortable with the operationalisation
of our selection and exclusion criteria, the remaining 80% of
titles and abstracts were screened by three members of the
team (HH, KB and JA) with a sample of both included and
excluded literature randomly reviewed by a separate team
member (JD).

Data Extraction, Analysis, and Synthesis

Full texts of results were read by three researchers (HH,
KB and LB). A proforma was used for consistency in data
extraction. This then allowed the research team to synthesise
the findings from across the included literature.
Findings

Search Results

A systematic search of all sources identified 4103 docu-

ments that were screened for inclusion. The outcome of this
screening was the identification of thirteen papers or reports

@ Springer
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Fig.1 PRISMA diagram of included studies. Exclusion Criteria:
Reason 1: Published before May 2015.. Reason 2: Not published
in English language.Reason 3: An evaluation of a model that only
applies to or involves one service. Reason 4: Does not report an
evaluation of a model, for example, a study assessing the interface
or extent of collaboration between sectors, services, or providers,
without an identified arrangement for interagency working, would
be excluded. Reason 5: Models will be excluded if there was no clear

dated between 2018 and 2022 that comprised an evaluation
of six models of interagency interventions. Of these, nine
publications originated in Australia, three in the UK and one
in the USA (Fig. 1).

Of the included work (Table 1), eight were qualitative
studies, and five used a mixed methods approach. Quali-
tative and mixed methods studies made use of interviews,
focus groups, ethnographic data — mostly from observation
of “Communities of Practice”, case file analysis, analysis of
administrative data, and questionnaires, as data collection
methods. No formal and structured assessment of perpetrator
behaviour change was undertaken.

Key Themes

This scoping review aimed to refresh the Macvean et al.
(2018) study and to highlight any new research findings
that explicitly addressed the impact of the models identified.
Findings, therefore, describe the types of interventions and
their impact on professionals’ responses, summarise findings

@ Springer

Identification of via and reg S [ Identification of studies via other methods }
—
s
s . - Record_s rfemoved before Records identified from:
& Records identified from screening: Websites (n = 17)
s databases (n = 10) Duplicate records removed
S (n = 4180)
3
__ l
Records screened »| Records excluded
(n=4103) (n =4014)
Reports sought for retrieval Reports excluded/not retrieved Reports sought for retrieval | Reports not retrieved
2 (n=289) (n=70) (n=17) 7| (n=0)
=
3
o
: I !
2]
Reports assessed for eligibility Reports assessed for eligibility N
(n=19) ’ (n=17) i
Reports excluded: Reports excluded:
Reason 4 (n = 6) Reason 4 (n =17)
v
3 Studies included in review
z| | 0=9)
S Reports of included studies
= (n=13)
S

indication of child protection services involvement. Reason 6: The

focus of the review is on violence perpetrated in same sex relation-

ships, trans relationships or female perpetrated violence. Reason 7:
Studies on domestic abuse where there is no child aged 0 to 18 years
in the family or home. Reason 8: Studies addressing elder abuse,
carer abuse, sibling abuse, violence outside the domestic abuse con-
text, and adolescent violence towards parents

on the effectiveness of the models, and particularly highlight
reported impacts for adult and child victims.

Models of Intervention Evaluated in the Reviewed
Studies

In relation to our first research question, the reviewed lit-
erature described several innovative collaborations between
child protection services and specialist domestic violence
and abuse and/or family law services. The most referenced
model was Safe & Together (https://safeandtogetherinstitute.
com/). The Safe & Together model is defined as an approach
to domestic violence and abuse practice “that provides guid-
ance for statutory CP [child protection] intervention as well
as guidance for other services that not only engage with
perpetrators as parents but offer multi-dimensional services
to the whole family — perpetrator, adult and child victims/
survivors” (Healey et al., 2018). The Safe & Together model
centres its practice around a shift of practitioners’ language
towards a more compassionate conceptualisation of the role
of the non-abusive parent and increased accountability for


https://safeandtogetherinstitute.com/
https://safeandtogetherinstitute.com/

Journal of Family Violence

*SUIpI093I 958D 9AT)

-sSneyx? wolj Aeme Juraouw Jo SYSLI Jnoqe

SUIdOUO0D pue Apjuapyuod Suronoerd

Jo Arxordwos oy Jo asnesoq poydosoe

AT1pEaI SSIT 91oM SSUIPIODDI ASED JO

sAem mau pue SUIMITAIUI [BUOT)BATIOIA

‘salfiwrey

pUE UQIP[IYO 0} AOTAISS JIoy) pasoxduur

pUE SONJeA YIOM [BIO0S U)IM QUI] Ul

‘snoagejueApe st uorsiaradns dnoi3

pue Surpom wed) Areur[diosip-nnyA -
"A[IJIMS S)[NSaI SIS 10
K)N[IQBAISSQO pUR SBIPT MU Jo Sunofid
1o Ayiqerern cuonjejuawerdwir jo Kyrord
-wis Jo Ayrxodwoo saonoeid pue sanfea
Sunsixo yym Apiquedwoos oonoeid
JUQLIND JOAO 9SBJUBAPE ATIE[AT 1S9IN
-qI1)e UOIBAOUUT [ET)UDSS DAY SAUYIP

K109y) (JOQ) SuoneAouul Jo UOISNI(T -

‘uonjejuewerdwr 0] SIOLLIRq pUL
SIO[QBUQ A} PAYNUIPI SISA[EUR ONeWaY ],

"SID[IOM Y(J pue SIDIOM

[I[eoY [EIUSW ‘SIOYIOM OSNSTU AOUE)S

-qns ‘SIONIOM [RID0S SUIPN[OUI ‘JJeIs
SurprenSojes SUITIUOIJ T YIIM SMITAIU]

‘Swed)
Surpren3ojes s, uaIp[ryo Areurjdiosip
-H[OW MU UIYIIm gels £q padofoaap
pue pardope SI SAJIAISS S UIP[IYD
ur uoneAouur Moy 210[dxe oJ, :wry
(dioy Apres) weoy Jurpren3ofes
S, uaIp[1yd Areur[drostp-nniA :[OPON N

"621-021 “(D)9T ‘249D
PaI0432)uf O [PUINOL “SIDTAIIS S UIP

-Tyo ur Sunytom Areurdrosip-nnuw pue
K100y worsnyr( “(8107) Te 30 Yooisog

s3urpuy Aoy

POyIRIN

ApmS Jo WITy pue [9pojA  ApmiS Jo Anuno))

Apmgs

sa1pms papnpou] | ajqey

pringer

As



Journal of Family Violence

"paSuayreyd sem
SUONIESIULSIO JUIDYIP JO SUOTIUSAIIUL
QU3 ySnoay sIoyjow Jo asnqe AIepuodas
OTBWA)SAS o) PUEB PAJBUTWN[[T SBM 9JUS]
-01A jJo Joyenadiod o[qIsTAuI-u9)jo yJ, -
‘AAd PuUe asn 2oue)sqQns ‘YI[eay [BIUW
U09M]2q SUOTIOISINUI oY) JO sTuIpue)s
-I3pun padueNU JIOW UI PAY[NSAI SIY], -
utod oejuea
JUQIOYIP © WOIJ WISAS 9ITAIS [RIO0S
pue [e39] oY) PUE SIOSN ITAIIS “IOM
IIoy) Jnoqe YuIy} o3 s1ouonnoeid pajqeus
sased xo[dwoo jo uone3orrour y3nory)
uononpoid 93 pa[mouy| paugIsap-0d pue
SuruIe] 9ANIRIOQR[[0D UO SNO0J Ten(] -

"paySIY3IY

are ylom x9[dwos 110ddns 01 samposoid

Kyo7es JuSTOYINSUI puUE ‘UoIsIAIRdNS [RUOTS

-sojo1d pojIuI[ ‘SQINONIS QOUBUIIAOT

9renbapeur ‘sjuowouelre Jurpuny pue
Korrod juaroygnsur jo seouanbasuo)) -

*soonoeld [euonmnsul snoIa3uep Yim
PIJBIOOSSE AIIM SAINIONIIS OUBUIIAOL) -

“a3ueypd jo o[qeded se way)

SJONIISUOD PUR D[qeIunodse siojenadiad

SPIOY] ‘9ouR)SISal Iy} sInouoy ‘Ajayes

JOATAINS sajowoId Jey) Wwo)sAs 90IAIOS
pue [e39] & saxmnbar ssouym urreaq -

‘soonoeld pue seouarradxa Jur

-IoUJe} JNOQe SUOT)BSIOAUOD UT FuIde3ud
popnjout seonoeld Surdiows RY)Q -

uowdo

-[oA9p parrodar A[uowrurod jsowr ) sem

sosodind JuawIssasse YSLI J0J 9OUI[OIA
JNOQe SUOISSNISIP Ul s1ayjej SurSesuy -
-oonoeld pue Aorjod ur JuowoFeFuo
I19y) SUNUALIO JIALIP [BIONID © ST PUE SO
-uaSe SSOIOB pue UIYIIM SISIIP AN[IQISIA
*soouaLIadxa S, UQIp[IYo
pue s, uswom 9zruni39[ Aorqnd asore
sonrunyroddo ‘uowr Ju9aoOIA A[[ROnISSWOp
Teay pue 99s 0} 950y srouonnoeld uoym -

