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Acknowledgement of Country 

No to Violence acknowledges First NaƟons Peoples across these lands; the TradiƟonal Custodians of 
the lands and waters. We pay respect to all Elders, past and present. We acknowledge a deep 
connecƟon with Country which has existed over 60,000 years. We acknowledge that sovereignty was 
never ceded and that this was and always will be First NaƟons’ land. 

VicƟm-survivor acknowledgement 

No to Violence acknowledges the bravery of vicƟm-survivors who have dared to come forward and 
share their experiences, as well as those who have not been able to. We acknowledge the absolute 
centrality of their safety and freedom in the work we do. 

About No to Violence 

No to Violence works to bring about the changes our communiƟes need to eliminate men’s use of 
domesƟc and family violence. The safety of women and children is the primary purpose of everything 
we do.  

It is by ending men’s violence that families can have happier, safer and more fulfilled lives. For 30 
years, we have been working directly with men who use family violence to support them to change. 

Our experƟse in their beliefs, aƫtudes, behaviours and choices has enabled us to develop standards, 
programs and training; lead policy development; and fulfil our role as the naƟonal peak body for 
people and organisaƟons commiƩed to ending men’s use of family violence. 

No to Violence has 187 members across all Australian states and territories. Our members comprise 
organisaƟons and individuals commiƩed to ending men's use of domesƟc and family violence. We are 
proud to partner with our members and appreciate their contribuƟons and leadership in the sector.  

  

Contact 

No to Violence head office 
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Coverage summary 
How this submission addresses the Second AcƟon Plan’s five priority areas: 

 

Priority area Addressed Primarily in 

1. VicƟm-survivors of 
domesƟc, family and 
sexual violence 

Yes — through dedicated, ring-fenced funding for family safety 
contact and advocacy work, and through systems and 
accountability mechanisms that determine whether men using 
violence are idenƟfied and stopped 

SecƟons 1, 4 

2. PrevenƟon and early 
intervenƟon 

Yes — core focus 
IntroducƟon
, SecƟons 1, 
2 

3. Children and young 
people 

Yes SecƟon 2 

4. People who use 
violence 

Yes — core focus, NTV's mandate 
SecƟons 1, 
2, 3, 4, 5 

5. System integraƟon 
and workforce 

Yes SecƟons 3, 4 
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Notes  
On framing 

This submission affirms that gender inequality is a primary driver of violence against women and 
children, and that primary prevenƟon work addressing gendered aƫtudes, norms and 
structures remains essenƟal and must conƟnue to be resourced. The IntroducƟon argues for 
something addiƟonal, not alternaƟve: that early intervenƟon and behaviour-change work with 
individual men also requires aƩenƟon to the specific, co-occurring factors—harmful substance use, 
trauma history, relaƟonship dynamics—that shape why this man, in this relaƟonship, at this Ɵme. Both 
are necessary.   

On language 

Gendered language: This submission uses gendered language—referring to "men who use violence" 
and "women and children" as vicƟm-survivors—to reflect the well-established prevalence data on 
domesƟc and family violence in Australia: most of this violence is perpetrated by men against women 
and children. No to Violence's core mandate is to work with men who use violence, and this language 
reflects that focus. 

This is not to deny or diminish the experiences of vicƟm-survivors of all genders, including men, or the 
dynamics of violence within LGBTQIA+ relaƟonships, both of which No to Violence's member 
organisaƟons also respond to. Nor does it suggest that gender is the only factor relevant to why an 
individual uses violence—the IntroducƟon of this submission argues explicitly for a fuller 
understanding of the drivers of violence alongside its gendered dimensions. We also recognise 
children as vicƟm-survivors of family violence in their own right, not merely as bystanders to violence 
between adults.  

No to Violence is commiƩed to inclusive, intersecƟonal pracƟce and to services that are accessible and 
responsive to people of all genders, sexualiƟes, cultural backgrounds and abiliƟes. The language used 
throughout this submission reflects the populaƟon-level evidence base and No to Violence's mandate, 
while our pracƟce and advocacy remain grounded in that broader commitment.  

DomesƟc and family violence (DFV): An umbrella term encompassing inƟmate partner violence, as 
implied by domesƟc violence, and violence between family members, as indicated by family violence. 
Family violence can include inƟmate partner violence and acts of violence between a parent and a 
child, between siblings, and across extended family and kinship networks.  Sexual violence is a disƟnct 
tacƟc of family violence that oŌen co-occurs with other forms of abuse.1 It is a high-risk indicator of 
escalaƟng family violence that signals an increased likelihood of severe injury or death for vicƟm-
survivors.2 This report uses domesƟc and family violence as the primary term. However, it recognises 
that in many contexts, parƟcularly those involving Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander communiƟes 
and community-controlled organisaƟons, family violence alone is preferred, because it beƩer reflects 
the broader relaƟonal dimensions of DFV across extended family and kinship systems. Where this 
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report quotes or references pracƟƟoners of communiƟes using family violence in this way, that usage 
is preserved.  
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ExecuƟve summary 
Australia has built genuine consensus that violence against women and children must end—and has 
developed a funded prevenƟon infrastructure and a naƟonal policy framework unmatched by most 
comparable countries. Yet we did not just underfund the response to men's violence; we 
underesƟmated its scale.3 Against that scale, No to Violence esƟmates that fewer than 3% of the 
naƟon's domesƟc and family violence offenders are receiving any form of behaviour change 
intervenƟon (see pages 12-13). The last resort—police, courts, prisons—remains the first response. 
This is not a failure of individuals or services; it is a structural failure of scale and design, and the 
Second AcƟon Plan is the mechanism to correct it. 

This submission argues that the system was built for a problem roughly half the size of the one 
Australia actually has, and that a second, equally necessary Ɵer—reaching men and supporƟng 
women and children before crisis, not only aŌer it—was never built alongside the first. 

A response commensurate to the size of the problem. Government investment is concentrated in late-
stage, crisis-focused responses, and the consequences of that imbalance are no longer contained 
within the domesƟc and family violence system. Police, schools, hospitals, all public services, are 
absorbing a problem without the training or resourcing to carry it—not through any failure of the 
people doing that work, but because every part of the public sector is not, in pracƟce, a family 
violence service, whether it was funded to be one or not. We urgently need new investment at a scale 
that matches the populaƟon it must reach, not incremental top-ups to a system built for a fracƟon of 
the true need—a key area for investment in early intervenƟon. Currently, only 3.6% of NaƟonal Plan 
funding is allocated to early intervenƟon—nowhere near the amount needed to relieve that pressure 
at its source (see pages 10-11). 

A genuine framework for early intervenƟon. The Theory of Change for the NaƟonal Plan4 names a 
social-ecological model. But its individual and relaƟonship levels remain populated almost enƟrely by 
aƫtudes and gender inequality—individual factors such as childhood abuse, harmful substance use, 
trauma, gambling and relaƟonship dynamics are treated as unfunded "reinforcing factors" rather than 
pathways requiring their own pracƟce frameworks. As a result, early intervenƟon has no theory of 
change or framework to work from. Building this out is the precondiƟon for everything else in this 
submission: populaƟon-level prevenƟon and aŌer-the-fact crisis response both already have 
frameworks; the space between them does not. 
A conƟnuum of person-centred, relaƟonal and community-led responses—not a checklist. 
PracƟƟoners are unambiguous that expansion of responses to men using DFV is needed. But we must 
move beyond the current highly fragmented and disconnected service system. Growth must be built 
as an interconnected conƟnuum governed by shared principles: men need to move between levels of 
intervenƟon as engagement, risk and behaviour change are non-linear, and vicƟm-survivor safety must 
never depend on a man's willingness to parƟcipate. Responses must be relaƟonal rather than puniƟve, 
community-led and coordinated—including First NaƟons responses grounded in self-determinaƟon—
and reflect the context of men's actual lives (family, culture, faith, disadvantage). This is what the 
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evidence shows works, from Meli's retenƟon rates rising from 12% to over 80% under relaƟonal 
redesign to internaƟonal evidence on behaviour-change and gender-transformaƟve programs.5 
Coordinated and integrated, not fragmented. No single program or jurisdicƟon can deliver this. It 
requires a whole-of-government "web of accountability" spanning at least the eighteen federal 
departments and agencies whose systems already touch this issue, backed by transparent, program-
level fiscal reporƟng so government can see, and adjust, what it is actually funding, in real Ɵme, rather 
than reconstrucƟng the picture retrospecƟvely five years later. Government cannot fix what it cannot 
see: Sheppard et al.’s review of long-term funding for reducing violence against women in Australia 
and the Government’s own joint investment report on investment under the NaƟonal Plan cannot 
reconcile government's investment “in a future free from gender-based violence” with its separate 
headline claim of over $4 billion invested— this is a live illustraƟon of exactly the transparency gap this 
submission's accountability recommendaƟons are designed to close.6, 7 

The case for change is also a fiscal one—and a rare case where the right thing and the cheap thing are 
the same. New modelling commissioned by No to Violence esƟmates the value of prevenƟng first-Ɵme 
DFV offences and the reoffending they cascade into, at approximately $8.3 billion a year—against a 
NaƟonal Plan in which early intervenƟon currently receives only a Ɵny porƟon of idenƟfiable funding 
(see pages 25-26). AcƟng earlier is not only more humane; it is dramaƟcally cheaper than the status 
quo of late-stage responses, like child protecƟon, police, courts and correcƟons. 
What we ask. This submission sets out 21 specific recommendaƟons across the IntroducƟon and five 
secƟons—spanning funding rebalancing, a naƟonal workforce strategy, a broadened conceptual 
framework, whole-of-government accountability, and the data infrastructure needed to know whether 
any of it is working. Many of these asks are not new commitments outside what government has 
already agreed to in principle through the Rapid Review and NaƟonal Cabinet. What is missing is not 
agreement—it is funding, Ɵmetabling, and delivery at the scale this evidence demands.  
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IntroducƟon 
More than fiŌeen years aŌer the first NaƟonal Plan established ending gender-based violence as a 
naƟonal priority, rates of domesƟc and family violence (DFV) and inƟmate partner homicide in 
Australia remain a serious reminder of how much work remains. Nearly 1 in 4 (or 23%) of women 
experience inƟmate partner violence in their lifeƟme.8 Just under half (or 40%) of children are 
exposed to domesƟc violence.9 Since July 1989, there have been 1,773 female vicƟms of inƟmate 
partner homicide in Australia, and 586 children have been killed by a parent.10, 11 InƟmate partner 
violence is the leading preventable contributor to death, disability and illness for Australian women 
aged 18 to 44, and violence against women and children also costs the economy $26 billion each year, 
with vicƟm-survivors bearing approximately 50% of that cost.12, 13 The majority of this violence is 
perpetrated by men (i.e. around 4 in 5 DFV offenders are male).14, 15 

These figures likely understate the true scale of the problem. The Australian Child Maltreatment Study 
found that 62.2% of the Australian populaƟon had experienced at least one type of child 
maltreatment, with domesƟc violence the most common single form, at 39.6%. Among young 
Australians specifically—the generaƟon currently coming of age—that exposure rate climbs to 43.8%, 
higher than any older generaƟon surveyed, with 1 in 4 having experienced three to five different types 
of maltreatment.16  It is the generaƟon now entering adulthood carrying the highest exposure rate on 
record.17 What’s more, it’s not a marginal correcƟon to what Australia already knew about the scale of 
DFV; it is evidence that the response systems in place were built for a problem far smaller than the 
one that actually exists. 

