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Covering letter 
30 July 2026 

The Hon. Tanya Plibersek MP 
Minister for Social Services 
Parliament House, Canberra ACT 2600 

cc: 
The Hon. Michelle Rowland MP, Attorney-General 
The Hon. Jim Chalmers MP, Treasurer 
The Hon. Daniel Mulino MP, Assistant Treasurer and Minister for Financial Services (ASIC; financial-sector 
codes) 
The Hon. Mark Butler MP, Minister for Health and Ageing 
The Hon. Jason Clare MP, Minister for Education 
The Hon. Anika Wells MP, Minister for Communications (eSafety Commissioner; ACMA) 
The Hon. Chris Bowen MP, Minister for Climate Change and Energy (Australian Energy Regulator) 

Re: Submission to the Second Action Plan consultation, Priority Area 4 (People who use violence), with 
responses to related questions in Priority Areas 1, 2, 3 and 5 

Dear Minister, 

This submission takes the approach that “violence is a problem for victims, but not a victim’s problem”. 
This statement has been the core call to action of my advocacy since 2018 based on my combined lived 
and professional expertise as a survivor of child sexual abuse and domestic violence, and a policy and 
primary prevention practitioner with formal qualifications in gender mainstreaming who has worked 
across Women, Peace and Security in national security, international relations, emergency management 
and humanitarian responses, and social services as well as research, design, and innovation and the 
specialist sector in women’s health (prevention and recovery) and support services, and peak bodies.  

My submission responds primarily to the People Who Use Violence (PUV) Priority Area 4 of the 
consultation paper, and to the closely related questions in Priority Areas 1, 2, 3 and 5. It draws on my 
written responses to the People Using Violence policy roundtable of 7 July 2026 (see 20260726 Dembele - 
Submission - 2AP - PUV Roundtable Responses attached) and the accountability reframing approach I have 
been championing since 2018, which is to understand the policy problem we are trying to solve as being 
“how to stop the perpetration of violence against women and children?”.  

This submission sets out a package of action for what the Second Action Plan (2AP) should fund and do 
to reduce perpetration directly. A total indicative budget envelope of approximately $285–420 million 
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over five years is required to implement the recommended 25 actions. The full breakdown of estimated 
costings per activity, the supporting evidence based, recommended phasing, government leads and 
implementation partners, as well as the procurement rationale are provided within the PUV Roundtable 
written responses. This submission must be read in conjunction with the attached 20260726 Dembele - 
Submission - 2AP - PUV Roundtable Responses.  
 
It is my strongest recommendation that the Government fund and implement all of it. At $420 million 
over five years, this package’s success rate to see a return on in investment not only through cost savings 
but in lives saved, childhoods lived free from fear, and women’s safety and freedom restored, is only to 
reduce perpetration by one per cent a year. A one per cent reduction in perpetration would save over 
$1.1 billion, more than double its cost on the worst outcome worth planning for. The bar for a positive 
return and demonstrated results within the 2AP time frame that have a real-world impact is almost 
impossible to fail. An investment that pays for itself even when it barely works is not a risk; it is one of the 
safest bets available to government, because the only way to lose money is to reduce perpetration by 
nothing at all. 

More importantly, the return is not only fiscal, and this is the point that should decide it. Perpetrators are 
made, not born. We can prevent people using violence. Perpetration is not an abstraction; it is the 
result of social conditioning and choices, made by people we can identify and reach, and systems we 
can change. The current figures of the impact of perpetration of domestic, family, and sexual violence 
(DFSV) sees a woman killed by an intimate partner in Australia roughly every eleven days, and makes 
intimate partner violence one of the top five contributors to disease burden for women aged 15–54. 
Perpetration of DFSV is the reason more than 500 children are hospitalised each year because of family 
and domestic violence, the reason more than half of all children seeking specialist homelessness support 
have experienced it, and the reason around two in five Australians carry exposure to domestic violence 
out of their childhood and into the rest of their lives. 

Every percentage point the perpetration of DFSV is reduced is not only money saved. It is a woman who 
is not killed, a child who is not hospitalised, a family not made homeless, the court system not clogged 
with people using it is a weapon of control and punishment for years after a relationship has ended. 
That is what a one per cent reduction buys, and why the only unaffordable choice is to keep paying the 
full cost of people's use of violence, in dollars and in lives, year after year. 

Prevention and early intervention in perpetration is not a moral luxury competing with crisis response. It 
is the fiscally responsible choice, and every year of delay compounds both the human and the public cost. 
Doing nothing is the only choice we can't afford. As members of the Independent Collective of Survivors 
and I wrote in 2022 in the Statement from Victim Survivors that opens the National Plan: 
 
“It is time to be brave”. 

Yours sincerely, 
 

Founder, Accountability Matters Project Pty Ltd 
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Responses to Priority Area 4: People who use violence 
The 25 costed actions from my People Using Violence roundtable written responses are organised below 
against the four consultation questions. Indicative per-action costs are shown; full mechanisms for funding 
and implementation, phasing and evidence base are in the attached 20260726 Dembele - Submission - 
2AP - PUV Roundtable Responses.  

Question 1. What would make the biggest difference in preventing and responding earlier to the 
use of domestic, family and sexual violence? 

The biggest difference is to make perpetration visible and to invest upstream of crisis. You cannot reduce 
what you do not count, and you cannot respond early to a pattern the system never sees and assembles.  

To prevent the perpetration of DFSV two moves matter most:  

1. Build the perpetration evidence base every other investment depends on, and  

2. Fund the early-intervention and child-recovery pathways that interrupt trajectories before they 
become lifelong behaviours. 

To support effective prevention and earlier identification that breaks through current resistance to 
change and continues to be a barrier to people seeking help, the Government must adopt the reframing 
of people who use violence from being seen anomalies, as bad people, monsters and demonising them, 
to understanding that they are people we “know, like, and love”.  

This foundational framing that it is the people we know, like and love who use controlling, abusive, and 
violent behaviours recognises the lived experience of victim survivors, the complexities of the 
relationships where these forms abuse most commonly occur and is what the evidence base shows us 
time and again. This framing needs to be embedded across DFSV prevention, identification and responses 
to remove the stigma and structural barriers that too often leaves women with the choice of living in fear 
with violence or facing relationship/family breakdown and poverty.  