‘uoIssnosIp ased pue sdnoid sonoerd
Ayrunurwod XIs Jo sorIas e ur jedronred
pue Sururen 9AT9021 0} SYJUOW [BIIAJS
JOAO A[Ie[n3aI Suneow eIfensny ur
SJE}S JUQIQHJIP 92IY) SSOIOE SUOTES

-1UBSIO JUQIOYIP WOIJ sIuonnoeld 129S
“(Apmis XDVIS

I0S1e] 0} POYUI]) YOTEaSAI PI[-010BI]

*(300l01g Se0mORI S[qISIAUT Y}
ur) $9Je)s UBI[RI)SNY INOJ SSOIOR SUOT)
-eZ[ue3I10 JO A3URI B WIOI) SIOPLI| WEd)
puUE SISYIOM QUI[JUOIJ 77 WOIJ SIreu
-uonsanb 03 sasuodsar papus-pauado
WOIJ PAALISP 2Tk J[ONIe SIY) WOl Bl
‘Apnys
JIOpIM ) UI SPOYIAW JO 9FUBI B PIA[OAU]

{ K3rxardwod Jo sonsst are a1t}
Q1oyM 2o13081d JOYIOM WIOUT [OPOIAL
129S 2} S0P sAem JeUM U] €;109SIUL
OV pue HIN ‘Ad( 2I0UMm SUATAUL
0} suonesIuesIo J1oy) pue SIOYIoM
10} pa1mnbai a1e sjuowaSuRLIE 9AT)
-BIOQE[[0O [BWLIOJ JBYM "7 S100J AJ
oy Suturejurews a[IyM AJJ pue OV
‘HIA Jo suonoasiaur oy} Jo Ajrxo[dwod
9Y) oFeURW pUE SSISSE JUIWITRUB
950 Jo 1ed se ‘s1oyIom Op MOH'|
swry
1913930, 29 9JeS ([OPON

"90UQJOIA 3sN oYM SIdYIR] (IIm Jur

-UOAIUI SIONIOM UI[JUOI] JO sonoeld

Q) ‘SUrenSuOd JO ‘0] SAINQLNUOD Jey)
JX2JUO0D [BUONBZIUBSIO 9Y) $AIRSNISIAUT I|

"Q0UD[OIA 3S[) OYAA SIdYIe]

A\ Surdelug 30901 seonoeid 2[qr
-SIAU] 9y ], wodj ejep syrodar oponte sy,

‘swrer3oxd yrom

-dnoi3 jo Ajoyes aAmie[aI 9y) ApISINO

v Jo s1o0yenadiod 99s oym SIoIOM JO
soonoead ay) a10[dx0 0) pauIIso(] (WY
199[01d s019RI] J[qQISIAU] :[9POIA

BI[RIISNY

eIensSny

*o3papnoy “(67H-81+ 'dd)

YoUD3SIY 2913904 YLOM [D120S fO yoOq
-pUpE] 28pajInoy Y U] "BUAIE dOUIOTA
A[Turey pue o13sowop ) ur a3ueyo
oonoed pue yoreasar 9ALIp 03 2onoe1d
Jo sonrunwwod Surdojers(] :yoIeasal

p[-o0m9e1d "(0Z0T) 'T¢ 10 APd-PIesdH

78€-69¢
“(©)¥€ ‘p1ffy "[O1UOD puB 9OUI[OIA SN

OUM UQW IIM SUOTUSAI] :saonoeld
SIqISIAU] “(6107) 'T? 10 (19 -PIeMIH

s3urpuy Aoy

pPOyIPIN

Apmg jo wry pue [5pojy

Apms jo Anuno)

Apmgs

(ponunuoo) | sjqey

pringer

AQs



Journal of Family Violence

-9o10e1d 2AneIO0qE[[0d JO Juswdo[orsp
Q) ur panfea A[y31y sem UOTBIO[-0D)
"S901AIAS (Y(T 181

-[e10ads) 0] paIIdJaI Ie UONEeSTISOAUT I0]
PIOYSAIY} JD Y} YOBAI JOU Op OYM UIP
-[1Y0 1By} $AINSUQ Asuodsal [eNUAIYIP Y
uoprour AAd

® 0) puodsar 0) parmbar uonuoAIANUI JO
2d£) oy ssasse 03 s1ouonnoed IsIsse
S[00} JUSWIASBUBW PUE JUIUSSISSE JSTY
-asuodsar A oy Suraoxdwir Jo SwLI) Ul
UOIOB 9AT)BIOQE[[0 10] 10}08) [euonelddo
Teonto e papraoid Surreys uoneWIOJU]
*90UQJOIA SN oYM SIdYIe]

10J 9[qe[IeAR 9q 0) Paau ‘sasuodsar aonsnl
[TATO PUE [BUTWLID PUOKI] ‘SOITAIOS

*9Ied QWIOY-JO-1NO JNOQE
Sunyew-uorsoap ut 10joej Arewnid e jou
ST A SuBQUI SIYL, "AJ( UMM SUTAT[ Jou
/SUIAI] URIP[IYD UIMIOq UOTIBIIUSIDIP
JO YO’ ® JO Blep dATIRNSIUTWIPE PIsA[eur
9} Ul A4d payhuapiun jo 10[ & ST 3Iay ],
‘Ael1Ie 90IAIOS

pue ‘uotstaoxd ao1a19s ‘Sutuue[d 901AISS
‘W)SAS 9I1AIIS ) 0Jul AU papnjout
suonerado pue Juswadeuey SuLIOJIUOW
Ayrenb pue ‘suonjerado pue juowoSeuew
90UBUISA0S :SUDIOM 9ATIBIOQR[[0D 10]
paynuapI a1om sanIfIqissod pue swa[qold
L®S

Jo uonejuaw[dwr pue juswdo[oaap

a1 110ddns o3 paxmbar st y10m Ko1[04
“paxmbar st (Jopour

93ueyo 2onoeid 1298 01 [eNUAD) SUTYOROD
Iouonnoeld ayenbapeur s1 ouofe Suuren
‘sdrysuoryeror

Teuosiod Jernonaed uey) a1ow uo J[Ing sI
UONEIOQR[[0J TRy} SAINSUD SIJIAIIS ISI[RIO
-ads AJQ pue D uoom)oq UoneIOqR[[0d
10} JUSWUOIIAUS Surstioyine ue apraoid
JeY) SJUSWASULBLIE QOUBUIIAOS POSI[EWIOf

*SJUAWINJOP 91
-oe1d 10 Ao110d JO SISATRUR {UOTIBAIISQO
1O UOIBISAI UOTIOE ‘BJep UONBN[BAD
3umnsIX9 JO SISATeuUR AIBPUOIIS {SMITA
-Iour :papnjout yorordde poyow-nini
‘e[ AJrurey 9[qrs
-s0d TOAQIOUM ‘pUB ‘SIOTAIOS QOUI[OIA
A[rurey pue onsawop Isierdads gD Jur
-AJOAUL 9ATIRTIUT QANBIOQR[[0D dAT)ISOd
UALIND & PIJBITISIAUL SWEI) YOIBISAI
paseq-ajeIs 9AY 3y} Jo yoeyg
‘(erRNSNY
UIQISOA\ PUR ‘BLIOIOIA ‘BI[eNSNY YINOS
‘pue[suan) ‘safeA\ YINOS MAN])
SIS ¢ papnpour 309foxd Apmys ased oy,

*SUWIO)SAS 9OUD[OIA J1ISAWOP
pue ‘me[ A[Twey ‘qD JO 20eLIoUI )
je syuowdA0IdwT ATOAT[OP 9OTAISS pue
‘sw)sAs ‘Aorjod J10J SUOEPUIWOIAT
op1aoid (9'A A ST 21911 210y 2o10e1d
dD A101nje)s Juarmd ur swopqord pue
syISuans oy} Aeurwnifr o) poyjow ur
-pea1 ased 129S ayi Ajdde (g payrodax
JOU ST AJ(J 9I0UM SOSED WOIJ IOPIP
9saY) Moy pue AJd Yim SUIAI] uaip
-[TYo J19Y) pue uawoMm Jo dnois 9SIOAIp
& 10J sAemyyed 901AI9S [RNUAISYIP AU}
puEISIOpUN 0) SWAISAS D) 9Jels Wolj
BIep JUSIIND 9Sn (' SunjIom dATIEIOqE]
-109 J0J s10joe} Sune)I[Ioe] pue SIOLLIEq
a3 Jo SurpuejsIopun YoLI B AJepIon[d
0} BIfENSNY JO SOJE)S JUSISIP UT SOT
-pn)s ased QAL SSOIOE UOTBIOE[[0D JOJ
BLIOILID pagnuapt oy} A[dde (¢ "sao1AIas
M| K[rurey pue ‘AJ( ‘dO Yt Sunjiom
ur 9)eI0qE[[0d 0} PaIInbal sjuawale oY)
AJ1U9pI 0} 2OUAPIAD ) ASISAYIUAS (7
"AAQ pue ‘mef A[urey ‘q)
JO Sp[oy 9y} ul SUD{I0M 9ATIBIOQE[[0D 0}
og10ads 90UaPIAd ) JO mataar Surdoos
e op1aoid (] :suwre Yoreasay] (SoJIAIdS
AAQ 1s1[edads pue g0 uo snooy
oy10ads B 1M WOISAS UOTIUSAIOIUT
PoIRIZOUI UB UT QOUIOIA A[TWE] pue
onsowop ‘woij Suneredas pue ‘Ym
SurA1] uLIp[IYO pue uSWoM Jo Fureq
-[[om pue Kjoyes oy J0j J1oddns woIsAs
Qo1A19s dreridordde pue skemyjed
[eNUSIIYIP JBI[IOL] 1Y) SJUSWS[D Y}
QIe Jey A\ (uONSanb yoreasar Juryoreron
1019307, 2 9Jes :[PPON