Problems of this size do not stay contained within the systems designed to respond to them. They spill 
into every adjacent system that comes into contact with children and families (i.e. health, educaƟon, 
housing, child protecƟon, disability and aged care services), none of which were built to carry this 
load, and all of which are now absorbing it by default. Childhood exposure to family violence is itself 
associated with substanƟally increased risk of using or experiencing violence in later relaƟonships, a 
compounding pathway this submission returns to below. A late-stage response system, however well-
resourced, cannot be the principal mechanism for a populaƟon of this size; for children and their 
mothers, and for the men whose use of violence is this submission's central focus mechanism 

An expanded framework for early intervenƟon 

Part of why the middle ground remains overlooked appears to be conceptual, not only financial. Our 
Watch's Change the Story primary prevenƟon framework has played a key role in shaping Australia's 
second decade-long NaƟonal Plan to End Violence against Women and Children, as well as other key 
state and territory strategies.18 Underpinning the first ediƟon of Change the Story19 was Professor Lori 
Heise's 1998 integrated ecological model—but only part of it. Heise's framework sought to 
conceptualise violence against women "as a mulƟfaceted phenomenon grounded in an interplay 
among personal, situaƟonal, and sociocultural factors."20  Change the Story foregrounds the 
macrosocial gendered drivers of that interplay — condoning of violence, men's control of decision-
making, rigid gender stereotyping, male peer relaƟons — and treats individual-level experience (prior 
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exposure to violence, factors that weaken prosocial behaviour) as a secondary, "reinforcing" layer 
siƫng underneath them, rather than interconnected pathways to the use and experience of 
violence.21  

This is a narrower reading of the ecological approach than the internaƟonal evidence base it draws on. 
Heise's original model and her own 2011 revision (Appendix C) place individual- and relaƟonship-level 
factors—childhood exposure to violence, harmful substance use, mental health, learned relaƟonship 
dynamics—alongside community and societal drivers as consƟtuent parts of the same explanatory 
model, not as effects of it.22 This is also the norm elsewhere: the WHO's ecological model for violence 
prevenƟon,23 the WHO/UN Women RESPECT framework,24 and the European Commission's own 
violence-prevenƟon model25 each build in individual and relaƟonship-level risk factors as standard, 
alongside the gendered and structural drivers Change the Story foregrounds, rather than treaƟng 
them as a residual category. These models, in turn, commonly place poverty, discriminaƟon and other 
structural inequaliƟes alongside gender inequality as drivers in their own right—an intersecƟonal 
reading Our Watch's own companion resources (Changing the picture, on Aboriginal and Torres Strait 
Islander women;26 Changing the landscape, on women with disability)27 already apply, but which sits 
adjacent to, rather than inside, the core architecture that shapes naƟonal investment. Australia is 
something of an outlier in how thinly populated this level of its own adopted model is. 

The government's own 2023 Theory of Change follows the same broad architecture as these 
frameworks, in name: it explicitly spans individual/relaƟonship, organisaƟon/community, 
systems/insƟtuƟonal and societal levels.28 But in pracƟce, it populates the individual and relaƟonship 
level almost enƟrely with awareness, aƫtudes and gender inequality. The architecture is already 
named; what it lacks is the fuller causal detail — the individual and relaƟonship-level factors that sit 
alongside gender inequality internaƟonally — that early intervenƟon, risk assessment and behaviour-
change work depend on. 

To be clear, no framework prevents violence on its own, and this submission does not argue that a 
beƩer diagram will close a funding gap. But a system cannot design, target or evaluate work it has no 
theory of change for, and that is precisely the posiƟon early intervenƟon is in. 

The consequence falls hardest on early intervenƟon specifically, since prevenƟon and response each 
already have a framework to work from, Change the Story for prevenƟon, and the statutory system for 
crisis.29 Early intervenƟon has neither. This is reflected in where funding actually goes. 

A comprehensive retrospecƟve review of long-term violence-against-women funding across federal 
and state/territory budgets, by Sheppard et al. (2025) found that response-focused acƟvity accounted 
for 55.9% of idenƟfiable funding naƟonally, compared with just 3.6% for early intervenƟon (see Figure 
1: “Where DFV-related funding actually goes”). Primary prevenƟon accounted for 8.6% and recovery 
9.4%.30 Work with people who use violence does not appear anywhere as its own budget category in 
this analysis; where it can be found at all, it sits folded inside the early intervenƟon line. This is not an 
argument for shrinking the 55.9% invested in response; those services must remain fully funded, but 
for growing the overall funding pool so that early intervenƟon and work with men who use violence, 
two of the most under-resourced Ɵers of the system, receive investment at a scale that matches the 
size of the problem. 
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InternaƟonally, taking the fuller model seriously already has a track record: 

The internaƟonal evidence shows what it looks like to take the fuller model seriously. Rwanda's 
Bandebereho program, meaning "role model", works with fathers and mothers of young children over 
seventeen sessions, applying a gender-transformaƟve approach to caregiving, communicaƟon and 
non-violent relaƟonships. A randomised controlled trial with nearly 1,200 couples found sustained 
reducƟons, lasƟng up to six years, in inƟmate partner violence across all its forms, and in violent 
discipline of children; it has now reached more than 60,000 parents through Rwanda's naƟonal health 
system. A recent global mapping by UNICEF, the PrevenƟon CollaboraƟve and Equimundo idenƟfied 69 
similar programs across 43 countries.31  

Fathers are menƟoned only once in Australia's NaƟonal Plan and are absent from the First AcƟon 
Plan—a direct consequence of the gap already described: without a populated individual- and 
relaƟonship-level, Australia's theory of change has no basis for idenƟfying fathers and parents as an 
intervenƟon populaƟon. The Second AcƟon Plan is the first opportunity to correct this. 

 

Figure 1. Where DFV-related funding actually goes. 
 DescripƟon: Doughnut chart of total DFV-related funding by strategy type (Response 55.9%; Other 13.2%; Recovery 9.4%; Gender inequality 
9.3%; Primary prevenƟon 8.6%; Early intervenƟon 3.6%), federal and state/territory budgets, 2022 AUD. Source: Sheppard, Brown, Robinson 
& Moodie (2025), Public Health Research & PracƟce 35, PU24027, Table 2. 
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PopulaƟng the ecological model properly, and funding it at the scale the evidence requires, are not 
two separate asks. No to Violence recommends the Second AcƟon Plan build out the individual and 
relaƟonship level of its own Theory of Change, drawing on the internaƟonal evidence above, starƟng 
with fathers and parents — a life-stage the model already implies but does not yet fund: 

No to Violence recommends the Second AcƟon Plan commit to: 

1. Build out the ecological model the Theory of Change already names. The 2023 Theory of 
Change explicitly adopts a social-ecological model but populates its individual and relaƟonship 
level almost enƟrely with aƫtudes, awareness and gender inequality. The Second AcƟon Plan 
needs to advance a framework that enables intervenƟons to account for and engage with the 
complexiƟes of the clients they work with that shape their experiences and use of violence. 

2. Test and scale gender-transformaƟve programs for the life-stages this model idenƟfies as 
under-served, starƟng with fathers and parents, who do not appear in the NaƟonal Plan or 
First AcƟon Plan despite strong internaƟonal evidence.32 
 

None of this is inevitable. 

Australia has built something genuinely impressive: a naƟonal consensus that this violence must end, 
a funded prevenƟon infrastructure, and a policy framework unmatched in scale by almost any 
comparable country. And yet too many women and children are sƟll being harmed. The men 
responsible are sƟll, in the overwhelming majority of cases, not reached by any system response unƟl 
years of violent and controlling behaviour have already caused substanƟal, accumulaƟng harm to 
vicƟm-survivors. What typically changes at that point is not that his violence has reached some 
internal threshold; it is that police, courts or other statutory systems have become involved, oŌen for 
the first Ɵme, introducing a new dynamic into a paƩern that has been present for years. DevastaƟngly, 
the last resort remains the first response. 

This is the structural paradox at the centre of Australia's response: government investment 
overwhelmingly flows to late-stage intervenƟons—police, courts and prisons—that respond only once 
the system itself becomes involved, typically long aŌer violence has begun. As a result, what should be 
the last resort is, for far too many vicƟm-survivors, the first system response they receive, leaving 
them to endure ongoing and oŌen escalaƟng violence without support. There is also limited evidence 
that the criminal legal system is an effecƟve mechanism to reduce or end violence in the first place.33 
Reliance on these late-stage responses does not fall evenly; it exacerbates the inequitable and 
devastaƟng impacts of this system on First NaƟons peoples and other marginalised communiƟes, who 
are already disproporƟonately failed by policing, courts and child protecƟon systems built around 
crisis rather than prevenƟon. 

As a result, we find ourselves in the posiƟon where between the NaƟonal Plan's prevenƟon framework 
and the service system's late-stage response lies the largely uncharted territory of early intervenƟon: 
the very domain where the evidence shows the greatest opportunity to disrupt trajectories toward 
DFV before they become entrenched, and where investment has been most consistently absent. The 
men siƫng across from men’s behaviour change pracƟƟoners right now did not arrive out of nowhere. 
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They passed through schools, workplaces, health services, relaƟonships and communiƟes where 
earlier intervenƟon was possible and did not occur. 

The scale of the problem dwarfs our response, and piecemeal funding is not the answer. 

No to Violence esƟmates that fewer than 3% of the naƟon's domesƟc and family violence offenders are 
receiving any form of behaviour change intervenƟon (see Figure 2). New South Wales's Men's 
Behaviour Change Programs support approximately 900 men per year.34 As NSW represents roughly 
31% of Australia's populaƟon, extrapolaƟng its per-capita program provision naƟonally suggests an 
esƟmated 2,900 MBCP places per year across Australia. Against this, the ABS recorded 97,800 family 
and domesƟc violence offenders proceeded against by police naƟonally in 2024–25, of whom 
approximately 78% (around 76,000) were men — giving a naƟonal coverage rate of approximately 
3.8%.35 

We report this conservaƟvely as under 3%, for two reasons. First, this calculaƟon assumes every state 
and territory matches NSW's per-capita program funding; NSW is generally beƩer resourced than 
other jurisdicƟons, so true naƟonal capacity and the true per centage are likely lower than 3.8%. 
Second, the denominator counts only police-recorded offenders, which understates the true number of 
men using domesƟc and family violence; the real per centage receiving intervenƟon is likely lower 
sƟll.36 
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Figure 2. Less than 3% of the naƟon's domesƟc and family violence offenders receive any form of behaviour change intervenƟon. 
 DescripƟon: Dot-matrix infographic (100 dots, 3 highlighted) showing the esƟmated naƟonal MBCP coverage rate. Source: No to Violence 
analysis, NSW MBCP parƟcipaƟon data & ABS Recorded Crime — Offenders, 2024–25. 

This is not a failure of the individuals and organisaƟons working in this system. It is a structural 
problem. The predictable consequence of a system designed to respond aŌer harm has occurred, not 
to intervene before it escalates. The Second AcƟon Plan is the opportunity to turn this around. 

To help outline what an expanded, earlier response should look like, this submission draws on 
emerging Australian and internaƟonal evidence and pracƟƟoners' insights from our soon-to-be-
released Pathways Project, based on interviews with 150 pracƟƟoners working directly with men who 
use domesƟc and family violence across Australia, gathered through a 12-month naƟonal research 
project guided by an expert steering commiƩee. It is also based on findings from recent NTV member 
surveys (in 2025 and 2026),37 numerous member consultaƟons, and broader consultaƟons—for 
example our Victorian Government-funded OPEN Expansion youth inƟmate partner violence (IPV) 
work, and Workforce Capability Building project (report forthcoming)—alongside No to Violence's 
thirty years of direct pracƟce experience as the naƟonal peak body for organisaƟons and individuals 
commiƩed to ending men's use of family violence. This is not a submission built on assumpƟon or 
advocacy alone: it is grounded in pracƟƟoner insights and in NTV's own frontline experƟse in the 
beliefs, aƫtudes, behaviours and choices of men who use violence and what it will take to reduce and 
end DFV. Together, this evidence base—reflecƟng the perspecƟves of NTV's 187 members across 
every state and territory, alongside research findings—grounds this submission in both the 
pracƟƟoner and lived reality of ending men's use of family violence. This is further reinforced by the 
NTV NaƟonal Conference DeclaraƟon, unanimously endorsed by 382 delegates from across the sector 
at the 2026 naƟonal conference to end men's use of domesƟc and family violence (see Appendix B), 
which reflects the same prioriƟes from a far broader base than NTV alone. 