The current system and policy settings that are geared towards women leaving abusive relationships too 
often does offer not a pathway to safety but a choice between harms. To leave is, for many, means 
potential homelessness and the loss of income and assets, an immediate cost measured in the roof over 
her children's heads. To seek help through police or the justice system is to risk children being removed, 
where a mother's “failure to protect” is treated as the reportable event and the victim, not the person 
who chose violence, is punished. And most distressingly, as the evidence and Australian domestic and 
family violence death reviews consistently shows, it does not end the violence being perpetrated against 
them but often escalates it.  

There is another way. 

The 2AP provides a compelling opportunity to make seismic change to end violence against women and 
children. To make the biggest difference to responding earlier to DFSV, the Government must: 

• reframe the person who uses violence as someone we know, like and love, and  

• use support pathways and statutory responses to hold the person who used violence in view and 
accountable rather than make the victim responsible for creating “safety” when the threat 
remains unaddressed.  

Until such time as we remove the human defensive response to not want to see our brothers, fathers, 
mothers, family members, partners, husbands, colleagues, community leaders, teachers, and friends as 
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people who are capable of using abuse and violence, to understand the individual’s reasons why, and 
then get the correct tailored support to reduce these behaviours we will continue to repeat the mistakes 
that creates perpetrators and systems that hide its detection effectively enabling perpetration.   

We cannot stop a problem we do not measure and identify. We cannot intervene early in a problem we 
refuse to see. We cannot reduce the controlling, abusive and violent behaviour of perpetration if we do 
not work with the individuals using them.  

Actions the Government can do in the next five years to make the biggest difference in 
preventing and responding earlier to the use of domestic, family and sexual violence: 

Make perpetration visible 
– Action 1: Nationalise the DFSV perpetration prevalence survey. Complete and fund “Who uses 

violence, how, and why?” as recurring national data infrastructure alongside the PSS and NCAS, the 
baseline the entire perpetration agenda depends on.  (~$2m first wave; ~$4m/wave thereafter) 

– Action 2: Operationalise NOSPI. Fund the national perpetrator-intervention data collection the 
framework has never had, reported by the AIHW against its 27 indicators.  ($3–5m / 4 yrs) 

Respond earlier, before crisis 
– Action 16: Expand confidential pre-crisis pathways (Stop It Now! model) for people worried about 

their own or a loved one's behaviour.  ($2–3m / yr) 

– Action 17: Embed Baby Makes 3-style engagement universally at the birth of every child, through 
maternal and child health, a known commencement and escalation point for men's violence.  ($20–
30m / 3 yrs) 

– Action 14: Scale Ask A Mate. Trusted-messenger guidance for secondary-school-aged boys and 
young men at the point trajectories begin.  ($1–2m / yr) 

– Action 15: Scale Love & Learn. Healthy-relationship education for young people.  ($0.5–1m / yr) 

– Action 18: Fund a schools-based targeted early-intervention program for students already using 
harassing, controlling or abusive behaviours, closing the gap between education and therapeutic 
response.  ($15–20m / 4 yrs) 

Break the cycle 
– Action 25: Fund child recovery and specialist youth treatment. Trauma recovery for children 

affected by DFSV, and specialist treatment for young people using harmful behaviours: the highest-
leverage intergenerational prevention available.  ($25–40m / 4 yrs) 

Question 2. How can services, families, communities, workplaces, institutions and others better 
recognise and respond safely to people using violence or at risk of using violence? 

Recognition begins with a truth we would rather avoid: the people using violence are, overwhelmingly, 
people we know, like and love. We have to hold that truth, because the “good men versus bad men” 
construct is precisely what stops us seeing what is happening in front of us.  

The perpetrators the system most needs to see are the ones it currently overlooks: the calm, controlled, 
high-functioning perpetrator that incident-counting misses; the father whose parenting is assumed 
protective rather than risk-assessed; the serial perpetrator who stays invisible because each service sees 
only one fragment. Recognition improves when the system assembles the pattern rather than leaving the 
victim-survivor to carry it, when the everyday relationships around the person using violence are 
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equipped to respond, and when the institutions that already hold the data are turned into sites of 
detection. 

Actions the Government can do in the next five years to help services, families, communities, 
workplaces, institutions and others better recognise and respond safely to people using violence 
or at risk of using violence: 

Keep the person using violence in view 
– Action 3: Legislate national cross-sector information sharing organised around the person using 

violence, so patterns are assembled by the system, not carried by the victim-survivor.  ($8–12m / 4 yrs) 

– Action 4: Trial victim-survivor-led primary data capture within the focused-deterrence pilots to 
evidence coercive control in real time.  ($2–4m / 2 yrs) 

– Action 12: Require pattern-based coercive-control capability across all government-funded services, 
replacing incident-based tools that miss financial abuse and the most dangerous perpetrators.  ($10–
15m / 4 yrs) 

Equip the people and institutions around the perpetrator 
– Action 13: Fund the Accountability Mate Program to equip the four in five men who want to help 

but don't know how to recognise male patterns of abuse and respond safely as trusted peers.  ($1.5–
2.5m / 2 yrs; ~$5m to scale) 

– Action 5: Partner with banks as holders of behavioural data that can evidence coercive control years 
before justice contact, starting with CBA Next Chapter, extended via the ABA.  ($1–2m) 

– Action 19: Make safety-by-design and anti-abuse standards enforceable across banking, insurance, 
energy and telco, re-centred on identifying, warning, restricting and reporting the perpetrator.  ($3–
5m) 

– Action 20: Match the scams response for financial abuse and close the relationship loophole on 
identity and credential misuse.  ($5–8m) 

Question 3. What approaches are most effective in supporting people who use violence to take 
accountability, change behaviours, and reduce the use of violence, while focusing on victim-
survivor safety? 

The most effective approaches keep continuous “eyes on the perpetrator” and resource victim-survivor 
safety in parallel, not as a trade-off. A system that responds by asking the woman to leave does not stop 
perpetration; separation increases the likelihood of escalation and homicide, and displaces risk onto the 
next partner. Accountability means the people using violence and the systems with the power to 
intervene carry the work of safety, not the victim-survivor. 