BIRNSNY

"SMOUNY

:KoupAkg “120[04d VIDILVd 241-220f
-A2JU] 20U]O1A KJIUD,] pup D1ISAUIO
1S1ID102dS puv g, ay1 SS0L0Y YLOM
241D10qD]]0)) 12013004 KUY -42JU]

241ID.10GD]]10)) OJU] Y2UDISIY pun SKDM

“YLVd "(L107) AS[eaH pue skauydwny

s3urpuy Aoy

POyIRIN

Apmi§ Jo WITy pue [9poj  ApmiS Jo Anuno))

Apmgs

(ponunuoo) | sjqey

pringer

As



Journal of Family Violence

*SUIQ)SAS
pue sdiysuone[ar 9A1)99JJ9 Jo Juswdo
-[oA9p pajroddns [opow 95eLn ay) Jo
uonerado pue 90URUIIAOS J0J SAIN)ONNS
"UOTIEIOGR[[0D 03 [EONILID T8 JUSWI
-UOITAUQ Surstioyine ue pue diysiopeo -
‘Surreys
uonewioyur pue Sunyiom drysroured
Surpre3al punoj 21om sanssI Jo Joquinu y -
‘uonesiuesIo 10}
098 AJIUNWIWIOD € 0JUT A[Ied PAJIGAIP 9q
Ued pIoYsaIY) UONeSNSIAUL 4D Y} Joou
JOU Op oYM SQI[IUIE] JIAY} PUB UIP[IYD
JUOWISSIsSe YSII Aouade-nnwi y3noIyJ, -
“JUQWISSISSE YSLI
PIWLIOJUI UO Paseq AJ M SulAl] uaIp
-[1yo 10§ sAemiied [e1I0JoI POJBNUISYIP
JoJ uonepunoy Y apraoid 0) pasu suon
-BSTULSIO UaM]aq SUOTIBIOQR[[0d SuonS -

“Kyrxordwod
aseo pue ‘Suruued 9sed ‘SUreW-UOISIOIP
IsBO ‘qUowssasse S A Jo Afenb
9y} JnOge PISTET 9JoM SUIIOUOD SNOLIG -
“uaIpyryo
uo joedur 1ay) pue sanroededs aanovjoid
SIOATAINS J[NPE JO UOIROYNIUIPI Juruor)
-ouny AIurej pue ua1p[ryo uo joedur sj1
pue 9[o1 Sunuared IoY) JO SJUSWSSISSE
‘Ad 9sn oym SIdYIR) YIIM Juowede3u
dD :oao1dwir 0 paau & sayedIpul SISA[RUY -
*90130BId JO WNNUNIUO)) PIWLIOJUT
-V JO pu 19mo[ oy} Je si1s aonoerd 4D
PAUAWNOOP Jey) PALDIPUI SUIPEII-ISEY) -
"UOTIEIOQR[[00 WA)SAS-SSOIO
pue ‘Suruuerd aseo xo[dwoo ‘Funyewr
-UOISIO9P SO ‘JUSWISSISSE YSLI UL SO
-uojodwod Furaoxdwr 10§ I9[qRUL Jue)
-1odwr ue st 3urpear ased jo ssaooxd YT, -

"eJep dAnENSIUTWpe Jo sIsA[eue pue aSe

-11} 9} JO SUOIIBAISqO ‘sIoSuew Iy}

pue sjuedronted ym (g=u) SMIAAIUI
paImonns nuas :(auanoqaN) 1oofoxd
a3er1], AouaSy-nnyA 2y3 jJo Apnis ase))

*(S9O1A TS

AAQ 1s11e100ds pue gD ur sroeurw Aq
P10919s) ssadoxd ayy ur speuorssajord
posuaLIadxo ()¢ pepn[oul ‘suonesIuesIo

dD S UuI S ased O JO SIs[euy

-asuodsar
K101n38)S © WOIJ AT UIP[IYD SIIAIP
yey)) osuodsal [enuaIalIp € Jo juowdo
-[9A9P 9} UO UOT)BIOQE[[0D DATIOIYD JO
joedwr oy pue Sy YIIm SUIAL] sIoyjej
pue ‘S1oyIow ‘uaIp[Iyo 03 Surpuodsar ur
sdiyszouyred Aouagerajur 9ARIOqR[[0D
Jo 2oueyrodwr oy YSIYSIIY OF, ‘WY
a3er1], Kouady-nNIA [OPOIN

"AdQ Wi SUTAT] USIP[IYO
are a1oy) 21oym Juryiom pajeonsiydos
pue 9A1)0JJe 210w 110ddns 03 [OpUBIA

piae Aq padojeaap (003 © ‘Surpear

9sBd JO 9[01 Ay sa10[dxa S[onIe SIY [,

"9 95D Y] UT PAUW

-noop se ‘aanoadsiadpauriojur-A

woiy 2onoe1d aseos jo Ajrenb oy ssosse

0] pue Sa[lJ 98D J0) Ul PayNUAPI SI
AAQ UYoTYM 03 JU)XA ) SSISSE O, (WY
10419307, 2 9yeS :[PPON

eIfRISNY

BIRNSNY

YL1-291 “(D1L
YAOM [P120S UDIIDAISNY “UOTIRIOQR[[0D

KouaZe-ninw y3noiy) asuodsal [e1juI)

-JIP V :90UQ[OTA OT)SWOP YIIM SUTAT]
uaIpIyD *(48107) ‘e 10 skoryduny

‘16¢-LLT

“(€)IL “MOM 11208 uvIsNy "uon

-59301d PIIYO pUE 9JUS[OIA JT)SAWOP UL

uonuaAIdjul Jururer; pue aonoeld e se
Surpear ase)) "(e81(7) Te 10 skerydwny

s3urpuy Aoy

pPOyIPIN

ApmiS Jo WITy pue [9pOJA  ApmiS Jo Anuno))

Apmgs

(ponunuoo) | sjqey

pringer

AQs



Journal of Family Violence

‘drysuonjear A[ruuej-19yIom A9y 9ATIOQLS
ue 3urdojoaap ur s10joe} KoY aIe Isny

pue 103dsar ‘Kyfiqerfar ‘Kjenuapyuo)) -

110ddns Surareoar sorfruuey

‘10J [0IIUOD JO ASUAS B FULIA)SOJ PUE ‘JO
juowoFesud Sunioddns 1oy jueroduwr
SI SQI[IWE]J JO SPAdU Y} 0} AISAI[OP

QOIAIAS PO[-IIom Ay Jo AN[IQIXaY -

‘Sureq[om [euonoOW

PUe [I[eay pIryo uo sao1a1as djoy Afres
v woij 1oeduwr aanisod e pue djoy
AJIea 10J paau paaradrad e yjoq pajrodar

S19p1A0Id 9JIAISS pUE SIYIOW ‘UIP[IYD) -

"V YA SUIAI] SIOATAINS/SWIOIA
JINpE pue UAIP[IYO JOJ UONUIAINUIL A[Ied
JO SSOUOATIORYJ AU} UO 90UAPIAD JoyJes

0] Yse) SuISuQ[[eyd AI9A B 9q UBD ] -

‘yoeoidde

QATIURARId QI0W pUER UOTIUAIUI A[T8
ue 0) Y spiemo) asuodsar pasnooj-sIstio
PUE QAT}ORAI B WOIJ 9AOW 0) paInbax

are 9onoed ur SIIYS [RIN[ND [erjURISqNG -

SMOUNV
:KoupAS "(0z0z/e “@onoead pue Korjod o3

[0Ieas9y]) SUONIIIP dIning pue sFurpuy

Koy :(uaIp[Iy) 10y XDVLS) ULIPIIY)
10§ x3rxordwo)) SurssaIppy 1oyje3og, 2
9JeS "(0Z07) A19JBS S.USWOA O] uones

-1ueSIQ YoIedsay [BUONEN S BI[RIISNY 1995
"9AOQR SY

"SOW00INO JIX9 /ANUS pue BIep [e1IJol
sn[d ‘sdnoiS snooj pue SMOIAIUI BIA
(s10p1A01d 9OTAIOS “ULIPIIYD ‘SISYIOUN)
sjuedronred g¢ woij parayies sem ele(
"V YA SUIAL] UIP[IYD JOJ AOTAIIS
djey A1res mau e Jo uonen[eAS UR WOIJ
paioyyes eyep aanejenb jo uone3nsaaug

‘su31sop dnoi3 uostredwod
jusreamba-uou pue sosAeue jsodyaid
‘sonATeue aandrrosap :Surpnjout porjdde
a1om sayoeoidde [eonAeue jo AjorreA v
‘pojuswaduur Aoanoeord usaq pey
[OPOIAl 129'S 9U} I9UM BOIR UR UT D)
woij eiep aanenuenb paroidxe g Apms
‘[9POIAL 129S 23 Jo uonejuawd[dur
9 uo seanodadsiad reuonmnoeld jo Sur