To reduce and end men's use of DFV in Australia requires three things: 

1. Earlier responses to prevent harm. The last resort should not be the first response: late-stage, 
crisis-dominated systems are failing vicƟm-survivors and enabling men who use violence. 
CorrecƟng this demands a genuine early intervenƟon system, not marginal adjustments to the 
current one. This is not a case for diverƟng resources from late-stage and legal-system 
responses that remain essenƟal and must stay fully funded—it is a case for building, alongside 
them, the earlier Ɵer of the system that was never funded in the first place. 

2. TransformaƟonal ambiƟon to match transformaƟonal need. The foundaƟons built over the 
past fiŌeen years are solid. But the scale of the problem is enormous, and the next five years 
of the NaƟonal Plan must build on the foundaƟons we already have with the comprehensive, 
evidence-based frameworks, cross-government architecture, and investment in earlier 
intervenƟon that the evidence now demands. 

3. A whole-of-government, sustainable funding approach. This is essenƟal to delivering on the 
objecƟves of the NaƟonal Plan: DFV impacts the work of at least eighteen federal 
departments, and no amount of program-level innovaƟon can subsƟtute for system-level 
accountability. This funding approach must also expand the scope and scale of responses to 
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men who use DFV, so that a genuine conƟnuum of earlier intervenƟons can be built—guided 
by shared principles, and with vicƟm-survivor safety and family safety advocacy funded as a 
core part of the system, not as a nice-to-have add-on. 

This submission sets out what that entails across five secƟons, building on the broader conceptual 
framework for early intervenƟon set out above. SecƟon 1 sets out how to grow the scope and scale of 
responses to men who use violence — funding a genuine conƟnuum of intervenƟons, governed by a 
principle-based framework, with vicƟm-survivor safety and family safety advocacy built in as a core, 
funded funcƟon rather than an add-on. SecƟon 2 makes the economic and human case for earlier 
intervenƟon across the whole system, quanƟfying the cost of conƟnued inacƟon and idenƟfying the 
criƟcal life junctures—parenthood, job loss, disaster, injury—where earlier intervenƟon has the 
strongest evidence for reducing and ending DFV, before turning to young people specifically: a three-
Ɵer investment that trains the workforce already in contact with young people now, while building 
dedicated, evaluated pathways for adolescents using violence in the home, and using and 
experiencing inƟmate partner violence. That secƟon includes an infographic (Figure 5) seƫng the 
scale of that cost against current investment: the esƟmated annual $8.3 billion economic benefit of 
intervening earlier, next to the 8% share of idenƟfiable NaƟonal Plan funding early intervenƟon 
currently receives.38 SecƟon 3 sets out the NaƟonal DomesƟc, Family and Sexual Violence Workforce 
Strategy needed to build, retain and properly recognise the specialist pracƟƟoners this enƟre system 
depends on — without whom none of the above is deliverable. SecƟon 4 sets out the whole-of-
government architecture needed to coordinate and fund this response across the eighteen 
departments it touches. Lastly, SecƟon 5 sets out the evidence infrastructure Australia needs to keep 
improving this system, from a naƟonal perpetraƟon prevalence study to a funded Criminal JusƟce Data 
Asset. 

This submission is not, for the most part, asking government to open new conversaƟons. There have 
been enough commissions, inquiries and reviews—what's missing across most of what follows is 
ambiƟon, will and delivery. NaƟonal Cabinet has already agreed to respond progressively to all 21 
recommendaƟons of the Rapid Review of PrevenƟon Approaches, through the NaƟonal Plan and its 
acƟon plans—and the Second AcƟon Plan is the next instalment of that response. Where relevant, this 
submission names the specific Rapid Review recommendaƟon each of our asks would help deliver. 

One piece of this is genuinely new ground. Australia does not currently have a funcƟoning system for 
responding to men who use domesƟc and family violence—only a set of disconnected programs, 
operaƟng at a fracƟon of the scale required, with no shared framework connecƟng them. Building that 
system is not the advancement of an exisƟng commitment; it is this submission naming what a real 
response actually requires. Everything else we ask for is advancing what government's exisƟng 
commitments look like once funded, Ɵmetabled and put into pracƟce. 

We have spent fiŌeen years building the case. This submission furthers what acƟng on it actually 
requires. 
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SecƟon 1: Growing the scope and scale of 
responses  
The asks 

No to Violence recommends the Second AcƟon Plan commit to three interlocking acƟons: 

3. Increase investment in earlier intervenƟon and fund a conƟnuum of responses to men using 
domesƟc and family violence (DFV) at a scale that matches the size of the problem. This 
includes strengthening what Men's Behaviour Change Programs (MBCPs) themselves can 
offer—funding the individual case management and therapeuƟc counselling alongside group 
work that evaluaƟons consistently call for—as well as building the earlier entry points and 
addiƟonal program types that do not yet exist alongside them, rather than concentraƟng all 
new investment in the criminal-legal system's late-stage, crisis-point response.39, 40 

4. Adopt a principle-based framework as the basis for commissioning/funding and evaluaƟng 
responses to men who use violence, so that expansion of the sector is deliberate and safety-
focused.41 

5. Resource an interconnected system, not standalone, disconnected programs, so that men can 
move between different levels of intervenƟon over Ɵme and ensure risk management and 
vicƟm-survivor safety never depend on a man's willingness to engage.42 

These prioriƟes were independently and unanimously affirmed by the sector at large in the 2026 
NaƟonal Conference DeclaraƟon (Appendix B), which called on government to 'invest in broadening 
the scale and breadth of responses' and to 'establish a dedicated and appropriately resourced naƟonal 
strategy to end men's use of family violence.' 

Why now 

This submission draws on findings from The Pathways Project: the largest pracƟƟoner-based research 
project of its kind conducted in Australia. A 12-month study, with philanthropic funding from the Snow 
FoundaƟon, the project was guided by an expert steering commiƩee and gathered insights from 150 
pracƟƟoners working directly with men who use DFV through a naƟonal survey and extensive 
consultaƟons and interviews. ‘From FragmentaƟon to Framework: Building an Ecosystem of Responses 
to End Men’s Use of DomesƟc and Family Violence’ (2026 forthcoming) has created a body of frontline 
evidence, arriving at the exact moment the Government is asking what an expanded response to men 
using violence should look like. 

There is now an unprecedented level of government and community agreement that stopping DFV 
requires working with the men perpetraƟng it. What has been missing is not the will, but a tested 
model for how expansion should happen safely. This research answers that quesƟon. The Second 
AcƟon Plan is the mechanism to embed integrated responses to men using DFV before another five-
year cycle locks in the same underfunded, disconnected seƫngs. 
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Context and problem statement 

The scale of the problem conƟnues to outstrip the scale of the response. NTV's naƟonal member 
consultaƟon (June 2026) confirmed this from those on the ground: asked to name the single biggest 
gap between prevenƟon and crisis response in one or two words, "funding" was the most common 
response, with members separately idenƟfying "silos in the system," "sector cohesion" and workforce 
skills gaps as compounding factors. 

None of this is inevitable. Yet outside the criminal legal system—for which there is limited evidence of 
effecƟveness in reducing or ending violence—the main service response available to men using 
violence has been specialist, group-based Men's Behaviour Change Programs (MBCPs).43  These 
programs are vital, but they are under-resourced for what evaluaƟons consistently say they need to 
work: intensive case management and individual therapeuƟc counselling alongside group work, 
funding for which has not followed the evidence.44 Strengthening MBCPs is necessary, but not 
sufficient on its own—Australia also needs addiƟonal program types and earlier entry points operaƟng 
alongside them, at a far greater scale, so that men can be reached before repeat contact with police 
or courts, not only aŌer it. 

PracƟƟoners report direct evidence of this under-resourcing in their day-to-day work: demand grows 
as does the complexity of presentaƟon of the men engaging with programs, and waitlists for exisƟng 
programs conƟnue to grow even as the number of men referred into any intervenƟon remains a small 
fracƟon of those using violence—not a contradicƟon, but two sides of the same fragmentaƟon: the 
few entry points that exist are both oversubscribed and too narrow to reach most men who need 
them. And—in Victoria at least—police data show a substanƟal share of family violence callouts 
involve men with mulƟple prior police risk reports, indicaƟng repeat, unaddressed risk rather than first 
contact.45 

The result is not simply an under-resourced service, but a fragmented one. NTV esƟmates that fewer 
than 3% of the country's DFV offenders are receiving any form of behaviour change intervenƟon. The 
failure to provide effecƟve and meaningful responses to reduce and end men’s use of DFV increases 
risk for vicƟm-survivors by enabling the escalaƟon of violence. This incredibly low figure reflects not 
only a lack of scale but also the absence of an integrated system for men to move through. What 
exists is a series of disconnected touchpoints, most concentrated in the jusƟce system and most 
arriving late, rather than a conƟnuum men can be idenƟfied into, moved through, and supported by at 
the point they need it: 

“As one pracƟƟoner put it: "if a man's told that men's behaviour change groups is not right for them, 
or they're not ready for it... the impact of that decision, the system's response to that, it is actually 
women and children [who] are copping the consequences of that. Because the service wasn't available 
for him." 46 
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The case for acƟon 

PracƟƟoners consulted through The Pathways Project strongly supported further expansion of 
responses to men using DFV, and want to idenƟfy, strengthen and learn from what is already working, 
while conƟnuing to build new models where gaps remain. But they were equally clear that expansion 
carries real safety risks if it is not done well and idenƟfied two condiƟons that must govern how it 
proceeds. 

Firstly, the expansion must be built as an interconnected conƟnuum, not cherry-picked from a list of 
discrete program offerings. How pracƟƟoners and programs work with men maƩers more than what a 
given program is called. Because behaviour change is ongoing and non-linear, men need to be able to 
move between different intervenƟons at different points in the process. For men not yet ready or 
willing to engage—including those who engage only in ways designed to manipulate systems and 
processes to avoid accountability—the priority must shiŌ to risk management, monitoring and 
ensuring vicƟm-survivor safety in ways that do not depend on the man's parƟcipaƟon in behaviour 
change programs. 

A skilled LGBTQ+ pracƟƟoner interviewed for NTV's Pathways Project put this directly:  

"I think we're focusing on who the guy is in the room versus how we work with him... Even if you have a 
group that is a solely homogenised group — which it isn't, right? Men aren't homogenisable."47 

Figure 3. Where the conƟnuum breaks down. 
 DescripƟon: Horizontal bar chart showing the share of NTV members raƟng their service capacity as limited or non-existent (Post-program 
support 60%; Individual counselling 57%). Source: No to Violence naƟonal member survey, 2026 (Appendix A), n=92. 