Actions the Government can do in the next five years to effectively support people who use 
violence to take accountability, change behaviours, and reduce the use of violence, while 
focusing on victim-survivor safety: 

Interrupt the highest-harm perpetration 
– Action 6: Fund the focused-deterrence pilots to full, evaluated scale. Certain, swift, individually 

communicated consequences paired with genuine support to change, not pilot-and-lapse.  ($20–30m / 
4 yrs) 

– Action 7: Build the DV Threat Assessment Centre with lived-experience governance from day one, 
targeting patterns not incidents.  ($2–3m / 4 yrs) 
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– Action 8: Attach a dedicated PUV case manager to every victim-survivor managed through high-risk 
panels (RAMP and equivalents), with partner and family safety contact and breach consequences 
funded as core.  ($30–45m / 3 yrs) 

– Action 9: Pilot a Drive-style multi-agency response to high-harm perpetrators alongside dedicated 
victim-survivor support.  ($6–10m / 3 yrs) 

Build the accountability service system 
– Action 10: Co-design and build a PUV case-worker workforce across crisis and specialist DFSV 

services, with cultural appropriateness built in.  ($4–6m / 2 yrs; scale on evaluation) 

– Action 11: Scale MBCP places to demand, with partner and family safety contact, risk monitoring 
and breach consequences funded as core components, not optional extras.  ($80–120m / 4 yrs) 

Question 4. How can governments and services, among others, strengthen culturally safe, 
accessible and evidence-informed responses for a range of communities and cohorts? 

Culturally safe and evidence-informed responses depend on three things: 

1. Properly funded and resourced lived-experience and community co-design (with governments, 
providers, researchers, businesses, and organisations) for policy, services, and products;  

2. Government grant and procurement rules that support (not prohibit) survivor-led and 
community-controlled originators of good models actually be funded regardless of legal structure; 
and  

3. Build practice-based evidence on what works to prevent and reduce perpetration, through 
working with communities in contract to create actions and foundations for shifting outcomes 
(see image below for how this is different from quantitative and qualitative evidence-based 
practice). 
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Actions the Government can do in the next five years for governments and services, among 
others, strengthen culturally safe, accessible and evidence-informed responses for a range of 
communities and cohorts: 
 

– Action 21: Provide the Audacity Centre five-year core funding to extend its lived-experience ethical 
co-design method as national infrastructure, with lived-experience remuneration and trauma-
informed support funded as core, not cut as a project line item.  ($6–9m / 5 yrs) 

– Action 10 (culturally safe delivery): Co-design the PUV case-worker model with CALD-specialist and 
First Nations-led practice partners, paired with services supporting CALD and First Nations women 
and children.  (within Action 10) 

– Action 24: Fix grant and tender eligibility so funding follows merit, evidence and outcomes, not 
corporate structure, so survivor-led and social-enterprise models (like the Accountability Mate 
Program, stranded for seven years) can be funded.  (nil, policy setting) 

– Actions 1 & 2: Supply the evidence base. The perpetration prevalence survey and NOSPI outcome 
data are what make “evidence-informed” possible for every cohort.  (see Question 1) 

Responses to related questions in other priority areas 
The following questions in other priority areas are answered by actions already set out under Priority Area 
4. The most relevant are cross-referenced below. 

Priority Area 1: Victim-survivors 

What current or emerging issues should the Second Action Plan address, including in relation to 
coercive control and technology-facilitated abuse? 

Coercive control and technology-facilitated abuse are precisely the forms that incident-based systems 
miss. Coercive control is a pattern, not an event; technology-facilitated and financial abuse leave their 
clearest trace not in a police report but in the transaction, account and platform data held by business. 
The Second Action Plan should build the capability to see the pattern, and turn the institutions that 
already hold the data into sites of detection. 

Actions the Government can do in the next five years to address current and emerging issues 
should the Second Action Plan address, including in relation to coercive control and technology-
facilitated abuse: 
 

– Action 12: pattern-based coercive-control capability across all funded services, replacing incident-
based tools. 

– Action 4: victim-survivor-led capture of coercive-control evidence in real time. 

– Action 3: cross-sector information sharing so the pattern is assembled by the system, not the victim-
survivor. 

– Action 7: a threat assessment centre that targets patterns, not incidents. 

– Actions 5, 19 and 20: banks, insurers, energy and telco as sites where financial and technology-
facilitated abuse are detected, designed out, and reported. 
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Priority Area 2: Prevention and early intervention 
Prevention and early intervention come down to one thing: stopping violence being perpetrated in the 
first place. Prevention that focuses only victim resilience, without reducing the behaviour of the people 
using violence, treats the symptom and leaves the cause in place. Violence is a problem for victims, but it 
is not a victim’s problem - and it cannot be prevented by asking those it is done to, to prevent it. The 
biggest difference the 2AP can make is to move upstream of crisis and act on perpetration directly: to see 
it, to interrupt the trajectories that create it, and to reach the people using violence, and those becoming 
at risk of using it, while change is still possible. 

Two moves matter most, and everything else depends on them.  

First, make perpetration visible: you cannot prevent what you do not measure, and you cannot intervene 
early in a pattern the system never assembles.  

Second, fund the upstream and early-intervention pathways that interrupt behaviour before it hardens 
into a lifelong pattern - at the birth of a child, in the classroom, in the friendship group, and in the 
moment a person first worries about their own behaviour. 

None of this is possible while we hold to the “good men versus bad men” construct. The people who use 
violence are, overwhelmingly, people we know, like and love. Prevention begins when we can hold that 
truth, because it is what lets a father, a friend, a teacher, or a person themselves recognise a harmful 
pattern early and act on it, rather than wait for the monster who never arrives. 

What would make the biggest difference in preventing and ultimately ending violence; how existing 
efforts can be strengthened across the individual, community, organisational, institutional and societal 
levels; how governments, communities, schools, workplaces, online platforms and others can better 
support people to recognise and respond to harmful attitudes and behaviours; and what approaches 
appear most promising or effective? 
 

Actions the Government can do in the next five years to strengthen prevention and early 
intervention across individual, community, organisational, institutional and societal levels: 
 
Make perpetration visible, so prevention can be targeted 

– Action 1: nationalise the DFSV perpetration prevalence survey (“Who uses violence, how, and why?”) 
as recurring national data infrastructure alongside the PSS and NCAS - the baseline every prevention 
investment depends on. 

– Action 2: operationalise NOSPI, reported by the AIHW against its 27 indicators, so early intervention 
can be measured against outcomes. 

Reach people upstream, before crisis (individual and community) 
– Action 17: embed Baby Makes 3-style engagement universally at the birth of every child, through 

maternal and child health - a known commencement and escalation point for men’s violence. 

– Action 16: expand confidential pre-crisis pathways (Stop It Now! model) for people worried about 
their own or a loved one’s behaviour. 