-puejsiopun 12dadp pa[qeud sisA[eue A1e

-puooag "saanodadsiad pue spasu s uaIp
-[1yo uo sndoj & Y jford xHVIS
QU Ul pajod[[0d BIep pasA[eue-al | ApmS

VA YIm Sural] uaIpyryo Surprend
-9Jes 10} uonuaAIUI A[res Jo doy Afres
UT 9AT)ORJJO ST JeUM pUB)SIOpUN O, :WITY
19139307, 19JeS [9POIA
(0SSD)
anua)) 901A10S K)9yes Py [ern ay)
Je soWooINo $s50I1d D Uo 129S Jo
Aypigerreae oy jo syoedwr A[1e9 oy
Jo stsATeue A10jeI10[dX9 UR JONPUOD O}
INq ‘JOSI 1,29S JO SSQUSAIIOIYD ) )k
-n[eAd 0) ApM3s SIY) JO WIE dY) JOU SeM J]
‘swo[qoid HIA Jo/pue asn (qOV)
S3nJp JAYI0 puE [OYOI[E JO SANSSI
euared pue (A () 90USOIA AUy
PUE O1)SOWOP M SUIAT] SOI[TWe] pue
UQIP[IYO JOJ SAW0INO I2332q 0) SUIpes]
ST *A[TeonsIjoy pajuawra[dur ST 3T A1y M
‘IOPOIAL L29S Y3 1By} 20UapIA9 Jul
-SIowo sem 210y) I9yIoYM pJeINsaAuL
TRy} SIIPNIS 0m1 PIAJOAUT (0Z-610T)
109foxd wRIP[IYD 10§ XJVIS QYL Wy
10419307, 2 9yeS :[PPON

"6TI-Y11 (D€ ‘M2149Y 25nqy ppyD
"90US[OTA O1SAWO(] J0J SowweISoIq

uonuaAlu] Ajreq pesed-Aunwwo))
Jo soouarIadxF S,UIp[IYD pue SIOYION
N ¢Sd1oH 1eyM “(1200) T8 10 ALDON

"SMOUNY :AupAS “(0z/z2
Q10dau youvasay]) (uaappy) 10f XOVIS)
uapy) 1of xnxajduio) 3uissaippy

elrensny  4ay12397 ¥ afvs “(0707) ‘Te 10 skerydwny

s3urpuy Aoy

pPOyIRIN

ApmiS Jo WITy pue [9pOoJA  ApmiS Jo Anuno)) Apmgs

(ponunuoo) | sjqey

pringer

As



Journal of Family Violence

"V Surousradx? uaIp[yod pue
USUWIOM JO SPaaul K1JeS J3oW 0) QA[OAD
A[[eon1Id 03 9[qe SI Jey) [9pOwW dIWeUAD
€ SureaId ur 9[o1 Aoy & sey yIom [BI00S -
UIAADD 241 jo
SO[OIID I9JNO PUB JSUUI UIYIIM UOTIRISIUL
Surseow 10 pado[oAap sem [opoul Y -
‘SIIOM QUI[-1U0I] JsSuoure
JUSPIAQ Jsow 1M sdrysuonear [ewojur
Uo ddueI[aI B pue Surpuejsiopun ur sder) -
'SI0309S dD) Pue AJ(J U9am1aq
SUOISUD) PJEaId sajepuewl SULIQYI(T -
‘uoneIoqe|
-[09 ySnoIy} J[Inq I1SNI) YIIm [9pout oy}
Jo uonerado ay) ur JuUopIAd sem ssaISoid -

"V woij pareredas pue yiim SUIAL]
UQIP[IYO PUB USWOM JO SUIaq[[om pue
Kyoyes oy 310ddns jey) sesuodsar 901A

-19S 9AT)OJJO PAJRII[IOR] JeyM USI[qe)sd
O URIP[IYD PUL UAWOM JO A)oJes )
Suroueyua ‘aonoeid aaoxdwr 0) s1oxIOM

"881-GLT “(DIL

YLOM D120 UDIIDLISNY] "IOUS[OTA

onsawop pue uonoold prryo ur Jur
-y1om Aouagero] (8107) ‘T8 10 A1eaT.0

s3urpuy Aoy

"A[Teoryewoy) pasATeur Sem SMIIAIIUT [B100S JSISSE ABW PUE ‘UOTIBIOQR[[0D
PAINIONIS-TWAS WOIJ BIep dANEII[ENn() yoeoldde sa01A10s (T puUR sapouade
'SQOIAIRS 201sn( pue ‘(Jrey Isowle) 4D dD MOY pue)sIapun 19339q 0], {WIy
‘Y Surpnpour ‘serouagde jo a3uel e (JIAQDD) 9suodsay porer3aug
wolj sreuolssajoid ¢ pepnpout sjdureg Q0UQ[OIA ONSAWO(] ISBOD) P[OD) :[PPOIN BI[RNSNY
POYIOIN ApmiS Jo WITy pue [9pOJA  ApmiS Jo Anuno))

Apmgs

(ponunuoo) | sjqey

pringer

AQs



Journal of Family Violence

‘T1om Iom soyoroidde
9ATIEIO0ISOI SULYew 0} AIessa0au [[e oIe
‘v SurApropun senienbaur romod pue
[eamiongs 2y yordun 03 Suruuidaq ‘pue

SOOIAISS (T 2AaneIuaAaid jo uorsiaoxd

‘sarprwey 1oy 1oddns ‘sorjruuej yym uon
-eredad pue juswage3us aATSUAXY -

"UQIP[IYO PUB USWIOM JOJ SUIIOUOD

K)ayes Furpunoi3aI0) AIYM JOUI[OIA
20Npal 0] A[OAIIRI0)SAI Pasn 2q UeI SO -

-a3e1s

A[1e9 UR Je UOISSNISIP JATRIOISI Ul SIO)

-enjodiad pue syromiou Jeursyed ae3uo

0} JI0JJ9 19115 pUE ‘SOAI[ S,ULIPIIYD UI

s1orenadiad jo juswaajoaur 3uro3-uo
9y} JNOQE PIPIAU ST WSI[LI IR -

‘poSesuo oq

01 AYSLI 00) 2Je UaU JUS[OIA pue Jjeredos

SN SIITUIE] QUIWLINAP YOTYM sasuodsar

*9'T $9013081d YI0oM [BI00S QUNNOI Aq
PIOLNSAI ST JUSWAAJOAUT Jojenadiod -

-9oed Sunyey

SO0 9ANEIoISaI SjuaAdld sIy, wirey Jo§

Ayqiqisuodsar oe) 03 SSQUSUI[IM 1Y)

ST $§50001d 9ATIEIO0}SAT © U JUSTUSAJOAUT
s, Jojenadiad y( © 10j uonipuoo-axd vy -

SO0, 2A1BI0ISAI JO uonejuawadur

0) 10381591 [nj1omod e opraoxd suroIsAs
dD 9SIOAPE-YSLI ‘OLIUI-IYIOW JUSAd -

"UONIRIO)SAT

11 Jo Aypiqrssod oty 103j0 $HO 2AT)

-BIOISAI ATUO (sjgauaq [enuojod s3uriq

2d£) DD Yory 'ISLI] Y} SATIRIOISI
‘pasn jsour oY) a19m sH0)] onewderd -

"K[OAISN[OX? Jou Inq ‘Y
JNOQE SUIAOUOD 0) NP PALIYAI (QE=U)
sIoquiowt AJIWey J[NPe YIIM SMIIAIUL
Juoyda[e) paImonis pue ‘s1oSeurwl pue
SI0JeUIPIO-00 DO YIM (99=U) saireu
-uonsanb {(GE=U) SMIIAIUI PaINJONLS
-Twas ‘sjutod awin 931Y) I8 SI0JBUIPIO-0D
Jo sdnoi3 juaroyrp Pim sdnoid snooj
SSQIIWe) JO SAIPNIS LD ()] Suon
-BAI9sqo 2o1oeId ‘Bjep 901AIAS dAlERn)
-STUTWPE JO SISA[RUR :pIpPN[OUl SPOYIIIAL
"SYIUOW § I9A0
doe[d Sunye) ‘fepow-nnw pue poylouw
POXIW SEM UOTBNIRAD 9JTAIDS DO

'S0, 9AT)EI0)SAI
pue passnooj-uonnjosar ‘onewderd
'V JO suonemrs ur pasn A3o1odAy
s1y) sa10[dxa pue syuasaxd soded siyy,
‘uonenyeAd 2y woij Jurpuy Loy e sem

s Jo A3010dA) e Jo juawudojorap oy,

WYy} JO Isn
QATSUR)X? Sunjew ApeaIfe eare Ajuioyine
[890[ UBQIN UR UI SOO] JO SN Ay}
PapualIxa YoIym 199[01q uoneaouuy,,
PopuNJ JUSWUIIAOLD) 3] B JO UONEN[BAD
Ue Wolj PaIdYIes eiep Woij SMeIp SIy [,
‘Kaoyny 18007

quo ur (sD0) seouarajuo)) dnoin

A[rure, Jo asn ay) 9JeNn[eAd O, :WIy
Surouarjuo)) dnoin A[rure, :;[opojA

6Yp-Tvy ‘88 ‘Maray

§2014.428 YINOL pUD UAIP]1Y) "OUIOIA
onsowop Surmor[oj sayoeoidde aan
-BJOISQI pue $H0,{ JO SN Y} Ul
So3UQ[[eYD puUE SANI[IQISSO{ : JOYI0 Y}
JO N0 [[oY oy} Payseq Sey **"oyMm