NTV's own naƟonal member survey data highlights significant gaps in the current service system and 
within programs themselves. Sixty per cent of members surveyed rated their capacity to deliver post-
program support as limited or non-existent, and 57% said the same of individual counselling, even as 
roughly half rated their capacity for intake, risk assessment and group program delivery as strong or 
full (see Figure 3: “Where the conƟnuum breaks down” and Appendix A). This is precisely the sort of 
conƟnuum failure this submission seeks to have addressed: services can bring men in the door and 
run a group program, but the follow-through that turns program compleƟon into sustained behaviour 
change and ongoing risk management— for example, individual counselling for complex 
presentaƟons, and post-program support to consolidate change and monitor risk—are the pieces 
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current funding does not cover. A man who exits a group program without post-program support has, 
in pracƟce, leŌ the conƟnuum altogether, regardless of what happened while he was in the room. 
Tellingly, when the same members were asked what they would prioriƟse with increased funding, 
their clearest answer was not more of the same: 62% wanted to see greater diversity of intervenƟon 
types, including whole-of-family work—direct evidence that pracƟƟoners themselves are asking for 
the breadth of conƟnuum this submission recommends, not simply more capacity within the current 
model.  

Second, a principle-based framework must guide expansion, so growth in the sector is integrated, 
deliberate and safety-focused. The Pathway Project research idenƟfied seven interconnected 
principles that should underpin building an effecƟve response system for men who use violence: 

1. Child and adult vicƟm-survivors are at the centre of all work with men using violence. 
2. Responses are community-led and place-based, including First NaƟons responses built on self-

determinaƟon and community control. 
3. Engagement with men using violence is relaƟonal/person-centred and non-puniƟve to 

increase meaningful accountability and safety for vicƟm-survivors. 
4. Responses reflect and engage the context of men's lives, including family, culture, faith, 

disability, age and etc. 
5. Engagement is long-term and flexible, meeƟng men using violence and their families where 

they are at over Ɵme. 
6. PracƟce is trauma and DFV-informed (grounded in intersecƟonal feminist principles). 
7. PracƟce is collaboraƟve and integrated across organisaƟons, sectors and systems.48 

These principles are mutually reinforcing and are intended to funcƟon as the foundaƟon of a single 
interconnected system, not as opƟons to be adopted selecƟvely. NTV also supports the 
recommendaƟons made in ACON's submission to the Second AcƟon Plan, including its call to fund the 
four exisƟng LGBTQ+-tailored behaviour change programs currently operaƟng in Australia—ACON's 
Proud Partners, Thorne Harbour's program, ARC Rainbow in Lismore, and Diverse Voices' Diverse 
Choices—as exactly the kind of community-led, populaƟon-specific response this principle describes, 
currently operaƟng at a fracƟon of the scale the community needs.49 An effecƟve ecosystem requires 
responses at every level—universal (community and social norms), targeted (men at risk or in the 
early stages of using violence) and intensive (men already using violence, including serious risk) — 
with shared risk assessment tools, shared language and shared accountability connecƟng them, not 
simply referral pathways between separately funded programs.50 

NTV's member organisaƟons are already delivering across this conƟnuum. What they lack is the policy, 
cross-jurisdicƟonal integraƟon and funding architecture to do it at the scale the evidence now shows 
is needed. Building that architecture is a task for government, not for services to solve on their own, 
and specifically for governments acƟng cross-jurisdicƟonally, since no single state or territory can build 
the shared risk assessment tools, shared language and shared accountability this ecosystem requires 
in isolaƟon. 
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Centring vicƟm-survivor safety in behaviour change 
work with men using violence 

The ask 

No to Violence recommends the Second AcƟon Plan require: 

6. Dedicated, ring-fenced funding for family safety contact and advocacy work as a mandatory 
component of all Commonwealth and state funding for programs working with men who use 
family violence — not folded into general program budgets.51 
 

Problem 

VicƟm-survivors deserve genuine choice about their pathway to safety, whether that means leaving a 
relaƟonship with someone using violence or remaining in it. As a vicƟm-survivor pracƟƟoner 
interviewed for NTV's Pathways Project research put it:  

"Lots of survivors don't want to leave their partners. They just want the violence to stop... [They say] 
'I'd like somebody to talk to him.'"52  

Current systems too oŌen assume vicƟm-survivors must leave to access support, without building 
adequate protecƟon against escalaƟng pre- and post-separaƟon violence into pathways for those who 
stay, including when staying is, for that vicƟm-survivor, the safer opƟon. 

There are two dominant naƟonal pathways through which vicƟm-survivors access support: the 
women's safety/shelter system, and support delivered through work with men who use violence. 
IntervenƟons with men who use violence, where vicƟm-survivor support is built in, are one of the few 
pathways available to vicƟm-survivors who are not ready, or do not want, to leave the relaƟonship. 

This work, properly funded and done well, supports partners and former partners, children, parents 
and other family members affected by violence. It is criƟcal to the success of intervenƟons with men 
who use violence and provides a baseline measure of accountability and change. Without the 
perspecƟves of vicƟm-survivors, work toward lasƟng behaviour change is compromised—risk-related 
informaƟon may be missing, with no other means to source it. NTV members report this work is 
neither properly understood nor valued, and can be treated as an aŌerthought, creaƟng gaps in 
advocacy that put vicƟm-survivor safety and dignity at risk.  

Family safety contact work and advocacy are oŌen used interchangeably but perform disƟnct 
funcƟons, and whether either operates effecƟvely depends directly on funding. Family safety contact 
workers collect and share criƟcal risk-related informaƟon; family safety advocates are the vicƟm-
survivor's voice in spaces they cannot safely enter themselves. Contact work is significantly under-
funded naƟonally, and as a result the advocacy funcƟon, criƟcal to recovery and healing, is largely 
invisible across Australia's family violence service system. 
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The sector has already said as much collecƟvely: the 2026 NaƟonal Conference DeclaraƟon commits 
delegates to 'recognise and invest in building and retaining the specialised workforce that delivers 
prevenƟon, early intervenƟon and responses to men using family violence, including its crucial 
support for vicƟm-survivors through family safety contact work' (Appendix B). 

The case for acƟon 

EffecƟve support for vicƟm-survivors requires sustained focus on the person using violence. Earlier, 
beƩer-resourced engagement with men who use violence reduces harm to vicƟm-survivors, 
strengthens accountability, and improves safeguards supporƟng earlier and safer pathways out of 
violence — while preserving genuine, meaningful choice for vicƟm-survivors about the pathway that is 
right for them. As one pracƟƟoner described the balance this work requires:  

"...the ways that we engage men in that space, but also monitoring safety and risk, and doing that at 
the same Ɵme so that mum's not held accountable for someone else's behaviours, but also is the driver 
of what's going to be safe for her and the children as well. It's a bit of a balance. It's a dance."53 

For many vicƟm-survivors, support delivered alongside a Men's Behaviour Change Program is the first 
dedicated family violence support they receive. This pathway gives vicƟm-survivors, including children, 
current and former partners, parents and other affected family members, access to support to 
manage their safety. It also gives pracƟƟoners criƟcal insight, enabling them to more effecƟvely 
challenge the narraƟves and jusƟficaƟons men use to explain their violence. 

Family safety contact and advocacy work should be recognised naƟonally as a core service funcƟon for 
achieving vicƟm-survivor safety and dignity, not an adjunct to general program delivery, and funded 
and measured in line with demand.  

Conclusion 

The evidence base for expansion is no longer the missing piece: 150 pracƟƟoners across every 
jurisdicƟon have now told government what safe, effecƟve growth looks like. What remains is a 
funding and policy commitment matched to that evidence: expansion built around a conƟnuum, not 
around an expanding list of disconnected programs. Without it, growth in this sector risks repeaƟng 
the fragmentaƟon pracƟƟoners have already idenƟfied as the problem and doing so on a greater 
scale. The Second AcƟon Plan is the opportunity to fund the system this evidence describes.  
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SecƟon 2: The economic and human case for 
earlier intervenƟon, and engaging earlier 
with young people 
This secƟon brings together two connected arguments for earlier intervenƟon: the broader economic 
and human case for shiŌing naƟonal investment earlier across the whole of the system, and the case 
for engaging earlier with young people at risk of beginning to use, or already using, domesƟc and 
family violence. Read together, they make one argument: the earlier government reaches men and 
boys, in whichever cohort, the more it saves in both human and fiscal terms. 

The asks 

We recommend the Government increase investment under the Second AcƟon Plan toward earlier 
intervenƟon with men using DFV, and away from the current concentraƟon in late-stage crisis and 
statutory response, including: 

7. A substanƟal, specified increase in funding for early intervenƟon programs for people 
beginning to use, or at risk of escalaƟng DFV.54  

8. IdenƟfy investment at criƟcal life junctures as high-yield points to intervene before escalaƟon, 
including first-Ɵme fatherhood, job loss and economic insecurity, disaster contexts, and 
permanent injury or cogniƟve decline.55 

Applied specifically to young people at risk of beginning to use, or already using, DFV, the same logic 
points to a three-Ɵer investment: No to Violence recommends the Second AcƟon Plan commit to a 
three-Ɵer investment in engaging earlier with young people at risk of beginning to use DFV or using 
DFV: 

9. Deliver universal workforce training at scale, paired with embedded specialist capacity—
equipping youth, early parenƟng, health, mental health, AOD, homelessness and youth jusƟce 
workers to safely recognise youth inƟmate partner violence (IPV), respond to immediate 
disclosure and safety needs, and make a warm, acƟve referral, while embedding or making 
accessible youth IPV specialists within the same services for in-depth intervenƟon work. This 
is the fastest, lowest cost first step available. These workers are already the first point of 
contact for young people using or experiencing IPV yet currently lack the training and referral 
pathways to respond safely and confidently. Any naƟonal model must be built around the 
evidence that young people want support from adults they already trust; meaning the trusted 
worker remains the entry point and the safe hands, while specialist depth is built alongside 
them, not instead of them, and formal referral pathways between generalist and specialist 
services, currently idenƟfied as a criƟcal gap, are properly resourced rather than leŌ informal. 
56 

10. IdenƟfy and sustainably fund the programs already piloted and shown to work for young men 
at risk of using, or beginning to use, AVITH and youth IPV — rather than conƟnuing to fund 
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this work through sporadic, self-iniƟated or intermiƩent arrangements. Programs already 
operaƟng with promising results include Caring Dads (for young fathers), Home Base's Merge 
and Flo programs delivered in Tasmanian schools, and Meli's Young Men's Behaviour Change 
Group in Geelong. The NaƟonal Youth IPV Network's own submission to this consultaƟon 
idenƟfies this as a criƟcal gap: young men using youth IPV are frequently offered "a referral 
with no hope," with exisƟng responses "provided on a sporadic pilot basis, lack[ing] 
longitudinal evaluaƟon" and reliant on services self-funding the work.57 What's missing is not 
evidence of what works, but a funding commitment that enables proven models to operate 
conƟnuously rather than on a program-to-program basis.58 

11. Resource accommodaƟon pathways that enable behaviour change engagement, not just crisis 
housing. Unstable accommodaƟon removes any stable base from which behaviour change 
work can occur, and residence in a household where DFV/IPV is occurring can undermine both 
vicƟm-survivor safety and a young man's capacity to engage in behaviour change. This is not a 
general call for youth housing investment; sister organisaƟons working with children and 
young people as vicƟm-survivors have already made that case at length. It is a specific, 
pracƟcal barrier to NTV's members’ core work. NTV's 2026 naƟonal member survey idenƟfied 
residenƟal and accommodaƟon opƟons as one of members' key asks for improving service 
capacity, reflecƟng how consistently this barrier is raised directly by the pracƟƟoners 
delivering behaviour change work.59 

Why now 

Sector consensus points the same way. In No to Violence's 2026 naƟonal member survey, earlier 
intervenƟon for boys and men using, or at risk of using, violence ranked as the second-highest system 
reform priority idenƟfied by members (67%), behind only systemic reform to end the enablers of 
violence itself (69%) — ahead of workforce retenƟon (59%) and evidence and data (52%) (see Figure 
4: “What NTV members say the sector needs most”).  