– Action 14: scale Ask A Mate - trusted-messenger guidance for secondary-school-aged boys and 
young men at the point trajectories begin. 
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– Action 13: fund the Accountability Mate Program to equip the four in five men who want to help but 
don’t know how to recognise male patterns of abuse and respond safely. 

Build prevention into schools (schools and young people) 
– Action 15: scale Love & Learn healthy-relationship education for young people. 

– Action 18: fund a schools-based targeted early-intervention program for students already using 
harassing, controlling or abusive behaviours, closing the gap between education and therapeutic 
response. 

Turn the institutions that hold the data into sites of prevention (organisational, institutional and online 
platforms) 

– Action 19: make safety-by-design and anti-abuse standards enforceable across banking, insurance, 
energy and telco, re-centred on identifying, warning, restricting and reporting the perpetrator. 

– Action 5: partner with banks as holders of behavioural data that can evidence coercive control years 
before justice contact, starting with CBA Next Chapter and extended via the ABA. 

– Action 20: match the scams response for financial abuse and close the relationship loophole on 
identity and credential misuse. 

– Action 12: require pattern-based coercive-control capability across all government-funded services. 

Interrupt intergenerational transmission (the highest-leverage prevention available) 
– Action 25: fund child recovery and specialist youth treatment. Funded child recovery is itself 

perpetration prevention; Australian evidence shows specialist community-based treatment cuts 
sexual reoffending by 78–90% and general reoffending by 34–44%. 

Set the societal conditions for prevention 
– Action 22: adopt publicly reported national targets, including 80% accountability-focused public 

discourse and a 50% rebalance of investment toward perpetration-focused prevention and 
intervention. 

What is needed to strengthen and expand these approaches is not more evidence but better funding 
design. Promising models are lost to “pilot-and-lapse” cycles, and to procurement rules that exclude the 
survivor-led and community-controlled originators of the best models. 

– Action 24: fix grant and tender eligibility so funding follows merit, evidence and outcomes, not 
corporate structure, so survivor-led and social-enterprise models (like the Accountability Mate 
Program, stranded for seven years) can be funded. 

– Action 21: provide the Audacity Centre five-year core funding to extend its lived-experience ethical 
co-design method as national infrastructure, so prevention is designed with the people it is meant to 
protect. 

What emerging issues should the Second Action Plan address in relation to primary prevention and 
early intervention? 

Two emerging issues most threaten prevention if left unaddressed. 

The first is that the fastest-growing forms of abuse are the ones prevention and early-warning systems 
are least equipped to see. Coercive control is a pattern, not an event, and technology-facilitated and 
financial abuse leave their clearest early trace not in a police report but in the transaction, account and 
platform data held by business. Prevention now depends on building the capability to read that pattern 
early, and on turning the institutions that already hold the data into sites of detection (Actions 12, 4, 3, 5, 
19 and 20). 
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The second is the online radicalisation of boys and young men, and the silence that feeds it. Shame, 
silence and rigid masculine norms keep boys from naming what has been done to them, what they have 
witnessed, and what they themselves are doing - and that silence is where both harm and manosphere 
influence take hold. Many boys and young men using violence are themselves victim-survivors, so their 
recovery and their accountability are the same work. Creating safe ways for boys and men to speak - as 
people who have experienced violence, survived it, and at times used it - removes the shame that isolates 
them and is itself prevention (Actions 14, 15, 18 and 25). 

Priority Area 3: Children and young people in their own right 

What approaches are most effective in supporting children and young people who are using violence or 
displaying harmful sexual behaviours to take accountability, change behaviours, and reduce harm? 

The most effective approach is specialist, community-based treatment tailored to the underlying drivers 
of trauma, family dysfunction and developmental disruption, delivered early and without defaulting to 
exclusion or criminalisation. Many young people using violence are themselves victim-survivors, so their 
recovery and their accountability for harms are the same work. Australian evidence shows specialist 
community-based treatment cuts sexual reoffending by 78–90% and general reoffending by 34–44%. 

It also depends on helping boys and young men share their own experiences of domestic, family and 
sexual violence. Shame, silence and rigid masculine norms keep boys from naming what has been done to 
them, what they have experienced and witnessed, and what they themselves are doing. That silence is 
where both harm and manosphere influence take hold. Creating safe ways for boys and men to speak, as 
people who have experienced violence, survived it, and at times used it, removes the shame that isolates 
them and is itself part of accountability, recovery and prevention. 

Actions the Government can do in the next five years to effectively support children and young 
people who are using violence or displaying harmful sexual behaviours to take accountability, 
change behaviours, and reduce harm: 
 

– Action 18: a schools-based targeted early-intervention program for students already using harassing, 
controlling or abusive behaviours, closing the gap between education and therapeutic response. 

– Action 25 (Stream 2): specialist community-based forensic treatment for children and young people 
using harmful sexual or violent behaviours. 

– Action 25 (Stream 1): trauma recovery for children affected by DFSV, recognising that funded child 
recovery is itself perpetration prevention. 

Priority Area 5: System integration and workforce 

What approaches or models appear most effective in improving collaboration, coordination and 
information sharing across services, systems and programs? 

Coordination fails when each service sees only one fragment of a pattern of perpetration or a single 
incident and the victim-survivor is left to carry the whole picture from service to service. The fix is to 
organise information around the person using violence, assemble the pattern from multiple sources, and 
resource the high-risk panels that already exist to act on it.  
 
It is critically important that victim-survivors are not forced to be the person responsible for systems 
accountability. They mut be provided safe tools to collect and build evidence of their experiences that 
demonstrates the perpetrator’s patterns of behaviour, and that they are in control of choosing and 
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sharing information without having to repeatedly tell their whole history in detail to every services (which 
is both an administrative and psychological burden that creates barriers to seeking help).  

Actions the Government can do in the next five years to improve collaboration, coordination and 
information sharing across services, systems and programs: 
 

– Action 3: legislate national cross-sector information sharing organised around the person using 
violence. 

– Action 4: roll out victim-survivor-led data capture that lets survivors share once (see STARvibe 
Technology), rather than retell to every service. 

– Action 8: dedicated PUV case managers within high-risk panels (RAMP and equivalents) to coordinate 
the response to the perpetrator. 

– Action 12: pattern-based capability so services are reading the same signals. 

What workforce capabilities, supports, or conditions are most needed to strengthen prevention, early 
intervention, response and recovery? 