Jo auo odoad om) yaIm wooI Ay} ur

Bumrs 21,00 USYA, “(8107) T8 1 USS

s3urpuy Aoy

POyIRIN

Apmi§ Jo WITy pue [9poj  ApmiS Jo Anuno))

Apmgs

(ponunuoo) | sjqey

pringer

As



Journal of Family Violence

-sorydosoriyd

2100 sosuodsar pajeI3ojur ojur AJIenxas

PUE ‘WSI[BIUO[OD ‘WISIOR JO SIATIELIRU

Sunemuisse ur 3sisse Aew yoeoidde aats

-uodsax A[[eImnd e ur AJIATX[OI-J[oS pue
So1ouaSe U29M)Aq UOIIRIOQR[[0D PIdURYUY -

JuowoSesus payqIyul AFpo

-pmouy v pue Termnd Juneiodioour

ur sa3ua[[eyd pue JIay) Jo UONIUS00I

100d ‘roramoy ‘suonerndod pasnriourjy
Jo juestu30o a1om s1op1aoid 901AIOS -

‘sdrysuonerar Aouo3e

-19)ut Xo[dwoo yim A0 93Ie] B UT USAD

- 9[qISE9J ST JUSAD JUS[OIA B SUIMO[[O]

AJoreIpawuwul SY99M pue sAep a3 ur yq

0] pasodxa uaIp[myo SuraIss pue Juryorax
‘uoneIoqe[[od Aouade-1oul y3noryy, -

'S910UdZE $S0I0R

UONEOTUNWWOD PUL UOTIBIOQR[[0D PUe

SuowoFe3ud weidoxd SuLmsud pue Jur

-JenIul {SaT[Iure) A[qISI[d Jo UoURIYNUAP!
:papnyour seSua[reyo uonejuowrduwy -
*901AJAS JOUJO QUO ISBI] I8 SUIATODI
SOI[IWe} AUBW 1M ‘UOIBONPD BUINET)
PIIyo pue Suruued pue JUSISSISSE
K)ayes poATadaI SAI[IWe) Jo AjrIofew Jsep
'SpUNoISYorq AJLIOUTW OTUYID
JO/pUe [BIORI WOIJ dWed pue Sunok a1om
L¥A.LD Surssaode uaIp[yd jo Ayuofew ayJ, -

"SMITA
-IQ)UT paImonns-Twas ur pajedroned
asuodsar pajesdojur o) Jo suonesIuesIo
Joquiow woij (s1eSeuewl [BUOISAI 0)

SIONIOM QUI[-JU0I} Wwoij Surduer) jjeis O¢

©JEP MITAIOIUL
Iopoyaye)s aaneienb yim Suore eyep
QATENSIUTWIPE W[, asuodsay Bwnely,
PIIYD pozAeuy "Apnis SpOYIW-paXIA

‘suone[ndod pasn
-LIOUTJA] 0} UoTje[aI ur asuodsar pajeis
-9)UI PAYSI[qeISI-[[oM © JO SSUrjIom
9} UO SASNI0J [ONIe Y I WSS uon
~UQAT)UT PJeISAIUT Uk UT 9OUS[OTA
A[murey woiy Suryeredas pue ym SUIAL]
UQIP[IYO PUB USWOM JO SUISq[[oM pue
Kyayes oy 10§ 110ddns wo)SAS 901ATIS
Jrerrdoxdde pue skemyyed fenuaroyip
Q)BIIOR] JRY) SJUSW[D A} I JRYA (WY
(qIAQDD) asuodsay pajerdojug
QOUQ[OIA ONSEWO(] ISBOD) P[OD) :[OPOIN

"QUIOJIJAO JO PISSAIPPE dIam AU} Moy
pue sa3us[[eyd JUIpn[oul ‘uoneIudW
-ordwr wei3oxd 131D Jo sagdess Afrea
QU3 UT POUIBY] SUOSSI] Y} 2qLIOSI(J(oFe
‘Kyroruyja/aoel ‘Topuas “3+9) LD Aq
PAAISS SII[IUIR) PUB UAIP[IYD 9Y) QLIS
‘uoneuworduwr
weidoxd 11D Jo saels Apres oy ur
PAUIBI[ SUOSSI] AU} AJR[NOILIE PUB ‘SIITA
-198 (wea, asuodsay ewnely, prry))
L¥.LD JO yoral 9y} SUIWEXD O], {WIy
wea], asuodsay vwnel], pliy) :[OPOA

BIEISNY

$9Je1S paIuN)

“v12-20T (1L

YLOM [D120S UDIDAISNY ‘D) PUB dOUI[

-0IA o1)sowop 03 sasuodsar Aouagerajur
ut A)AIsn[ouy *(810¢) ‘Te 10 Mysjaues,

"69C-19C ‘101 ‘Mo142y

§2014425 YINOL puv ua4pjiy) ‘weidoid

UuonuAAINUI A[Jed Aoudde-pnu y

:90UD[OIA O1)SAWOP 0 Pasodxd UAIP[IYD

Suowre ssans onewnen-jsod Juronpal
pue Sunosaed (6107) ‘T8 12 SUAAS

s3urpuy Aoy

pPOyIPIN

Apmg jo wry pue [5pojy

Apms jo Anuno)

Apmgs

(ponunuoo) | sjqey

pringer

AQs



Journal of Family Violence

'S9SBO YSII-YSIY UO SUOIS
-snosIp oonoed Ul Juasqe a1om UIP[IYD -

'S9sBD

yst1 Y31y SurSeuew J0J WSISAS pajerdojut

pue pawiojul d1ow & gjowoid [[im Are
-torpnf [[e 10J [opowr 29§ oY) Ul SuTureLy, -

‘Kyoyes 1oy10M

0} SY[SLI SUISLAIOUl PUEB UIP[IYD pue

uowom 10§ 310ddns punore-deim sradurey

S}IN0D 9Y) PUE SI0JOIS IOTAIOS UOIMIOq
UOBIOQR[[0D PUB UOHEBIIUNWIOD JO Yor] -

‘UoW snoIa3uep Jsow Ay} Juowe

93ueyd Inor1AeYaq J0J 1030B] SUTATIOW
©JOU 2B UIP[IYD Yim sdrysuonerar -

"9Jes SOAJOSWAY) Pue UAIPIYD Jay) doay

0) oye) Aoy sdoys A[rep a3 Jurpuejsiopun

K[y pue udwom yim Surrouyred ysnoayy

91qrssod AJUO ST YOTYM ‘SOOTOA S, USWIOM
Jrerodioour Aoy} uaym Io9Jes oIe SISNIOM -

"UOIJID0D

10U ‘UQWOM [JIM UOT)BIOQR[[0O Sormbax

yorgm ‘oAnoadsiad JOATAINS/WIOIA )
Surnuao Aq pauriojur aq 03 spasu domoerd -

‘woysKs rerorpnl

91} JO 9]0 Y} puUE ‘SIAYIEJ SB U [IIM

Surde3uo ‘yorordde uroped 1orenodiad

e SurA[dde ‘uowom yym Surrouyred pue

woly Surures] :pagiowd sases 4D AJd

yst-ySty ur Suruuerd Ajayes pue jusw
-SSOSSE YSII SUTUIOUOD SAUWIAY) A9 INOL -

‘sdoysyiom (o)) 2on
-oeld Jo Aiunwiuio)) 0} pANQLIUOD oYM
(uow ¢ pue uowom 1) siuedronred
G woij synsax oy} syrodor soded sy,
"MOTADI PUEB UONIIPAI JO 9[0AD
QATJEI)I Uk YSNOIY) BIEP YOIEaSAI OJuT
Surures] 2onoeid 10ouu0d 03 pakojdwd
SeM JIOMIWEIJ [OIeISAI UONOE Uy
'SUONIEAIOSqQO pue suonoapger syuedron
-1ed UO P9)o3[[09 9q 0) BIELP JOJ WINIOJ
oy papraoid ‘amnsu] [29S paseq SN
) Aq parroddns ‘eonoeid jo Ayunwa
-Wod Y "PuB[SuaaNn() ur suonesiuesio
KIOAT[Op 991AI0s pue 201sn( Jo aguex
© woJj s1ouonnoeld yjm pajonpuod
[o1easar aanejenb uo syrodar soded sy g,

"(SMOUNY) K19JES 5 UWOM
10 uonesIueSIO) YoIeasay [EUOTIEN
uelensny Aq papunj 09foid aousjora
9sn oYM SISYIE] YIM UOTJUSAIAU] :S0T)
-oeld 9[qISIAU] 9y} Jo 3red se pajonpuo))
‘s1ouonnoed 1oy 11oddns pue
K197eS JO S90UALIAdXa PasLaIOuT SOPIA
-o1d ‘gymnsuy 1S 2y} £q uorsiazadns
pue 3urgorods Aq parroddns ‘sqo) jo
Surpring Kyroeded oy J1 puejsiopun o,
Q0UQJOIA 2SN OYM SIOYIE] YIIM Sunpom
ur way) 11oddns 03 suonesiuesIo 12410
JIo/pue SuoTjesIueSIo Iy} wolj a1mbar
s1ouonnoeld yeym pueisIopun oJ, {wry
10419307, 2 9JeS :[PON

BIRNSNY

"TS671¥6 ‘9

20uajo1A Kqnuv,y Jo puinof -aomoeld

woIy JuruIed[ ;gD pue 9ouOIA AJT

-UI.J/OT)SAWOP JO UONISIANUI AU} I
59582 YSL-USTH "(1207) 'Te 19 DISJoIUes],

s3urpuy Aoy

pPOyIRIN

Apmg jo wry pue [5pojy

Apmgs jo Anuno)

Apmgs

(ponunuoo) | sjqey

pringer

As



Journal of Family Violence

the abusive parent’s role (Healey et al., 2018). The model
primarily involves the training of practitioners and use of
specially developed resources. While the model is cur-
rently used in several countries, all the literature on Safe &
Together in this review (n=>5) was from Australia (Heward-
Belle et al., 2020; Humphreys and Healey, 2017; Humphreys
et al., 2018a, b, 2020; Tsantefski et al., 2021).