 

Figure 4. What NTV members say the sector needs most. 



 No to Violence The last resort should not be the first response                                                      24 of 61 

 

 DescripƟon: Horizontal bar chart of top system reform prioriƟes idenƟfied by members (systemic reform 69%; earlier intervenƟon for 
boys/men 67%; workforce 59%; evidence/data/research 52%). Source: No to Violence naƟonal member survey, 2026 (Appendix A), n=90.  

Early intervenƟon is the most underdeveloped domain of the NaƟonal Plan, alongside recovery and 
healing. The Second AcƟon Plan is the mechanism currently open to correct that imbalance before it is 
locked in for another five years.  

"That early intervenƟon space is a space that can actually create quite a lot of change. It's whether we 
have the governments who want to actually financially assist people to be able to work in that space." 
PracƟƟoner60 

New economic modelling (Figure 5: “The economic case for earlier intervenƟon”) puts a concrete, 
current figure on the cost of inacƟon, giving government a fresh, directly relevant evidence base to act 
on within this consultaƟon window. 

That urgency is sharpest at the youngest end of the cohort: 

The gap this secƟon addresses is no longer simply a service gap—it's a fast-moving and growing 
chasm. Around three in ten Australian 18–19-year-olds report experiencing some form of IPV in the 
past year,61 and in a naƟonal longitudinal study, close to 120,000 men each year reported starƟng to 
use violence within their relaƟonships.62 This is compounded by a structural age gap independently 
idenƟfied by the Centre for Excellence in Child and Family Welfare: child-specific family violence 
therapeuƟc services typically end at 16 or 17. In contrast, adult family violence and homelessness 
services are built around adult risk profiles and are frequently unable to support a minor 
appropriately—leaving 16–18-year-olds poorly served by both systems at precisely the age this 
secƟon's evidence shows IPV risk is highest.63 
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The case for acƟon 

Figure 5. The economic case for earlier intervenƟon. DescripƟon: Combined stat panel and bar chart — value of avoided 
harm ($8.3B/year, $83.0B over the decade, ACIL Allen ConsulƟng modelling) alongside a bar chart of NaƟonal Plan 
investment to 30 June 2025 by pillar (Response $1.24B; Recovery $240.7M; PrevenƟon $140.1M; Early intervenƟon $68.6M). 
Source: value of avoided harm, ACIL Allen ConsulƟng (forthcoming); NaƟonal Plan investment by pillar, Department of Social 
Services (2025). 64 

The economic case is now quanƟfied. New modelling commissioned by No to Violence from ACIL Allen 
ConsulƟng, currently in preparaƟon for publicaƟon, esƟmates the value of prevenƟng first-Ɵme DFV 
offences alone at $2.05–$2.66 billion per year over the next decade.65 Including the cascading effect 
of avoided re-offending, the combined value rises to approximately $83.0 billion over the decade — 
around $8.3 billion per year — against current early intervenƟon investment of just $68.6 million, or 
roughly 4% of idenƟfiable NaƟonal Plan spend (See Figure 5: “The economic case for earlier 
intervenƟon”).66  These esƟmates exclude prosecuƟon, legal aid, courts administraƟon and 
correcƟons costs, meaning they likely understate the true value of earlier intervenƟon. 

Modelling can provide an esƟmate of the cost of conƟnued inacƟon. What government actually 
spends is harder to establish: Sheppard et al.'s review required a targeted search of separate federal, 
state and territory budget repositories spanning twelve years, since no single published source 
consolidates this informaƟon.67 The Commonwealth reports "over $4 billion" invested in the NaƟonal 
Plan from October 2022 to 30 June 2025 — but its own itemised breakdown of that spending, 
published by DSS, sums to just $1.69 billion.68 A further $554.7 million in idenƟfiable FederaƟon 
Funding Agreement payments over the same period does not close the gap: even combined, verifiable 
itemised investment accounts for barely half the government's own headline figure, with more than 
$1.7 billion unaccounted for in public reporƟng. Nor does the government's own consolidated 
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with a trusted adult. It is worth noƟng that the young men actually reaching this service are not the 
radicalised "manosphere" cohort oŌen assumed; they are overwhelmingly young men from low 
socioeconomic backgrounds carrying significant trauma, with extensive histories in child protecƟon, 
correcƟons and out-of-home care. This does not mean online misogyny is not a real and growing 
driver of aƫtudes at the populaƟon level; it is, and this submission’s introducƟon addresses it directly. 
SƟll, it means service design for the young men currently in contact with the system must be tailored 
appropriately to enable service providers to help meet addiƟonal needs from the impacts of structural 
disadvantage and trauma first, not assumed radicalisaƟon. 

Evidence indicates that young people's use of violence is less entrenched than adults', with greater 
capacity for change; this is a genuine window for disrupƟon, not simply a smaller version of the adult 
problem approach (i.e. treaƟng housing, mental health and trauma as core to the work, not adjacent 
to it) produce the strongest outcomes; a young man cannot meaningfully address his use of IPV if he is 
homeless, in crisis, or without a trusted adult in his life.79 This is not a marginal finding: research shows 
supporƟve friendships during adolescence reduce the risk of later emoƟonal abuse vicƟmisaƟon by 
36%, and high trust and good communicaƟon with parents reduce the risk of emoƟonal abuse 
vicƟmisaƟon by 39% and sexual abuse vicƟmisaƟon by 77%.80 RelaƟonal investment is evidence-based 
prevenƟon, not soŌ infrastructure. 

This is the model the asks above are designed to fund at scale: a trusted worker as the entry point, 
with specialist depth and referral pathways built in alongside them, not instead of them. 

"This is a journey where we have to invest in that early intervenƟon...with the young fellows, young 
people that are perpetraƟng violence. But that's not going to be quick — we're not going to see quick 
turnarounds in that area. That's going to be a long-term thing." PracƟƟoner 81 

Conclusion 

The current system is structured to intervene only once the system becomes involved, typically well 
aŌer violence has escalated and caused harm—an approach that is both more costly and less effecƟve 
than acƟng earlier. The Second AcƟon Plan is the opportunity to correct this by direcƟng new 
investment to early intervenƟon, parƟcularly at known criƟcal life junctures, backed by economic 
modelling that makes the cost of conƟnued inacƟon explicit. 

That logic is sharpest, and most acƟonable now, for young people specifically. 

Young men using or experiencing IPV are not simply small adults awaiƟng an adult service system built 
for their needs later. They need age-appropriate, trauma-informed, sustained engagement now, 
before paƩerns entrench and before the current gaps in service, data and workforce training cost 
more young people their safety. The three-Ɵer investment set out here — fast, low-cost workforce 
capability building, sustained funding for the models already proven to work, and accommodaƟon that 
removes the single biggest pracƟcal barrier to engagement — is achievable within the life of the 
Second AcƟon Plan, and directly extends this submission's broader case for growing the scope and 
scale of responses to men who use violence into the life-stage where earlier intervenƟon has the 
greatest evidence of working. 
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SecƟon 3: A naƟonal domesƟc, family and 
sexual workforce strategy 
The asks 

12. We recommend the Australian Government, through the Second AcƟon Plan, commit to a 
NaƟonal DomesƟc, Family and Sexual Violence Workforce Strategy by the release of the 
Federal Budget 2027-28, in partnership with the specialist sector that works with men who 
have used DFV, with six prioriƟes: 
 Build and retain the specialist workforce, including fair compensaƟon, robust supervision, 

leadership development and psychologically safe workplaces. 
 Formally recognise specialist pracƟce with men who have perpetrated DFV as a disƟnct, 

highly skilled profession. 
 Establish a naƟonal workforce architecture to sustain changes. 
 Strengthen recruitment pathways from universiƟes, vocaƟonal educaƟon and feeder 

professions (health, mental health, AOD, jusƟce, housing, child protecƟon). 
 Build system-wide capability, with targeted investment in Aboriginal and Torres Strait 

Islander workforces, mulƟcultural organisaƟons, and regional/rural pracƟƟoners. 
 Empower States and Territories to prioriƟse workforce through NaƟonal Partnership 

Agreements.51 

The NaƟonal DomesƟc, Family and Sexual Violence (DFSV) Workforce Strategy and associated funding 
agreements should be in place and begin implementaƟon in mid-2028. 

Why now 

Government commissioned the first naƟonal DFSV workforce survey since 2018 specifically to build 
the evidence base for future workforce investment decisions. It closed on 28 February 2026, making a 
naƟonal workforce strategy the natural next step, rather than a proposal that needs to wait for further 
evidence. No NaƟonal Workforce Development Strategy has been established, and no Ɵmeline for one 
has been provided. By contrast, the most recent Rapid Review ImplementaƟon update reports a $4.7 
billion package agreed at NaƟonal Cabinet within weeks of the Rapid Review's release, funding 
measures across risk assessment, informaƟon sharing, and frontline and legal services.82 The 
workforce recommendaƟon, the one the panel posiƟoned as foundaƟonal to delivering all the others, 
has so far produced a survey. It has not yet produced a strategy, nor funding proporƟonate to what 
the government's own response to every other recommendaƟon demonstrates it is capable of 
commiƫng.  

Given the crisis this submission describes, that step is also urgent: shortages, turnover and burnout 
are compounding now, and the Second AcƟon Plan is the mechanism currently open to commit to it. 
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Context and problem statement 

The naƟonal DFSV workforce is facing an urgent and unsustainable crisis. Specialist pracƟƟoners 
working with men who have perpetrated DFV are the front line in stopping violence at its source: 
engaging directly with people who use violence to help miƟgate risk, drive accountability and 
behaviour change, and in doing so, protecƟng children, women and families. This is highly specialised, 
evidence-informed and rights-based work requiring a nuanced understanding of the gendered 
dynamics that drive violence. It is not rouƟne case management. Despite this, the specialisaƟon 
remains poorly understood—both in general community aƫtudes and in how workforce policy 
currently treats it—a recogniƟon gap that the NaƟonal DomesƟc, Family and Sexual Violence 
Workforce Strategy recommended in this submission is designed to close. 

DisappoinƟngly, the 500 Workers IniƟaƟve — funded at $165 million over five years, with 557 workers 
(498.4 FTE) recruited naƟonally as of June 2026 — is scoped specifically to "Community organisaƟons 
to employ more frontline workers to support vicƟm-survivors of family, domesƟc and sexual violence 
(FDSV)."65 As a result, it does not extend to perpetrator intervenƟon and Men's Behaviour Change 
roles, leaving this segment of the workforce without access to a dedicated naƟonal funding stream. 

In NTV's latest 2026 naƟonal survey: 

 No to Violence’s members shared the urgency of the workforce crisis that conƟnues to be 
ignored: 59% of respondents ranked strengthening and retaining the specialist workforce 
among their top sector prioriƟes, third only to systemic reform and early intervenƟon.  

 41% cited recruitment and development of team members as one of the five biggest daily 
challenges they face — evidence that workforce shortages are already limiƟng service 
delivery, not simply an internal HR problem for individual organisaƟons to manage. 

 PracƟƟoners reported they cannot deliver core best-pracƟce components without more 
capacity: 60% say post-program support is "not at all" or only "limited," 57% say the same of 
individual counselling, and 52% of brokerage support, meaning vicƟm-survivors and men 
using DFV alike are missing intervenƟons because teams are under-resourced.  

 One respondent described a high-risk perpetrator program that had to turn away referrals 
because it was "operaƟng on two staff members at that Ɵme." 