The system needs a standing workforce whose job is to keep the person using violence in view, the 
capability to identify and read patterns rather than incidents, and lived-experience expertise workforce 
that is properly paid, valued, and supported (this is also important for individuals’ recovery and healing). 

Actions the Government can do in the next five years to support workforce capabilities, supports, 
or conditions are most needed to strengthen prevention, early intervention, response and 
recovery: 
 

– Action 10: a co-designed PUV case-worker workforce across crisis and specialist DFSV services. 

– Action 11: MBCP capacity scaled to demand, with partner and family safety contact and risk 
monitoring funded as core. 

– Action 12: pattern-based coercive-control capability across the whole funded workforce. 

– Action 21: lived-experience remuneration and trauma-informed support funded as core workforce 
conditions. 

Holding the Plan accountable 
Two further actions make the whole envelope measurable against outcomes: 
 

– Action 22: Adopt publicly reported national targets against the use of violence (the 2018 A Man's 
Problem measures): a 25% reduction in men's use of violence, a 50% rebalance of investment toward 
perpetration-focused prevention and intervention, and 80% accountability-focused public discourse.  
(negligible) 

– Action 23: Report the crisis-versus-perpetration investment split annually through the DFSV 
Commission's National Funding Mapping Framework.  (<$0.5m / yr) 
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A note on method and the use of AI 
This submission reflects more than a decade of my own work on gender equality, primary prevention and 
ending violence against women, DFSV perpetration, accountability and lived-experience-led reform. The 
reframe it advances, the recommendations it makes, and the decisions about what to fund and why are 
entirely my own. 

In developing it, I chose to work with generative AI (Claude, made by Anthropic) as a research and drafting 
aid, to help locate and verify current Australian evidence, cross-check my recommendations against the 
government's own frameworks, structure a long and complex document, and build defensible indicative 
costings and return-on-investment estimates. 

Consistent with the Australian Government's own approach to the responsible use of AI, the tool was 
used to assist rather than replace human judgement: I directed every stage of the process, and all AI-
assisted content was reviewed, verified against its sources, and edited by me before inclusion. As 
someone who works at the intersection of lived experience and responsible AI, I believe transparency 
about how these tools are used (as an aid to human expertise, not a substitute for it) is part of using them 
well, and reflects the same standard of transparency that government asks of itself. 
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How to read this submission 
This submission substantively responds through its recommended actions to the three roundtable questions: 

Question 1. What practical solutions are most effective in supporting people who use violence to take 
accountability, change behaviours, and reduce their use of violence? 
Question 2. What types of perpetrators and perpetration are typically misunderstood or overlooked, and 
how can we better respond? 
Question 3. In what ways do victim-survivors carry the burden of safeguarding themselves against people 
who use violence, even where the perpetrator is known to us? 

I provide my written response to expand on the brief advice I was able to share at the roundtable on 7 July 2026 
to more fully inform and support the development of the Second Action Plan under The National Plan to End 
Violence Against Women and Children 2022-2032.  

The evidence cited throughout this submission is not exhaustive. As a practitioner and lived-experience expert 
rather than an academic, I have drawn on the research I am aware of and consider most relevant; a fuller 
academic review would surface further evidence, and I am confident it would strengthen - not weaken - the case 
these recommendations make. 
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With a focus on practical and impactful implementation of the Second Action Plan within its five-year term, my 
responses provide both principled guidance on what needs to be done nationally, as well as direct opportunities 
for government investment including areas of work that I lead and other programs or opportunities that I believe 
as a subject matter expert it would be worthwhile for the Australian Government scale or partner. The goal 
being expediency in measurably reducing violence perpetrated against women and children before 2032. 

Tier 1 - Summary of asks: The 25 actions grouped under seven headline asks, with indicative cost and funding mechanism 
for advisers and decision-makers. 

Tier 2 - Detailed recommendations: Each action worked up in full, including its evidence base. For departmental officers 
translating decisions into commissioning. 

Background: The reframe and history behind the submission, and the procurement rationale. 

Appendices: Relevant referenced documents from Accountability Matters Project to inform framing and activities. 

Bottom line up front 

Australia has embedded the right idea - that violence is a problem for victims but not a victim's problem - in the 
opening words of the National Plan to End Violence Against Women and Children 2022-2032 in the Statement 
from Victim-Survivors. What has not yet followed is the system, data and investment to shift what the 
language demands into a focused strategy and activities to reduce perpetration directly. 

The ask: Through the Second Action Plan, fund the 25 actions with indicative costings in this submission - 
approximately $285-420 million over five years - to: 

1. make perpetration visible,  

2. interrupt the highest-risk perpetration,  

3. build the workforce and community capability to keep people who use violence in view,  

4. regulate business and banking as sites of disruption of perpetration,  

5. break the intergenerational cycle through child recovery, and  

6. hold the Plan itself accountable to measurable reduction of perpetration targets and investment. 

The impact: This is the investment that moves the work of safety off victim-survivors and onto the people 
using violence and the systems with the power to intervene. It is also the fiscally responsible choice. 
Violence against women and children costs Australia $22 billion a year (financial abuse alone costs victims 
$5.7 billion). Australian evidence shows that prevention is possible and cost effective with trialled examples 
in intensive, relational intervention demonstrating returns of $10–16 million in criminal justice savings per 
client cohort, and specialist treatment for young people (often victim survivors themselves) cutting 
reoffending by up to 90 per cent. It literally costs more to do nothing and maintain the status quo. 

Why now: Every action plan cycle in which perpetration remains unmeasured, perpetration-focused 
investment remains marginal, and victim-survivors remain the de facto risk managers of people we already 
know are dangerous, is lost time and more harm - in preventable deaths and injuries, in the childhoods of 
children living with violence, and in avoidable public cost. Enough evidence and models that work to 
prevent and reduce perpetration exist, and the economic case is clear. The Second Action Plan is the 
moment to fund a perpetration reduction approach and continue to build the evidence through practice 
on what works to stop it.  
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Background: the reframe, the history, and the case for the investment 
approach 

The accountability reframe I bring to these questions 

In 2018 I founded the Accountability Matters Project on a single reframe: violence is a problem for victims, but it 
is not a victim's problem. The A Man's Problem concept outline (Appendix A) I published that year set out, on a 
25-year timeline, the goals, strategies and measures of an actor-accountability approach to: 

• measurably reduce men's use of violence in intimate, domestic and family settings, and  

• shift public discourse from a female-centric victim lens to one that centralises the behaviour of the 
people using violence - people who must be held accountable and supported to change. 