The Gold Coast Domestic Violence Integrated Response
was described in two Australian articles (O’Leary et al.,
2018; Tsantefski et al., 2018). Based on the Duluth model,
this is a co-ordinated multi-agency approach to women and
children affected by domestic violence, and to men who per-
petrate violence. Involving fifteen agencies, the approach
comprises monthly meetings, and twice-weekly triage
meetings, to manage high-risk cases, ongoing information
sharing, and men’s behavioural change programs for perpe-
trators. It aims to provide wrap-around support for women
and children while holding perpetrators accountable and
managing risk.

Two articles from the UK analysed the impact of different
early help services in different localities, designed to be part
of a holistic care response for children and mothers within
an existing consortium of specialist domestic violence and
abuse services. These multi-disciplinary family safeguard-
ing teams involved substance abuse and mental health prac-
titioners and domestic abuse specialist workers, alongside
social work practitioners (Bostock et al., 2018; McCarry
et al., 2021). Another UK-based study explored the features
of different types of Family Group Conferences based on the
principles of restorative justice applied in cases of domestic
violence and abuse (Sen et al., 2018).

In the United States, an innovative multi-agency col-
laboration called Child Trauma Response Team (CTRT)
aimed to provide coordinated, immediate, trauma/survivor-
informed, and interdisciplinary responses to children and
their family members who are exposed to domestic violence
and abuse (Stevens et al., 2019).

The remaining two models were both from Australia.
The Invisible Practice Project was an action research study
designed to explore the practices of workers who see perpe-
trators of domestic violence and abuse outside the strictures
of group-work programmes (Heward-Belle et al., 2019). The
Multi-Agency Triage involves collaboration between child
protection services, family services, an Aboriginal children’s
organisation, and the separate specialist domestic and fam-
ily violence services for women and men to ensure stronger
and more effective case management of children living with
domestic and family violence (Humphreys et al., 2018b).
The approach involves a “rapid” triage based on information
from the different organisations’ databases and the police
referral to assess the risk and determine the appropriate ser-
vice pathway for engagement with the adult victim-survi-
vors, children, and perpetrators.

@ Springer

How Do These Interventions Impact on Improving
Professionals’ Assessment of and Responses
to the Disclosure of Domestic Violence and Abuse?

Our second research question inquired whether such inno-
vations have an impact on practitioners’ understanding and
response to disclosures of domestic violence and abuse.
This outcome was, at times, challenging to disentangle
from broader descriptions of process reported in the stud-
ies. Examining the impact of interventions on professionals’
responses to domestic violence and abuse in child protection,
the literature focuses on several areas: how interventions
might improve practitioner knowledge and understanding
of domestic abuse; how they contribute to a more critical
understanding of the role of social and structural issues like
culture, race and gender in domestic violence and abuse;
and how training and service transformation helped to make
practitioners more focused on the role of the perpetrator, and
more focused on the protective efforts of the victim-survivor.

Practitioner Knowledge and Understanding

The literature reviewed suggests that interagency collabo-
rative models are effective in increasing knowledge and
understanding of domestic violence and abuse, and based
on practitioner self-report and case file audit, it seems that
both attitude change and changes in practice are achiev-
able. For example, Tsantefski et al. (2021) reported that,
in Safe & Together Communities of Practice, workers in
child protection pointed out contrasts between their pre-
training assumptions about women’s attitudes, and the way
these had transformed through their experiences of training
and engagement with the communities. They highlighted
that their previous assumptions had led to punitive profes-
sional decision-making and described ways that they had
modified their everyday practice accordingly. The study
by Humphreys and colleagues (2020) reported that the dis-
ciplinary background of the practitioners influenced how
they experienced Safe and Together training. For instance,
mental health and substance use professionals in the col-
laboration had lower baseline confidence in personal and
organisational practice around domestic violence and abuse
than specialist domestic abuse workers and social workers
did. However, professionals working in substance use, social
work and domestic violence and abuse services all reported
significant changes as a result of training. They also experi-
enced meaningful change particularly in their understanding
of how child safety and wellbeing are tied to those of the
adult victim-survivor. In contrast, mental health services
were reportedly less responsive to change.

It was noted however, that further training was needed to
enhance practitioner understanding of the role of drugs and
alcohol, particularly the ways that substance use and mental
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health issues are used as part of wider patterns of coercive
control, and this requires training and focus (Humphreys
et al., 2020).

Understanding the Intersections of Domestic Violence
and Abuse with Structural Inequalities and Discrimination

Two papers discussed the importance of practitioner under-
standing of diversity and the intersections of culture and
gender in the experience of domestic violence and abuse.
They suggested that practitioners’ understanding of cultural
issues would impact on their response to domestic violence
and abuse. Whilst “A Safe & Together practice guide” in
Australia recommended that clients should be matched with
practitioners of the same cultural background, other studies
suggested that practitioners should treat all clients as equals
without making distinctions between cultures, arguing that
minority communities might fear being judged by their own
group’s dominant cultural standards (Tsantefski et al., 2018).
The evidentiary basis for both positions is not particularly
clear but does highlight the importance of cultural sensitiv-
ity and awareness of how power structures, such as racism,
can intersect and have an influence on abusive behaviour
(Tsantefski et al., 2018).

Heward-Belle et al. (2020) found that Safe and Together
training enhanced participants’ critical understanding of
the social structures that informed policy and practice,
and challenged individualising and pathologising precon-
ceptions about domestic violence and abuse. This enabled
social workers and other practitioners working in social work
to identify how they had become enculturated in specific
organisational contexts that perpetuated sexist and racialised
biases in policies and practices. Working together as a com-
munity of practice, practitioners took action to advocate for
more effective organisational responses that did not hold
women accountable for the consequences of men’s violence.
In contrast, Tsantefski et al. (2018) reported mixed findings
when examining the culturally appropriate and inclusive
nature of child protection work in responding to domestic
violence and abuse, and suggested that largely, practition-
ers were using culture ‘neutral’ approaches, and focused on
treating clients equally and avoiding discrimination, rather
than understanding how culture might shape their clients’
experiences and needs.

Partnering with Non-Abusive Parents and Pivoting
to the Perpetrator

Tsantefski et al. (2021) suggested that an acknowledgement of
women’s safety planning was an important step in partnering
with victim-survivors and in managing risk. Child protection
workers adopted some of the same strategies women used to
ensure their safety, and that of their children, to manage their

own anxieties and safety. Practitioners still reported fear and
unpreparedness in engaging with fathers. While the application
of a perpetrator pattern-based approach was considered essen-
tial for determining and sharing understanding of the level
of risk for women and children, the emergent pattern could
exacerbate worker anxiety.

Heward-Belle et al. (2019) found that Safe and Together’s
‘Invisible Practices’” approach to working with fathers who use
violence and control built practitioners’ confidence in working
with people who behave abusively, by developing techniques
and strategies that enabled them to more effectively ‘pivot to
the perpetrator’. The strategies for keeping the perpetrator of
domestic violence and abuse in view, and for understanding
the ways in which substance use and mental health issues are
used as part of wider tactics of coercive control, require train-
ing and focus. This requires embedding practice that moves
beyond identifying the co-occurrence of these issues towards
an understanding of how they are intersecting and connected
(Humphreys et al., 2020). Practitioners highlighted the value
of mapping out the different forms of harm the perpetrator
posed, as this enabled them to transform their practice away
from focussing on the mother’s supposed failure to protect,
onto the harmful parenting choices of the perpetrator. They
reported that strategies for keeping perpetrators visible could
enable practitioners to more fully conceptualise how survivor’s
alcohol and drug use and mental health issues might be weap-
onised by the perpetrator as tools of coercive control. How-
ever, they noted that this required fuller training and focus,
to enable practitioners to move beyond just identifying the
co-occurrence of substance use, mental health challenges and
domestic and family violence, towards a fuller understanding
of how they intersect (Bostock et al., 2018).

Despite training and support, Tsantefski et al. (2021)
found that, although practitioners valued an approach that
focused on making perpetrator action more visible in child
protection, they still reported fear and feeling underpre-
pared for work with perpetrators. Nonetheless, they reported
confidence in tracking and sharing patterns of perpetrator
behaviour and found this helpful in supporting safeguard-
ing for child survivors. McCarry et al. (2021) found that
practitioners in early help services identified significant
variation in the needs of families where the perpetrator was
still living with the family, where there was post-separation
abuse or conflict over child contact, and where children had
suffered emotional harm resulting from living with domestic
violence.