This paƩern is consistent with sector-reported experiences gathered through NTV's member network: 
high rates of work-related stress and job insecurity; workforce aƩriƟon driven primarily by the 
psychological toll of the work rather than by pay alone; and pracƟƟoners reporƟng that their iniƟal 
training leŌ them underprepared for the demands of the work. RetenƟon in this specialist workforce 
cannot be treated as a rouƟne HR challenge — it is a direct constraint on service capacity. 

The result is a workforce under sustained pressure, with burnout that is not incidental but a direct 
consequence of insufficient organisaƟonal and systemic support. This threatens both worker safety 
and the safety of the families these services protect. 

The case for acƟon 
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The sector has already collecƟvely endorsed this. Through NTV’s 2026 NaƟonal Conference 
DeclaraƟon, delegates stressed the need to 'recognise and invest in building and retaining the 
specialised workforce' (Appendix B). This secƟon sets out what that commitment requires in pracƟce. 

Build and retain the workforce. Sustainable condiƟons require fair compensaƟon that reflects the risk 
pracƟƟoners take on, robust supervision, leadership development, manageable workloads and 
psychologically safe workplaces. RetenƟon of experienced pracƟƟoners should be treated as essenƟal 
infrastructure. Employing agencies have a responsibility to build cultures grounded in the 
intersecƟonal feminist, grassroots history of the feminist movement. 

Recognise the pracƟce.  Specialist work with men who have perpetrated DFV is poorly understood 
within the sector and across society, which fuels sƟgma, blocks career progression and leaves 
individual pracƟƟoners carrying disproporƟonate risk without commensurate authority or recogniƟon. 
UniversiƟes, TAFE, vocaƟonal educaƟon and training, and sector bodies have a role in building 
understanding of this work and dismantling the "monster" myth — recognising that people who use 
violence are part of families, workplaces and communiƟes, not a separate, uniformly irredeemable 
category, while accepƟng that behaviour change may be achievable for some and not others. 

Establish a naƟonal capability, qualificaƟon and remuneraƟon framework specific to working with men 
who have perpetrated DFV.  In Victoria, there is a stark and recurring mismatch between what these 
roles require (oŌen dual advanced qualificaƟons and years of embedded experience) and what they 
are paid—frequently at low SCHADS levels—thereby undermining both morale and the field's 
legiƟmacy. QualificaƟon and remuneraƟon structures vary considerably across jurisdicƟons, and 
whether this mismatch holds to the same degree naƟonally has not yet been established. The naƟonal 
standards process the Women and Women's Safety Ministerial Council agreed to accelerate in August 
2025 is the appropriate mechanism to determine this: any resulƟng standards should include an 
explicit assessment of whether qualificaƟon requirements are matched by commensurate 
remuneraƟon and regrade roles where pay does not currently reflect their complexity and risk. 

Strengthen pathways. Coordinated recruitment should run through universiƟes, vocaƟonal educaƟon 
and feeder professions — vicƟm-survivor support work, health, mental health, alcohol and other 
drugs, jusƟce, housing and child protecƟon.  How these pathways should operate in pracƟce, however, 
requires cross-jurisdicƟonal mapping that has not yet been done: qualificaƟon requirements, 
curriculum content and placement structures vary by jurisdicƟon, and pracƟƟoners working with men 
who have used DFV are employed under markedly different arrangements depending on sector — 
including within CorrecƟons and other government seƫngs, whose employment structures, 
recruitment pathways and industrial condiƟons differ substanƟally from the specialist community 
sector and are outside this submission's direct knowledge. A naƟonal workforce strategy should 
commission this mapping work as a first step, rather than assume a single recruitment or curriculum 
model can be applied uniformly across jurisdicƟons and employment seƫngs. 

Build capability system-wide, with aƩenƟon to equity of access. Investment should be equitably 
distributed to Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander workforces, LGBTQIA+ and mulƟcultural 
organisaƟons and those working with and for other marginalised people and communiƟes, drawing on 
knowledge held through community connecƟon. Regionally and rurally located pracƟƟoners face 
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disƟnct barriers, thinner infrastructure for travel, online work and professional development, 
compounded by cost-of-living pressures, alongside acute privacy and confidenƟality risks from working 
in small, close-knit communiƟes. These require deliberate, place-based safeguards rather than 
uniformly applied metropolitan-designed soluƟons. 

Through the NaƟonal Partnership Agreement on Family, DomesƟc and Sexual Violence Responses, 
empower states to fund: 

Mandated specialist external supervision, the mechanism through which pracƟƟoners share the risk 
they would otherwise carry alone. Internal, line-manager-only supervision reinforces workplace power 
dynamics that discourage honest disclosure of collusion or dropped risk. Supervision should be a 
funded condiƟon of program delivery, not something leŌ to individual organisaƟonal capacity. 

Secure, ongoing employment in place of casual and short-term contracts. Individual workers cannot 
conƟnue to carry risk in this sector; it must be held collecƟvely, by systems that trickle down to agency 
teams, and casual or transient staff are structurally excluded from that collecƟve funcƟon. 
OrganisaƟons that offered ongoing contracts reported no retenƟon problems at all. Workforce funding 
should be linked to secure employment models, with fixed-term contracts reserved for genuine short-
term backfill. 

Structured secondments, shadowing and mobility pathways across the sector. PracƟƟoners describe a 
genuine and recurring need to "refresh" without leaving the sector altogether, and highly specialised 
roles are at greatest risk of losing workers precisely because there is no way to step sideways without 
stepping out. A naƟonal strategy should formalise and resource cross-agency secondments and co-
located placements as standard sector infrastructure, rather than leaving them to informal goodwill 
between organisaƟons. 

Conclusion 

A NaƟonal DomesƟc, Family and Sexual Violence Workforce Strategy is a necessary response to a 
workforce crisis that directly threatens the safety of children, women and families. With fewer than 
3% of the naƟon's DFV offenders currently receiving any behaviour-change intervenƟon, and up to 
one in six specialist pracƟƟoners on track to leave the sector within a year, the workforce needed to 
close that gap is shrinking at the very moment it needs to grow. We urge the Government to commit 
to a NaƟonal DomesƟc, Family and Sexual Violence Workforce Strategy as soon as possible, 
recognising specialist men perpetraƟng DFV pracƟƟoners as indispensable to the naƟonal DFV 
response.  
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SecƟon 4: A sustainable whole-of-
Government response 
The scope of men's use of violence is not simply a maƩer of individual choice: it is shaped by whether 
the systems around him are visibly accountable. Where accountability is inconsistent, unenforced or 
absent across the system as a whole, that absence is itself emboldening: it signals, before any 
individual man is ever idenƟfied or held to account, that using violence carries limited consequence. 
This holds even more starkly once a man is idenƟfied. Whether he is then held to account and 
supported to change depends on whether police, courts, housing, child protecƟon and other services 
are resourced, coordinated and required to act. Where those systems are fragmented and unfunded, 
it can embolden men using violence: fragmentaƟon does not just enable the conƟnued use of 
violence, it escalates it, creaƟng new pathways to cause harm by weaponising the gaps between 
services. 

Every public service is now a family violence service, whether it was funded to be one or not. Police, 
schools, hospitals and more are absorbing this problem without the training or resourcing to carry it, 
through no fault of the people doing that work. The specialist services actually built for this, Men's 
Behaviour Change services foremost among them, are under-resourced too. This isn't a contest 
between service types; it is evidence that the whole system, generalist and specialist alike, was sized 
for a much smaller problem than the one Australia actually has. 

This secƟon makes that case in two connected parts: first, that Australia has a workable model for 
whole-of-government accountability but lacks the coordinated federal architecture to deliver it; 
second, that the funding system above that architecture is currently too opaque to know what is 
working — a gap this secƟon returns to directly: you can't fix what you can't see. 

The asks 

We recommend the Second AcƟon Plan commit, with Ɵmelines and accountability mechanisms rather 
than as aspiraƟon, to: 

13. A whole-of-government "web of accountability" model, adapted from Victoria's Family 
Violence Reform Rolling AcƟon Plan, with named cross-porƞolio responsibility across all 18 
relevant federal departments and agencies, a clear Commonwealth role in coordinaƟng this 
with state and territory efforts—recognising that violence does not respect jurisdicƟonal 
boundaries even when funding and service systems do—and shared progress measures so 
implementaƟon, not just commitment, can be tracked.83 

14. A program-level fiscal strategy that supports planning, monitoring and evaluaƟon of the 
whole-of-government response, spanning the life of the plan, mapping all government-funded 
programs relevant to ending violence, including in non-tradiƟonal porƞolios, and publicly 
reporƟng investment against actual programs rather than the four-pillar (prevenƟon/early 
intervenƟon/response/recovery) structure, with dedicated funding lines in each relevant 
department made publicly visible. This is a request for visibility over where funding goes and 
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what it is achieving at a program level, not for acƟvity-level monitoring of individual services' 
day-to-day operaƟons. Given the Commonwealth's unique posiƟon to coordinate this across 
state and territory boundaries, a shared reporƟng framework should be established so 
implementaƟon, not just commitment, can be tracked. The need for this is not abstract: this 
submission has already shown that government does not currently reconcile its own headline 
investment figures against its own itemised reporƟng, nor derive a single naƟonal total from 
its own consolidated report, a transparency gap this ask is designed to close.66 

15. DFV-proofing of major policy decisions, modelled on exisƟng gender impact assessment 
requirements, for housing, social security, immigraƟon, employment and family law.84 

16. Close the gaps that let systems be weaponised against vicƟm-survivors, by funding and 
Ɵmetabling full implementaƟon of the NaƟonal DomesƟc Violence Order Scheme's real-Ɵme 
informaƟon-sharing capability; working with states and territories to harmonise legal 
definiƟons of DFV and related order access, applicaƟon and enforcement processes — closing 
gaps such as Tasmania's restricƟon of family violence protecƟons to inƟmate-partner 
relaƟonships meeƟng a 'significant relaƟonship' threshold — leaving those outside it, 
including many young people in daƟng relaƟonships, without access to the same protecƟve 
order framework available in other jurisdicƟons;85 and extending the current Commonwealth 
systems-abuse audit and Safety by Design principles beyond their iniƟal child support, social 
security and tax focus, paired with universal training for police and frontline decision-makers 
to recognise and avoid misidenƟfying vicƟm-survivors as primary perpetrators.86 

Neither part of these asks stands alone. An accountability model without a transparent funding 
picture behind it is a descripƟon of intent; a funding strategy without a coordinaƟng architecture to 
act on what it reveals is an accounƟng exercise. 

Why now 

The diagnosƟc work behind both asks has already been done. This is a case for acƟng on evidence 
government already holds, not for commissioning more of it. A federal systems-abuse audit spanning 
18 departments and agencies already exists under the NaƟonal Plan's governance arrangements, so 
the coordinaƟon gaps are already known. Separately, a comprehensive retrospecƟve review of 
NaƟonal Plan funding, by Sheppard et al. (2025), confirms that the government does not currently 
hold funding data in a form that could support planning, monitoring or evaluaƟng a response of this 
scale—the diagnosƟc foundaƟon this secƟon builds on.87 The Second AcƟon Plan is now open as a 
mechanism to convert both pieces of evidence into an architecture, before another five-year cycle 
locks in the same invisibility. 

Governance architecture is not only a machinery-of-government quesƟon; it also depends on the 
specialist sector's own capacity to be consistently and accountably heard within it, not through ad hoc 
consultaƟons convened at the government's discreƟon.  