In 2019, through AMP, I published the Temporal Spheres of Harm (Appendix C): a model showing that when 
systems organise around victims, they are responding to harm already done - essential work, but work that by 
itself maintains the status quo. It is only when the organising focus moves to the present sphere - the people 
using violence, and the structural barriers that let their behaviour continue - that we reduce harm as it is 
happening and create social change. 

AMP's theory of change set out three lines of effort for social change (Appendix E), and I have organised my 
roundtable responses through them, because each question maps almost exactly onto one: 

● Accountability - Focus on who is using abuse, why, and the impact on victims and society.  

○ This is the work of Question 1 - the systems, data and interventions that hold ending 
perpetration as the organising focus. 

● Connection - Share men's and boys' lived experiences of abuse.  

○ This is the work of Question 2 - seeing the perpetrators and forms of perpetration our 
stereotypes hide. 

● Transformation - Shift responses from a 'good men vs bad men' construct to understanding that people 
we know, like and love can abuse.  

○ This is the work of Question 3 - once we accept that perpetrators are among us, we can no 
longer justify systems that make victim-survivors responsible for managing them. 

The history behind this advice 

The reframe toward understanding perpetration as the policy problem has since been reflected in national policy 
- in no small part through sustained advocacy. The A Man's Problem approach was recorded in Federal 
Parliament by the former Member for Canberra, Ms Gai Brodtmann MP, on 26 November 2018. In 2020 I worked 
in the Department of Social Services' Women's Safety Policy Branch and was instrumental in structuring the first 
submissions of the current National Plan around the domains of Prevention, Early Intervention, Response, and 
Recovery and Healing, ensuring experts in prevention, engaging men, and work with perpetrators briefed 
officials at the ideation stage. 

Most visibly, from my seat on the National Plan Advisory Group I initiated the Statement from Victim-Survivors 
that opens the National Plan, co-authoring it with colleagues at the Independent Collective of Survivors - 
embedding 'abuse and violence is a problem for victims, but it is not a victim's problem,' and that it is 'everyone's 
responsibility to end the perpetration of violence,' as some of the first words policymakers read in the 
Government's own framework.  



 — People Using Violence submission, Second Action Plan 

Page 27 of 33 
© 2026 Accountability Matters Project Pty Ltd 

I am co-author of Putting Perpetrators in the Picture (2021) and the State of Knowledge Report on Violence 
Perpetration (2022), co-authored the Australian National Research Agenda that made 'people who use DFSV' a 
national research priority, and am Chief Investigator on the first prevalence study measuring DFSV perpetration. 

Eight years on, we are yet to reach Year 0 of a perpetration-reduction plan - a national data landscape on the 
prevalence of DFSV perpetration and why individuals use violence. While we have the policy framing, what has 
not yet landed is the system, data and investment shift that must follow the language. This submission is how 
the Second Action Plan lands it. 

Why the funding mechanisms matter: the case for closed or limited tender to named IP holders 

Throughout this submission I have paired every program with a specific investment or procurement pathway, 
because the sector's experience is that the 'what' is endlessly gathered while the 'how' and 'with what money' 
are deferred - and deferral is where good answers die between action plans.  

Several actions recommend closed or limited tender to named IP holders. That is the value-for-money route as 
well as the ethical one, for five reasons. 

1. Research and design already paid for. Every named program arrives with its research base, design 
and/or testing complete - sunk investment government did not fund. Open tender discards that asset: 
the winning incumbent reconstructs the concept from scratch, and government pays for the same 
design twice, usually less well, because the tacit practice wisdom and lived-expertise that shaped the 
original does not transfer with a tender document. 

2. Time. An open-tender cycle typically adds 18 months to 3 years before a participant is reached. The 
named programs can commence within a funding cycle because development is done. In this portfolio, 
every year of delay is measured in preventable escalation - and the Calgary economics price the do-
nothing baseline at tens of millions per city per year. The cheapest intervention is the one that starts 
soonest. 

3. Risk and scaling. Trialled programs carry lower delivery risk: the assumptions are tested, the workforce 
often exists, and the originator retains the deep knowledge needed to adapt the model as it scales - 
which is where reconstructed programs most often fail. 

4. Sector sustainability. Social program models cannot be patented, so under open tendering the specialist 
sector provider or an individual’s (such a survivor advocate) expected return on designing something 
new is to watch funding go a larger provider to deliver it – commonly without recognition or reward for 
moral and intellectual property or investment that went into the ideation and development (often at a 
cost to the service or the individual that spent money and resources developing it). This creates a lack of 
trust and limits collaboration when there is scarce funding and what gets developed may be an 
opportunity that another provider benefits from without recompense to the originator. Protecting IP 
though closed or limited tendering can turn innovation into an income-generating asset for the sector: 
the originator can earn licensing or royalty revenue each time their model is scaled by larger providers, 
giving specialist services and survivor advocates a self-sustaining stream to reinvest in further innovation 
rather than depending on the next grant round. Protecting IP generators restores healthy competition 
(not patch protecting) and innovation that government actually wants: competition on whether the 
model works. It does not lock large providers out - it sequences them fairly in at scale-up, as the 
Australian developed Triple P - Positive Parenting Program® and Mental Health First Aid licensing models 
show. 

5. It is the only ethical option. Much of this innovation was generated by victim-survivors and a chronically 
under-resourced sector, for free, at great personal cost. Putting a survivor-led or sector organisation's 
concept to open tender invites better-resourced incumbents to win delivery of someone else's IP. No 
government would open-tender a patented technology to the patent-holder's competitors. The 
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Commonwealth Procurement Rules already provide for limited tender where IP rights or the absence of 
a reasonable alternative make open competition inappropriate. 

  A structural lesson the Plan should fix 

The Accountability Mate Program (see Appendix B) was designed in 2019, evidence-informed and ready to pilot in 
partnership with No to Violence, Professor Michael Flood and Menslink. It was either ineligible or refused 
government grants because the Accountability Matters Project is a Pty Ltd social enterprise rather than a registered 
not-for-profit. Seven years later, this consultation asks exactly what that program was built to do. Funding eligibility 
that follows legal form rather than merit systematically excludes survivor-led and social-enterprise innovation, and 
the sector loses years it cannot afford. Action 24 fixes it. 