What Evidence of Effectiveness is There
in Organisational Responses to Domestic Violence
and Abuse in the Context of Child Protection?

Literature on effectiveness of organisational responses
is at an early stage. The research projects evaluating the

@ Springer
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effectiveness of the various interagency collaborative models
reported are based primarily on descriptive and qualitative
methodologies. The reviewed studies typically describe the
key features of the interventions, their histories, and the pro-
cesses involved in their development and implementation.

There is descriptive evidence of the enabling factors
within organisations that facilitate the embedding of mod-
els like Safe and Together. A key enabler to organisational
change is a supportive environment, including substantial
senior management support, domestic violence and abuse
informed and child-focused policies and procedures, and
training to increase practitioner skills and confidence (Hum-
phreys & Healey, 2017). Humphreys et al. (2018a) highlight
that effective information sharing and multi-agency collabo-
ration was found where there were a number of key factors,
including top-down endorsement, stability of leadership,
availability of funding, and a shared language. However,
further research is needed to confirm these results. (Hum-
phreys et al., 2020).

Humphreys et al. (2020) found that the transformation
of practitioner assessment and responses depended on
an authorising environment that embeds domestic abuse
informed and child-focused policies, procedures and train-
ing. The training itself needed to focus on building both
skills and confidence. They found that when these provi-
sions were in place, effective change was enabled by an all-
of-family approach to practice. Mere training of frontline
professionals was not sufficient to bring about a whole sys-
tem change. This needed to be enacted at all levels of the
organisational hierarchy and required cross-sectoral buy-in
to enable true service transformation (Humphreys et al.,
2020). Social work practice could not fully transform in iso-
lation from other service responses to victim-survivors of
domestic violence and abuse unless an effective change has
occurred as a result of organisations structuring an all-family
approach into practice. However, the authors concluded that
there is a long way to go across all sectors to re-orient ser-
vice systems to the principles of the Safe & Together model.

Some of the reviewed studies examined barriers to effec-
tive implementation of the model. For example, work with
minoritised communities was hampered by a lack of recogni-
tion of their needs and difficulties integrating cultural aware-
ness and domestic violence and abuse expertise (Tsantefski,
et al., 2018). Practitioners in one study reported that lim-
ited capacity and the volume of cases could compromise
the safety of women and children (Tsantefski et al., 2021).
Practitioners reported that training in the interagency model
itself was not new, but that it did support a shift towards
more detailed information sharing, and more regular meet-
ings to discuss high-risk families (Tsantefski et al., 2021).

Working in a multi-agency context is often seen as chal-
lenging. Different services hold different “lenses” through
which they examine cases, such as a therapeutic, a feminist,
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or a criminal justice lens, and sometimes sharing a com-
mon language is not enough to sustain a unified response
(Tsantefski et al., 2018). Practitioners expressed concerns
about maintaining confidentiality, particularly in high-
risk cases, where careless information sharing could have
unintended consequences for families, or impact relation-
ship building if there were misunderstandings in the way
information is used (Humphreys & Healey, 2017; Tsantefski
et al., 2018; McCarry et al., 2021; Tsantefski et al., 2021). In
one study, practitioners in Communities of Practice raised
concerns that multi-agency working might have unintended
consequences which might reduce effectiveness of inter-
ventions and observed that some systems or institutional
practices could compound trauma for women and children
(Heward-Belle, et al., 2020). For instance, in research on
Safe and Together, it was noted that safety was compromised
by inadequate or delayed communication and collaboration
between organisations or practitioners (Tsantefski et al.,
2021). Threats to child protection workers’ or women’s
safety led to reluctance to provide information to the police
in high-risk cases, which compromised “perpetrator map-
ping” efforts (Tsantefski et al., 2021).

One article reported on the introduction of a Multi-
Agency Triage to introduce a more structured response to
disclosures. This enabled a differential response, based on
assessment of risk of serious harm. Lower risk cases were
signposted to community-based services, whilst more seri-
ous cases required statutory intervention (Humphreys et al.,
2018b). Such innovation at a policy level had a positive
impact in practice, reducing police reports for cases with less
serious harm and increasing signposting to non-statutory
services (Humphreys et al., 2018b).

Impact on Child and Adult Victim-Survivors of Domestic
Violence and Abuse

The majority of the included studies did not involve direct
engagement with children and parents about the experience
of the model. Only two studies considered the perspectives
of mothers and children alongside staff’s views (Humphreys
et al., 2020; McCarry et al., 2021), and one included fathers’
perspectives (Humphreys et al., 2020). The remaining papers
focussed exclusively on practitioners’, managers’, and stake-
holders’ experiences and case files.

Evidence around whether practitioner responses to chil-
dren have been informed by these innovative models is
mixed. According to Humphreys and colleagues (2020),
practitioners trained in the Safe & Together model are
more focussed on developing strategies for partnering with
mothers and engaging with fathers rather than keeping a
direct focus on children, which sounds almost paradoxical,
given that the model revolves around improving parenting
practices for children’s wellbeing. However, it is felt that
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attention to children’s needs and rights in the context of dis-
closure of domestic violence and abuse is growing. Such a
finding is backed by the evaluation of Tsantefski and col-
leagues (2018), although they reported that often police
and child safety practitioners attend directly to the mother’s
needs as a means of ensuring children’s safety, which could,
conversely, overshadow the child’s views. Unfortunately,
many studies testify to the marginal role of children, as they
are either portrayed as passive victims of family abuse or
are virtually used as “tools” to change the abusive parent’s
behaviour, particularly within the Safe & Together Model
(Humphreys & Healey, 2017; Humphreys et al., 2018b;
O’Leary et al., 2018; Sen et al., 2018).

In terms of changes for families, some studies reported
anecdotal evidence of positive practice change linked to the
Safe and Together model, framed as more ‘respectful’ com-
munication with families. However, this is based on practi-
tioner self-report (Humphreys et al., 2018a). There is also
testimonial evidence (from senior practitioners, team leaders
or managers from statutory child protection, non-statutory
family services, domestic violence and abuse services, and
criminal justice services) that high-risk cases have moved to
a lower-risk list (Tsantefski, et al., 2021). In terms of family
group conferences, Sen et al., (2018) found evidence from
practitioners’ reports that restorative meetings are effective
in the creation of “family safety plans” even in high-risk
cases, by bringing together the local support networks of
both the offending and non-offending parents. For example,
Heward-Belle et al.’s (2019) study reported practitioners’
perception that they were partnering more effectively with
women survivors to establish safety plans, but this was not
more directly assessed with women.

There is evidence from consultations with survivors and
with practitioners that children, mothers and fathers appre-
ciate differences in the way practitioners trained in Safe &
Together treat them — these practitioners are perceived as
more “respectful”. Practitioners recognise that the model’s
language not only enables more effective communication
with families through a more “mindful” use of questions
and “framing” of abusive patterns but also increases the
efficiency of interagency communication (Humphreys et al.,
2020). Beyond the Communities of Practice, the evaluation
of the Gold Coast Domestic Violence Integrated Response
shows how child’s safety practitioners shifted their language
to reflect the gendered nature of domestic violence and
abuse, and the impact that fathers’ behaviour has on chil-
dren was reportedly being discussed more (Tsantefski et al.,
2018). However, none of these studies directly assessed out-
comes for adult or child victim-survivors.

A study from Heward-Belle and colleagues (2020) evi-
dences the critical aspects of a “siloed” response to the
victim-survivor and the perpetrator of their abuse. It has
been noted that mental health practitioners, and also some

social workers, tend to lack analysis of overarching social
structures embedding policy and practice, failing to recog-
nise sexist or racist biases. Tsantefski and colleagues (2021)
also acknowledge that courts are still largely unsuccessful
at understanding the protective measures that non-abusive
parents take in response to abusive behaviour, substan-
tially impairing the effectiveness of conjoined efforts. This
impacts on the capacity of practitioners to partner effectively
with adult victim-survivors.

Stevens et al. (2019) found that it was important to con-
sider the impact of narrow eligibility criteria in responding
to child experiences of domestic violence and abuse. They
argued that focusing just on children who meet ‘high risk’
eligibility criteria meant that the programme was too restric-
tive and risked overlooking children who appeared to be
coping well, through an overemphasis on specific trauma
symptoms. The subsequent expansion of eligibility to more
families was viewed universally as positive, allowing for
the identification and potential engagement of more families
in needed services. It was also recognised that there was
an issue in terms of the caregiver-selection of children for
screening for PTSD, which might have privileged the screen-
ing of children who “appeared” most distressed to them.

Assessing the value of a Multi-Agency Triage approach
to responding to child protection needs for those impacted
by domestic violence and abuse, Humphreys et al. (2018b)
found that the approach increased practitioners’ ability to
assess risk effectively, to share information more easily, and
to respond more appropriately and speedily to the needs of
child and adult victim-survivors. Some of these enhance-
ments might seem obvious but are crucial to effective service
responses. For instance, they found that the MAT approach
meant that receiving agencies could receive more accurate
information from referring police officers about crucial
details like whether the adult survivors had children.