The problem 

On accountability, the problem is not a lack of consequences — it is a lack of coordinaƟon. Australia's 
response to men who use violence has, for the most part, been built around the criminal legal system: 
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intervenƟon orders, charges, sentencing and, increasingly, incarceraƟon. That system plays a role, but 
it was never designed to carry the whole weight of accountability, and the evidence suggests it oŌen 
doesn't. System contact is not simply the point at which years of violence are finally addressed—it is 
itself a new event, capable of making things beƩer or worse, for vicƟm-survivors and for the man alike, 
depending enƟrely on how well the systems around that contact are coordinated. Men exiƟng custody 
or criminal proceedings frequently emerge more convinced their use of violence was jusƟfied, not 
less—a dynamic that reflects everything that happens (or doesn't) around a person before, during and 
aŌer contact with the legal system, not the sentencing decision alone. Where that contact is 
coordinated—where courts, health, housing and behaviour change services act on a shared, accurate 
picture—it can be the moment accountability and safety planning genuinely begin. Where it isn't, 
system involvement can compound the harm it was meant to interrupt. 

As a pracƟƟoner working in a restoraƟve jusƟce program explained:  

"For people to be fully able to understand the harm they've caused, why they caused it, and the 
feelings around that — fully, openly and honestly — it's such a disƟncƟon from the criminal system."88 

The family court system illustrates the gap: it does not apply a DFV and trauma-informed approach to 
the majority of maƩers before it, and there are documented cases of men who have used violence 
retaining access to children they've abused. These read less as failures of individual judgement than as 
failures of a system never built to connect what different parts of government already know. NaƟonal 
Community Aƫtudes data suggests why this maƩers beyond individual cases — 41% of Australians 
believe family violence is commiƩed roughly equally by men and women, and 37% believe women 
commonly exaggerate violence claims in custody disputes. These aƫtudes exist inside government 
systems as much as outside them; a system that doesn't acƟvely correct for them will tend to 
reproduce them.  

The family violence order system itself remains a further avenue for systems abuse, not despite 
growing naƟonal aƩenƟon to the issue, but because of a set of specific, uncorrected gaps within it. 
Family violence orders are not defined or enforced consistently across jurisdicƟons: Tasmania's current 
framework, for example, does not recognise inƟmate partner violence as family violence in the same 
terms as most other states and territories, creaƟng a gap a perpetrator can exploit simply by crossing 
a border. The NaƟonal DomesƟc Violence Order Scheme (NDVOS) was built to make orders visible 
naƟonally, but does not yet enable or require real-Ɵme updaƟng of orders, condiƟons and breaches — 
a gap directly implicated in cases such as the coronial inquest, discussed in SecƟon 2, that found a 
person subject to a non-contact order breached it 149 Ɵmes while in custody. The Australian 
Government's own response to the House of RepresentaƟves Standing CommiƩee's Inquiry into 
Family Violence Orders (2025) agrees these are real gaps: it commits to a naƟonal review of DVO 
frameworks including NDVOS (RecommendaƟon 1: Agree in part), to harmonised legal definiƟons and 
consistent FVO access, applicaƟon and enforcement processes (RecommendaƟon 3: Agree in 
principle), and to a Commonwealth systems-abuse audit applying Safety by Design principles 
(RecommendaƟon 10: Agree in part) — currently scoped only to child support, social security and tax 
systems. What is missing across all three is not agreement. It is funding and a delivery Ɵmeline. 
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On funding, the problem is that government cannot currently plan, monitor or evaluate a response it 
cannot see. The introducƟon set out what this looks like in pracƟce: response-focused acƟvity 
absorbing roughly 56% of idenƟfiable NaƟonal Plan funding, compared with 3.6% for early 
intervenƟon, evidence of chronic under-investment at exactly the level the fuller ecological model 
depends on. That imbalance is only visible because it could be reconstructed from years of data aŌer 
the fact. The reporƟng architecture behind the NaƟonal Plan was never built to track acƟvity against 
implementaƟon in real Ɵme; it was built to report against four broad pillars, which is not the same 
thing. Part of this is structural.  Responsibility for ending violence has been located primarily within 
the Department of Social Services and specialist DFV services — a sensible starƟng point for a 
porƞolio, but a poor fit for a problem that runs through nearly every domain of social policy. The 
evidence bears this out: a recent review by the PrevenƟon CollaboraƟve—a global network on 
violence-against-women prevenƟon—found that policy change can reduce violence at scale by 
addressing deep structural drivers, idenƟfying nine policy domains — educaƟon, housing, social 
protecƟon, alcohol regulaƟon, infrastructure, health services, family law, labour market policy and 
civic leadership — where government already holds levers with demonstrated pathways to reducing 
inƟmate partner violence.89 Most of that acƟvity falls outside any violence-specific budget line, 
meaning it is neither counted as part of the response nor coordinated as such, and neither the 
government nor the sector can track whether a whole-of-government response is actually being 
delivered as it unfolds. 

This is precisely the informaƟon gap a web-of-accountability model cannot funcƟon without. An 
accountability architecture that names cross-porƞolio responsibility is only as useful as the ability to 
check, over Ɵme, whether that responsibility is being met, and to adjust course where it isn't. Fiscal 
visibility, in this context, is not disclosure for its own sake; it is the monitoring and evaluaƟon 
infrastructure the accountability model itself depends on. 

The case for acƟon 

Victoria has sought to address this through its web of accountability model to treat the person using 
violence as the fixed point around which a wide network of workforces — police, courts, health, 
educaƟon, housing, employment services, community organisaƟons — are expected to share risk 
informaƟon and reinforce consistent messages, with vicƟm-survivor safety held at the centre 
throughout. 
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Figure 7. The web of accountability model. 

DescripƟon: Diagram showing the person using violence at the centre of a wide network of workforces and services, with vicƟm-survivor 
safety and wellbeing held at the centre by specialist services. Source: Victorian Government (2020), Family Violence Reform Rolling AcƟon 
Plan 2020–2023. 

NSW and Queensland have built comparable state models. However, none of them, by design, can 
reach across state borders or into Commonwealth systems — family law, social security, immigraƟon, 
Home Affairs — creaƟng significant risk and undermining aƩempts to reduce and end violence. A 
person using violence does not experience these systems as separate; there is liƩle reason 
government's response should. 

InternaƟonal evidence points the same way, with a disƟncƟon worth preserving. The UK's Project 
Mirabal found that the effecƟveness of perpetrator program depended on being part of a wider, 
coordinated community response, not on program content alone.90 The Drive project found that 
coordinaƟon works best when it is acƟvely built through ongoing collaboraƟon with vicƟm-survivor-
focused organisaƟons, rather than assumed to be a byproduct of informaƟon-sharing.91 The Duluth 
model, which underpins most Australian behaviour-change programs, was conceived as a community 
response from the outset, though Australian implementaƟon has oŌen driŌed toward a standalone 
service model. Together, these findings suggest accountability is an emergent property of a 
coordinated system, not a feature that can be added to a single intervenƟon aŌerwards, which is 
precisely what a federal web of accountability would formalise. 

Systems abuse makes the cost of the current gap concrete: the deliberate use of financial, legal, 
migraƟon and child protecƟon systems as tools of ongoing control exploits the seams between 
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departments by design and cannot be addressed by any one of them acƟng alone. Several 
jurisdicƟons have now legislated for coercive control—but the law changes mean liƩle if the 
departments whose systems are being weaponised have no shared mechanism to detect paƩerns of 
behaviour/perpetraƟon. 

Figure 8. What members say would most improve system accountability. 

 DescripƟon: Horizontal bar chart of member prioriƟes for improving system accountability (closing gaps/loopholes 71%; legal/police/family 
court reform 66%; child protecƟon reform 47%). Source: No to Violence naƟonal member survey, 2026 (Appendix A), n=88.  

Closing accountability gaps across legal, policing, and child protecƟon systems is criƟcal to prevenƟng 
DFV. NTV's own membership idenƟfies this as the most urgent accountability gap to close. When 
asked what would most improve system accountability, members pointed overwhelmingly to closing 
the gaps and loopholes exploited by men using family violence (71%) and to legal, police and family 
court reform (66%), with reform of child protecƟon policy and legislaƟon for children and young 
people also prominent (47%, see Appendix A). Likewise, NTV’s 2026 NaƟonal Conference DeclaraƟon 
represenƟng a broader range of stakeholders emphasised the need to 'drive structural reforms to stop 
violence at the source... [with] key areas includ[ing] family court, legal systems, and child protecƟon' 
(Appendix B). These are not separate issues; they are the same issue, named in different ways by 
frontline pracƟƟoners watching men move between legal, policing and child protecƟon systems that 
hold no shared, integrated picture of risk. A federal web of accountability is the mechanism built to 
close exactly the gaps this membership has idenƟfied as most urgent. 

Conclusion 

Neither half of this ask works without the other. Together, an accountability model with the authority 
to act across departments and a funding architecture transparent enough to show whether that 
acƟon is happening would let the Second AcƟon Plan be evaluated against its own ambiƟon rather 
than taken on faith. 
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SecƟon 5: Building the evidence base 
The asks 

No to Violence recommends the Second AcƟon Plan commit to five acƟons to close Australia's data 
infrastructure gap: 

17. Fund a NaƟonal Violence IntervenƟon Learning CollaboraƟve, coordinated by NTV and 
developed in partnership with ANROWS, to capture, synthesise and translate pracƟce 
knowledge into research and policy, and to translate research and policy knowledge back into 
pracƟce. The CollaboraƟve would develop a naƟonal outcomes framework to help the 
specialist sector move from reporƟng blunt output measures—aƩendance, compleƟon and 
recidivism—towards meaningful outcome measures centred on vicƟm-survivors' own 
assessments of change, closing a gap starkly illustrated by a recent scoping review which 
found that research on men's parƟcipaƟon in behaviour change treatment represents just 
0.2% of domesƟc violence literature internaƟonally.92 It would also support naƟonal reporƟng 
on the total number of men receiving behaviour change intervenƟons and the nature of those 
intervenƟons. The CollaboraƟve would recognise pracƟƟoner- and lived-experience-generated 
evidence, including NTV's own naƟonal member surveys and Men's Referral Service pracƟce 
data and the pracƟce knowledge held by Aboriginal community-controlled, LGBTQIA+, 
culturally and racially marginalised, and disability services, as a legiƟmate and currently 
underuƟlised component of the naƟonal evidence base.93, 94 

18. Fund a dedicated, cross-secƟonal naƟonal perpetraƟon prevalence study, analogous to the 
Personal Safety Survey, building on the methodology developed through the current NSW 
trial, including codesign with intersecƟonal lived experience, as a named and regularly 
repeated iniƟaƟve.95 

19. Fund the Criminal JusƟce Data Asset (CJDA) as a priority investment, so it can be made 
accessible to researchers and policy analysts in 2026–27, and work with the ABS to 
incorporate diversion and court-mandated program data into it over Ɵme.96  

20. Mandate consistent naƟonal protecƟon order reporƟng through the NaƟonal DomesƟc 
Violence Order Scheme, with the Australian InsƟtute for Health and Wellbeing as the naƟonal 
collaƟon body and a clear implementaƟon Ɵmeline.97 

21. Government should commit to publishing all evaluaƟons, including those undertaken of 
projects funded under the InnovaƟve Perpetrator Response Fund (due to the Commonwealth 
in August 2026), and mandate consistent naƟonal data standards for program parƟcipaƟon 
and outcomes reporƟng as a condiƟon of future jurisdicƟonal funding, so that lessons can be 
shared, progress compared across jurisdicƟons, and projects conƟnually developed and 
improved.98 
 

Why now 

The government's consultaƟon paper, Evidence to acƟon: informing direcƟon for the Second AcƟon 
Plan, acknowledges that Australia does not yet have a naƟonal measure of the prevalence of the 
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violence perpetraƟon.99 Three of the five acƟons above are not proposals to commission new work — 
they are proposals to fund infrastructure that already exists in proof-of-concept or pilot form (the 
CJDA, the NSW perpetraƟon prevalence trial, the InnovaƟve Perpetrator Response evaluaƟons) and is 
awaiƟng a funding decision. The Second AcƟon Plan is a crucial vehicle to bring this to life.  