The economic case, stated honestly 

The return-on-investment figures in this submission draw on two robust sources. Financial abuse costs Australian 
victims $5.7 billion a year in direct costs, with a further $5.2 billion to the broader economy, affecting more than 
623,000 people in 2020 - figures the Deloitte/Commonwealth Bank study itself notes are conservative. The 
University of Calgary's 2026 study It Costs More to Do Nothing found domestic violence perpetration cost one 
mid-sized city approximately $58 million in a single year, more than 90 per cent borne by taxpayers, and 
modelled that connecting men to behaviour change at earlier points of police contact could reduce domestic 
violence by up to 40 per cent - saving more than $93 million over five years in that city alone. 

A note on how I use the Calgary figures: they are Canadian, single-city and modelled. I present them as indicative 
of the order of return demonstrated internationally, not as a direct prediction of Australian dollar savings. The 
Australian figures below are the domestic anchors. 

The cost of doing nothing, in Australian dollars 

The Australian evidence base is now strong enough to make the economic case without relying on international 
figures. Violence against women and children costs Australia an estimated $22 billion a year (KPMG for the 
Department of Social Services, 2015–16), of which victim-survivors bear $11.3 billion, governments $4.1 billion, 
and the community, children and perpetrators the remaining $6.5 billion - with a further $4 billion likely once 
under-counted groups (Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander women, women with disability, pregnant women, 
women experiencing homelessness) are included. On a recurring basis, the AIHW attributes $751 million a year 
in health-system spending to intimate partner violence and $1.3 billion a year to child abuse and neglect. These 
are costs incurred because of people who use violence. Stopping their controlling, abusive and violent 
behaviours saves money.  

The return on early, tailored intervention is equally well-evidenced in Australia. UNSW lifecourse-cost analysis 
(Baldry et al.) documents institutional costs of $900,000 to $5.5 million per person with complex needs cycling 
through justice, health and homelessness systems - and finds the only periods when those costs fell were when 
tailored, supported intervention was provided, which was otherwise absent. The Community Restorative Centre 
evaluation (McCausland et al., 2025) found an intensive, relational case-work model produced 62–66 per cent 
reductions in custody outcomes and $10–16 million in criminal-justice savings per annual client cohort. And 
specialist community-based treatment for young people who have used harmful behaviours reduced sexual 
reoffending by 78–90 per cent and general reoffending by 34–44 per cent (Griffith Criminology Institute, 2025). 
 
Reducing perpetration produces savings in direct proportion to the reduction achieved. Against the $22 billion 
annual cost of violence against women and children, every one per cent reduction saves the Australian 
economy approximately $220 million a year. Meeting the National Plan's ambition of a 25 per cent reduction 
would save an estimated $5.5 billion every year - rising toward $6.5 billion once the costs borne by under-
counted groups are included. Even confined to direct government health outlays, a 25 per cent reduction would 
save around $510 million a year in the health-system spending the AIHW attributes to intimate partner violence 
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and child abuse. These are recurring annual savings, and they compound: every year perpetration is not reduced, 
the full cost is paid again. 

Children's recovery is perpetration prevention 

Childhood exposure to violence is a significant risk factor for later perpetration (and re-victimisation); many adult 
perpetrators were themselves child victims. The social-determinants-of-justice research (McCausland & Baldry, 
2023) shows childhood abuse, out-of-home care and early trauma among the strongest determinants of later 
criminalisation - 84 per cent of people in the MHDCD cohort who had been in out-of-home care as children had 
complex needs as adults. Funding children's recovery from DFSV therefore does two things at once: it shifts the 
safety burden off child victim-survivors by treating their recovery as an entitlement and prosocial community 
level benefit (as well as individual) rather than a family's private task, and it interrupts the intergenerational 
transmission of violence at the point where the evidence for changing the trajectory is strongest. It is, in 
economic terms, among the highest-return investments available to the 2nd Action Plan.  

My final appeal for the 2nd Action Plan to make real change 

Fund all of it. At $420 million over five years, this package need only reduce perpetration by one per cent a 
year to save over $1.1 billion - more than double its cost on the worst outcome worth planning for. The bar for 
a positive return is one per cent; clearing it is almost impossible to fail. An investment that pays for itself even 
when it barely works is not a risk; it is one of the safest bets available to government, because the only way to 
lose money is to reduce perpetration by nothing at all. This is not a gamble on prevention working spectacularly - 
it is an investment that returns benefits even if it barely works at all. 

More importantly, the return is not only fiscal: and this is the point that should decide it. Perpetrators are made, 
not born. We can prevent people using violence. Perpetration is not an abstraction - it the result of social 
conditioning and choices, made by people we can identify and reach, and systems we can change. On current 
figures the perpetration of DFSV sees a woman killed by an intimate partner in Australia roughly every eleven 
days, and makes intimate partner violence one of the top five contributors to disease burden for women aged 
15–54. It is the reason more than 500 children are hospitalised each year because of family and domestic 
violence, the reason more than half of all children seeking specialist homelessness support have experienced it, 
and the reason around two in five Australians carry exposure to domestic violence out of their childhood and 
into the rest of their lives.  

Every percentage point the perpetration of DFSV is reduced is not only money returned - it is a woman who is 
not killed, a child who is not hospitalised, a family not made homeless, and a childhood free from fear. That is 
what a one per cent reduction buys, and why the only unaffordable choice is to keep paying the full cost of 
people’s use of violence, in dollars and in lives, year after year. 

These figures are conservative and defensible: prevention and early intervention in perpetration is not a moral 
luxury competing with crisis response - it is the fiscally responsible choice, and every year of delay compounds 
both the human and the public cost. 

Doing nothing is the only choice we can't afford. As I and members of the Independent Collective of Survivors 
wrote in 2022 – It is time to be brave. 
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A note on method and the use of AI.  
 
This submission reflects more than a decade of my own work on gender equality, primary prevention and ending 
violence against women, DFSV perpetration, accountability and lived-experience-led reform. The reframe it 
advances, the recommendations it makes, and the decisions about what to fund and why are entirely my own.  

In developing it, I chose to work with generative AI (Claude, made by Anthropic) as a research and drafting aid - 
to help locate and verify current Australian evidence, cross-check my recommendations against the 
government's own frameworks, structure a long and complex document, and build defensible indicative costings 
and return-on-investment estimates.  