Engagement with Perpetrators

Sen et al. (2018)reported evidence of better perpetrator
engagement with family safety planning in family group
conferences and suggested that these processes could be a
means to restore “personhood to fathers” according to the
concept of “reintegrative shaming” that this approach draws
from (Braithwaite, 1989). The restorative approach is seen to
enable families to voice their concerns and enables effective
“participation” of the perpetrator in the decisions, as they are
confronted directly before any decisions are made. Coordina-
tors’ anxieties about working with perpetrators are still high
(Sen et al., 2018). Similar findings are reported in the Safe
and Together evaluations (Tsantefski et al., 2021), which
noted better engagement with perpetrators, and enhanced
communication in relation to both respect and accountabil-
ity. However, this is largely based on practitioner report,
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and as noted above, practitioners still reported some anxiety
about this element of the work (Heward-Belle et al., 2019).
It was also noted in some research that engagement with
the most dangerous perpetrators is still avoided (Tsantefski
et al., 2021).

In early help services in the United Kingdom, the research
reported that practitioners were more attuned to differences
in needs where the perpetrator was still living with the fam-
ily, where there was post-separation abuse or conflict over
child contact, and where children had suffered emotional
harm resulting from living with domestic violence (McCarry
et al., 2021).

However, in some contexts, caution was expressed by
researchers, who noted that change in practice is still in its
infancy, particularly with regards to “pivoting to the perpe-
trator” and integrating adult-focussed practice with children
and their needs (Humphreys et al., 2020).

Assessing the State of the Evidence

We were unable to locate any outcomes study or process
evaluation associated with any of the intervention models
reviewed. The research reviewed here is largely concerned
with practitioner perspectives and primarily deploys qualita-
tive methods.

The reviewed studies indicated a need for assessment of
behaviour change (particularly of perpetrators) but did not
provide clear recommendations on how to measure such
change and did not directly evidence such change. Simi-
larly, there is no objective data on enhanced outcomes for
adult or child victim-survivors. Rather it is assumed that
better communication, better partnerships with adult victim-
survivors and increased accountability for perpetrators will
improve outcomes. Whilst this may well be the case, it is not
evidenced in the research reviewed.

One study (Humphreys et al., 2018a) deployed a ‘case
reading’ approach to evaluation, examining case files for evi-
dence that workers were: building positive partnerships with
adult victim-survivors; holding the perpetrator accountable;
and making visible their pattern of abusive behaviour. This
provides useful documentation of the practice transforma-
tion enabled by the introduction of the model, but does not
offer insight into the impact of this for the families worked
with.

In Australia, multidisciplinary “communities of practice”
were utilised to assess the impact of the Safe and Together
model (Heward-Belle et al., 2020; Tsantefski et al., 2021).
These “communities of practice” are a way for practitioners
to share knowledge and acquire skills by working collec-
tively and regularly on a shared problem or challenge. As
with the case reading methods, this research provides rich
data and insights into how practice is transformed, supported
by robust and rigorous methods of qualitative data collection
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and analysis. However, it is limited to practitioner voice, and
does not evidence either the experiences or outcomes for
children, adult victim-survivors, or perpetrators.

Discussion

This paper has sought to update knowledge about the range
of approaches being used in relation to interagency work
regarding child protection and domestic violence and abuse.
Additionally, we have sought to also explore what the pub-
lished literature says about professionals’ understanding
and responses to women, children and men experiencing
domestic violence and abuse; the impact of the interventions
on improving professionals’ assessment of and responses
to the disclosure of domestic violence and abuse; and the
evidence of effectiveness of these models in transforming
services and practice.

It is clear that the increased recognition of the impact
of domestic violence and abuse on children, and the unin-
tended, but nonetheless harmful impacts of the child pro-
tection response on victims/survivors, has resulted in new
ways of working being developed and studied. The discourse
on mother’s failure to protect has resulted in many women
feeling blamed for the abuse that they and their children
experience, while simultaneously being ostracised from the
support they require (Nixon et al., 2017). Such a discourse
has also had the unintended effect of invisiblising men, and
reducing the development of interventions to address their
abusive behaviour (Devaney & Lazenbatt, 2016). The fail-
ure of professionals to engage with abusive men simultane-
ously enhances perpetrators’ ability to seem immune from
the need to change and to exert even greater control and
domination of their family.

The research reviewed here documents organisational and
individual practitioner level changes to address the above
issues and to enhance partnership working with adult vic-
tim-survivors. However, research on these models is still
very much in its infancy. There remain significant gaps in
the evidence base for the models reviewed in this study. In
particular, the outcomes for child and adult victim-survi-
vors, and for perpetrators remains unassessed. Indeed, the
reviewed research does not recommend how such outcomes
should be appropriately assessed. There is also no evidence
in the literature reviewed here, or in the earlier Macvean
et al. (2018) study, of how the introduction of these models
impacts pathways through services, or destinations beyond
services. An outcomes and process evaluation is therefore
a pressing need to enable confident statements about the
effectiveness of these promising interventions. More robust
studies are required to ascertain the specific needs and sup-
ports required by child and adult victims and perpetrators,
and to determine the actual effectiveness of new approaches
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to immediate and longer-term safeguarding. The ability of
services to flex their delivery model in response to the needs
of families is essential for supporting the engagement of,
and fostering a sense of control for, families receiving sup-
port. There is a growing evidence base about some models,
such as Safe & Together, that is rooted in strong partner-
ships between model developers, agencies using the model
and independent researchers, which increases the likelihood
of a more robust and comprehensive evidence base in the
future; however, there is still no structured assessment of the
impact of this model on families’ wellbeing and perpetra-
tors’ accountability. Further research should seek to gather
the voices of service users themselves, including the voices
of perpetrator parents.

It was also noted that most of the studies did not include
the experiences of the people for whom the services were
being developed. Instead, changes in practices are docu-
mented solely through the lens of practitioner and manager
views. This is a significant limitation in the evidence base.
In addition, it was difficult to trace through the literature
whether there had been any involvement of children and
young people or adult victims-survivors, in the development
and implementation of the models assessed. Based on the
evidence reviewed, it appears that practitioners and agen-
cies have developed their models and interventions as an
alternative to previous ways of working, without direct par-
ticipation. The models themselves clearly take into account
practitioner perspectives on the failings of previous ways of
working, but without direct participation from the intended
beneficiaries, it seems likely these models will still contain
blind spots about the perspectives and experiences of vic-
tim/survivors (and indeed of perpetrators) with child pro-
tection involvement. There is also a real danger that new
approaches may perpetuate the racialised biases inherent in
current approaches (Kelly et al., 2022), without engagement
with impacted communities. This could reflect a paternal-
istic attitude to the development of new interventions and
models, rooted in traditional ways of working that privilege
certain types of knowledge as necessary and sufficient, and
relegating other types of knowledge, such as lived experi-
ence, as being anecdotal and unscientific.

The absence of children’s perspectives in the research
raises concerns that in seeking to address the criticism of the
negative impact of child protection responses on mothers,
the needs of children may have received less consideration.
It is important to recognise that, whilst the needs of children
and mothers are often connected, they are also distinct, and
can diverge (Buchanan & Moulding, 2021). More than a
decade of research has convincingly evidenced the impor-
tance of recognising children’s experiences of domestic
violence and abuse in their own right, and demonstrates the
value of direct engagement with children and young people
in understanding their unique perspective, and gaining their

insights into how their needs are best met (for example, Cal-
laghan et al., 2019; Houghton, 2017; Morrison et al., 2020).
This appears to reiterate the issues identified in Hester’s
(2011) “Three Planet model’, in which she highlighted the
disconnect between domestic violence and abuse, perpetra-
tor and child protection services. In that paper, Hester (2011)
noted that the differing orientations of the child protection
and domestic violence and abuse fields have resulted in fric-
tion between systems that should have mutual aims, but are
often out of step. In seeking to develop new approaches,
the potential is for the needs of children to be understood
through a particular lens, and there is a risk that a feminist
paradigm might subsume children’s needs within those of
mothers. It is important therefore that interventions that are
oriented towards protecting and supporting children should
incorporate both a feminist and a child protection lens, to
ensure that all victim-survivors are represented, understood
and engaged appropriately in services.

The models assessed in the research reviewed here appear
to work from an assumption that interagency / multiagency
collaboration is a necessary force for good. This is perhaps
unsurprising since it is the frequent recommendation of seri-
ous case and domestic homicide reviews (Department for
Education, 2022). However, some of the studies reviewed
have cautioned that communication between agencies might
be associated with unintended and negative outcomes for
victim-survivors. Whilst these cautions were tentative in the
papers, nonetheless they do appear to warrant further atten-
tion. In particular, where different agencies may have vary-
ing priorities and systems, there seems to be some potential
for conflict, and it is also important to consider how compet-
itive tendering processes that typify the way many services
are funded might be hostile to collaborative endeavours.

Limitations

This review used a scoping review approach, applying sys-
tematic methods to search for and evaluate select studies.
Some limits were placed on methodology: only English lan-
guage papers were included, books, theses, and conference
papers were not included, and authors were not contacted
for additional studies and data. Consequently, some relevant
work may have been missed.

Conclusion

There is a growing acceptance of the need to deliver child
protection services in ways that can promote the ongoing
safety of child and adult victims of domestic violence and
abuse, while holding individuals who use violence and abuse
within their familial relationships accountable for their
behaviour and its impact. While the number of interagency
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models and interventions is increasing, the evidence base
is still growing in respect of the utility and effectiveness
of such new ways of working. Their capacity to improve
outcomes such as safety and wellbeing of adult and child
victims still requires investigation.
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