Consistent with the Australian Government's own approach to the responsible use of AI, the tool was used to 
assist rather than replace human judgement: I directed every stage of the process, and all AI-assisted content 
was reviewed, verified against its sources, and edited by me before inclusion. As someone who works at the 
intersection of lived experience and responsible AI, I believe transparency about how these tools are used - as an 
aid to human expertise, not a substitute for it - is part of using them well, and reflects the same standard of 
transparency that government asks of itself. 
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Domestic Violence (61 recommendations). 

● Fitzpatrick, C. (2022-) Designed to Disrupt® series - documents how perpetrators weaponise banking, insurance, utility 
and telecommunications products, translating this into an evidence-based "financial safety by design" blueprint modelled 
on the eSafety Commissioner's Safety by Design. 

● Insurance Council of Australia (2025). Review of the General Insurance Code of Practice - proposing broadened, 
enforceable family-violence and financial-abuse protections; monitored by the General Insurance Code Governance 
Committee. 

● Council of Australian Life Insurers (CALI) (2025). Best Practice Guidance: Family and Domestic Violence Policies; and Life 
Insurance Code of Practice independent review (2026). 

● Australian Energy Regulator (2025). Strategy to support a safer energy market for customers affected by family violence 
(and accompanying open letter to the energy sector), May 2025. 

● Australian Energy Market Commission (2025). Assisting hardship customers - final rule (new hardship-customer 
protections commencing 30 December 2026). 

● Telecommunications (Domestic, Family and Sexual Violence Consumer Protections) Industry Standard 2025 - mandatory 
standard in force from 1 July 2025; regulated by the Australian Communications and Media Authority (ACMA), practice 
guide  

● Australian Financial Complaints Authority (AFCA) - external dispute resolution across banking, general and life insurance, 
and superannuation; has recommended firms use internal dispute-resolution data as a feedback loop to detect financial 
abuse and inform product design. 

● eSafety Commissioner. Safety by Design - the framework on which the Designed to Disrupt series is modelled. 
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Cost of violence, early-intervention savings and social determinants (Australian evidence) 
● KPMG (2016). The Cost of Violence Against Women and Their Children in Australia. Department of Social Services ($22bn 

in 2015–16; victims $11.3bn, governments $4.1bn, community/children/perpetrators $6.5bn; +$4bn for under-counted 
groups; $333m second-generation cost). 

● AIHW (2025/2026). Economic and financial impacts; Health system spending per case of disease ($751m/yr attributable to 
IPV; $1.3bn/yr to child abuse and neglect; $48,413 higher lifetime health costs per woman with IPV history). 

● Baldry, E., Dowse, L., McCausland, R., & Clarence, M. (2012). Lifecourse Institutional Costs of Homelessness for Vulnerable 
Groups. UNSW / FaHCSIA ($900,000–$5.5m lifecourse institutional cost per complex-needs individual). 

● McCausland, R., Reeve, R., Sotiri, M., Phelan, L., Belackova, V., & Russell, S. (2025). Outcomes of a community sector 
model of reintegration for people with complex needs. Health & Justice 13(49) (62–66% reductions in custody outcomes; 
$10–16m savings per annual cohort). 

● McCausland, R., & Baldry, E. (2023). Who Does Australia Lock Up? The Social Determinants of Justice. International 
Journal for Crime, Justice and Social Democracy 12(3). 

● Cale, J., Whitten, T., Perales, F., O’Shannessy, D., & Leclerc, B. (2025), "A quasi-experimental evaluation of a specialized 
treatment service for youth adjudicated for sexual offences in Queensland, Australia (sexual reoffending reduced 78–90%; 
general reoffending 34–44%). ScienceDirect. 

● UWA Public Policy Institute (Perks & Gilchrist, 2025). The lifetime price of harm: economic costs of sexual violence (child 
sexual abuse $7.5bn lifetime / ~$50,000 per child; adult sexual assault $6.6bn / ~$58,000 per adult). 

Financial abuse: cost, disparity and reform 
● Deloitte Access Economics / Commonwealth Bank of Australia (2022). The Cost of Financial Abuse in Australia ($5.7bn 

direct costs to victims; $5.2bn broader economic costs; 623,100 victims in 2020). 

● ACCC. Targeting Scams report series (combined national scam losses ~$2bn/year). 

● Economic Abuse Reference Group (2025). Submission to Treasury: Coerced directorships consultation. 

● Chen et al. (2026). Buy Now Pay Later and its intersection with family violence: Prevalence and Prevention, UNSW Law 
Journal 49(1) - legal analysis of financial abuse and credential misuse within intimate and family relationships. 

● Bellini, R., Lee, K., Brown, M. A., Shaffer, J., Bhalerao, R., & Ristenpart, T. (2023). The Digital-Safety Risks of Financial 
Technologies for Survivors of Intimate Partner Violence. In Proceedings of the 32nd USENIX Security Symposium (pp. 2197-
2214). USENIX Association. Available on the USENIX Presentation Page. 

Misogyny, other criminal activity and violent extremism 

● Voce, I., Morgan, A., & Dowling, C. (2022). Outlaw motorcycle gangs and domestic violence. Trends & Issues no. 670, 
Australian Institute of Criminology. 

● Castillo Díaz, P., & Valji, N. (2019). Symbiosis of misogyny and violent extremism. Journal of International Affairs 72(2). 

● Rottweiler, B., Clemmow, C., & Gill, P. (2025). A Common Psychology of Male Violence? Assessing the Effects of Misogyny 
on Intentions to Engage in Violent Extremism, Interpersonal Violence and Support for Violence against Women. Terrorism 
and Political Violence, 37(3), 287–312. 

National policy architecture and discourse record 
● Domestic, Family and Sexual Violence Commission (2026). Monitoring and Reporting Framework: National Plan to End 

Violence against Women and Children 2022–2032. Australian Government, May 2026 (documents the Outcomes 
Framework 2023–2032, its six long-term outcomes and Performance Measurement Plan; the 68% of PMP measures 
lacking data; the National Funding Mapping Framework in development; and the “Data development and outcome 
measurement,” “Funding transparency” and “Towards system integration” monitoring focus areas). 

● Department of Social Services. National Plan to End Violence against Women and Children 2022–2032, including the 
Survivor Statement (initiated by L. Dembele from the National Plan Advisory Group; co-authored with the Independent 
Collective of Survivors). 

● Attorney-General's Department. Coercive control - national framing and resources. 

● Hansard, House of Representatives, 26 November 2018 - Ms Gai Brodtmann MP placing the A Man's Problem reframe on 
the parliamentary record. 


















