The 2026 NTV NaƟonal Conference DeclaraƟon commits the sector to 'the ongoing integraƟon of 
evidence and research into policy and pracƟce, respecƟng data sovereignty' (Appendix B), a principle 
that the CJDA and naƟonal data standards proposed here should reflect, parƟcularly for Aboriginal and 
Torres Strait Islander data. 

Context and problem statement 

Without reliable naƟonal data on who uses violence, how oŌen, under what circumstances, and 
whether our responses are working, it is impossible to design systems at the right scale, target 
investment effecƟvely, or demonstrate impact. This is not a single gap but four compounding ones. 

First, Australia has no naƟonal prevalence measure of perpetraƟon. The ANROWS-funded domesƟc, 
family and sexual violence perpetraƟon prevalence study, iniƟated by lived experience advocate  

 and currently underway in New South Wales, is a welcome first step. But a single-jurisdicƟon 
trial cannot subsƟtute for a naƟonal measure. Australia measures vicƟmisaƟon naƟonally through the 
Personal Safety Survey; it has no equivalent instrument for perpetraƟon. 

Second, the data needed to understand the scale and shape of this problem does not exist in usable 
form. Australia cannot currently answer basic quesƟons about repeat offending: how oŌen men 
return to using violence aŌer contact with police, courts or correcƟve services, or how long that takes. 
The ABS has already built the tool to answer this — a de-idenƟfied, person-level linked data asset, the 
Criminal JusƟce Data Asset (CJDA), drawing on police, courts and correcƟve services data naƟonally. 
The proof of concept is complete; the asset itself remains unfunded. 
 
Third, protecƟon order data — the clearest available signal of where risk is concentraƟng — is itself 
fragmented. Only four states and territories currently publish consistent protecƟon and intervenƟon 
order data, meaning breach rates and acƟve order numbers, both NaƟonal Plan performance 
measures, cannot be calculated naƟonally at all. The mechanism to fix this already exists — the 
NaƟonal DomesƟc Violence Order Scheme — and the DFSV Commissioner has already recommended 
the first step: agreed naƟonal definiƟons. 

This gap is compounded by a deeper one: even where evaluaƟon exists, it measures the wrong things. 
NTV's 2025 naƟonal pracƟƟoner survey found that pracƟƟoners experience research as focused on 
describing the problem of men's violence rather than evaluaƟng what helps stop it — a distorƟon 
reflected starkly in the finding that research examining men's parƟcipaƟon in behaviour change 
treatment consƟtutes just 0.2% of domesƟc violence literature internaƟonally.100, 101 Where evaluaƟon 
does exist, it typically measures aƩendance, compleƟon and recidivism: instruments pracƟƟoners 
surveyed described as too blunt to show whether violence has actually stopped, shiŌed form, or 
whether vicƟm-survivors feel genuinely safer.102 



 No to Violence The last resort should not be the first response                                                      41 of 61 

 

"20 weeks is not enough Ɵme to make any calls on [the] likelihood of change," one pracƟƟoner 
surveyed by NTV noted, reflecƟng on the standard Men's Behaviour Change Program window.103 

This data gap has a structural cause. The legal system — intervenƟon orders, bail condiƟons, court 
mandates — is most oŌen the first, not the last, response men using violence receive, meaning 
Australia's data infrastructure, like its service system, is built around late-stage, crisis-point contact 
rather than earlier intervenƟon. PracƟƟoners surveyed observed that this shapes both what gets 
measured and what gets delivered: court-mandated engagement can produce compliance rather than 
change. 

"When men are mandated, they will seek to say the 'right' thing and present themselves in a certain 
way to appease the system, without actually engaging," as one survey respondent put it.104 

A naƟonal outcomes picture that only counts legal-system contact and program compleƟon will 
systemaƟcally miss the earlier intervenƟon points — voluntary help-seeking, family-iniƟated 
engagement, community and cultural pathways — that this submission and the Rapid Review agree 
Australia must build towards. Closing this gap requires two things working together, not one following 
automaƟcally from the other: (1.) a naƟonally consistent reporƟng architecture that government does 
not yet have, and (2.) a mechanism for capturing the pracƟce-level detail (parƟcipaƟon, retenƟon, and 
safety outcomes assessed against vicƟm-survivors' own accounts of change) that sits with providers, 
not with funders. Neither is sufficient alone.  

The case for acƟon 

Each of these four gaps has a concrete, fundable fix available now, not a research agenda requiring 
years of design work. 

A naƟonal perpetraƟon prevalence study should be commissioned as a named, regularly repeated 
iniƟaƟve, forming part of the populaƟon-level survey infrastructure alongside the NCAS and PSS, and 
should build directly on the methodology and lived-experience codesign already developed through 
the NSW trial rather than starƟng from scratch. 

Program parƟcipaƟon and outcomes data have a natural first step already scheduled: the InnovaƟve 
Perpetrator Response fund evaluaƟons due to the Commonwealth in August 2026 should be 
published and made available across jurisdicƟons (as should all evaluaƟons), rather than remaining 
siloed within individual programs. But publicaƟon alone will not produce a naƟonal picture unless it 
rests on two further foundaƟons, and unless what is evaluated changes: NTV's naƟonal pracƟƟoner 
survey found that, even where evaluaƟon exists, it measures aƩendance, compleƟon and recidivism 
— outputs pracƟƟoners consistently idenƟfied as too blunt to show whether violence has stopped, 
shiŌed form, or whether vicƟm-survivors feel genuinely safer.105 Future evaluaƟon and reporƟng 
standards should build in outcome measures centred on vicƟm-survivors' own assessments of change, 
not parƟcipaƟon counts alone." 

The CJDA is the single most significant near-term data investment available to government for 
understanding who uses violence, how paƩerns develop over Ɵme, and what interrupts them — and it 
requires a funding decision, not further development, to become usable by 2026–27. 
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NaƟonal protecƟon order reporƟng can be achieved through the NaƟonal DomesƟc Violence Order 
Scheme, with AIHW as the collaƟon body, by acƟng on the DFSV Commissioner's exisƟng 
recommendaƟon on agreed definiƟons and categories. 

Funding the CJDA and standardising protecƟon order reporƟng are not two separate asks; they are the 
same gap seen from two angles. Together, they are what would let government and the sector finally 
see the points of contact pracƟƟoners already know maƩer most — the moment a man first comes 
into contact with police, courts, or a protecƟon order. Right now, no one can say with naƟonal 
confidence how much harm is avoided when intervenƟon occurs at first contact rather than at the 
fiŌh, or which men re-offend regardless of intervenƟon and require sustained risk management rather 
than behaviour-change programming alone. PracƟƟoners have told NTV directly that this earlier point 
of contact is where they most want the capacity to engage. 

Agreeing naƟonal definiƟons is not a formality, either. ProtecƟon and intervenƟon orders do not 
currently share a common legal basis across jurisdicƟons: some are issued at a threshold of 
threatened harm, others only once harm has actually occurred — a difference that shapes not only 
how many orders are made but also who they are made against. Emerging analysis of misidenƟficaƟon 
in Victoria and NSW suggests these differing thresholds may themselves affect how oŌen vicƟm-
survivors are wrongly idenƟfied as the predominant aggressor. Without agreed naƟonal definiƟons, 
any future naƟonal reporƟng risks aggregaƟng figures that are not actually measuring the same thing 
— compounding a completeness problem with a comparability one." 

First, naƟonal data standards are required. This is where the fiscal architecture proposed in SecƟon 4 
does double duty: a program-level fiscal strategy that tracks government-funded acƟvity against actual 
programs, rather than the current four-pillar structure, is also the minimum infrastructure a naƟonal 
outcomes picture depends on. Government cannot report outcomes against programs it cannot first 
idenƟfy. The two asks are complementary, not sequenƟal: the fiscal strategy makes visible what is 
funded; consistent outcomes reporƟng makes visible what it achieves. 

Second, government does not need to build this capability from nothing. No to Violence, as the 
naƟonal peak body for 187 member organisaƟons delivering these programs in every state and 
territory, already collects program- and pracƟƟoner-level data at a scale no single jurisdicƟon currently 
matches; most recently through naƟonal pracƟƟoner surveys (2025, 2026).  

NTV's 2025-member survey showed why this maƩers: research gaps are most acute where the need is 
greatest—among Aboriginal community-controlled, LGBTQIA+ and culturally and racially marginalised-
community-led services, whose pracƟce knowledge mainstream research has been slowest to engage 
with, and who consistently offered the most sophisƟcated analyses of how structural and 
interpersonal violence intersect.106 

This is a genuine naƟonal asset for building the outcomes picture that Australia currently lacks, 
provided it is properly resourced and connected to government reporƟng requirements, rather than 
leŌ running in parallel with a system the government doesn't draw on. The NaƟonal Violence 
IntervenƟon Learning CollaboraƟve proposed below is the natural home for this funcƟon: a standing, 
funded mechanism through which sector-collected parƟcipaƟon and outcomes data is aggregated, 
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standardised and fed into naƟonal reporƟng, alongside its role synthesising pracƟce knowledge for 
policy. 

Figure 9. Engaged with evidence, but not served by it. 

 DescripƟon: Two-staƟsƟc infographic: 65% of members access research oŌen or always; 30% say available research doesn't reflect the 
communiƟes or contexts they work in. Source: No to Violence naƟonal member survey, 2026 (Appendix A), n=73–80.  

This gap is not abstract to the pracƟƟoners this submission represents. Almost a third (30%) of NTV 
members surveyed said the research currently available to them does not reflect the communiƟes or 
contexts they work in—a finding that sits uncomfortably alongside 56% of members reporƟng they 
access research oŌen, and a further 9% always doing so (see Appendix A). PracƟƟoners are engaging 
with the evidence base at a high rate and sƟll finding it does not speak to their pracƟce. As one 
pracƟƟoner from an Aboriginal-controlled service put it, effecƟve work with men requires 
understanding the "link between healing Country and healing our men" — knowledge that Aboriginal-
controlled services already hold, and were never waiƟng on a naƟonal dataset to idenƟfy. 107  The gap 
is not that this knowledge is uncaptured; it is that evidence of its impact currently has no pathway to 
inform funding decisions because naƟonal evidence infrastructure treats only what sits within 
mainstream administraƟve systems as fundable evidence. That is a data sovereignty issue, not a data 
collecƟon gap: closing it means resourcing community-controlled evidence generaƟon and recognising 
its authority on its own terms, not retrofiƫng it into datasets designed to hold something else. Adding 
more administraƟve datasets to the naƟonal evidence infrastructure will not close this parƟcular gap; 
recognising and funding this evidence on its own terms will. 

The gap this closes is not abstract to the pracƟƟoners it would serve. As one sector CEO described the 
status quo:  

'We actually don't even have consistent data collecƟon across the various state and territory 
programs... at best, we collect widgets. We collect numbers of people aƩending programs, which tells 
us nothing. There's very liƩle data linking into the experience of vicƟm-survivors and children... around 
impact.'  CEO, Centre for Non-Violence.108 
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This is the outcomes-measurement problem described above, in the words of someone who lives it 
daily. 

The NaƟonal Violence IntervenƟon Learning CollaboraƟve ask is not about developing a new 
insƟtuƟon. It would be designed specifically to avoid duplicaƟng research infrastructure ANROWS 
already provides: ANROWS would lead research synthesis and evidence quality, NTV would lead 
pracƟƟoner engagement and translaƟon into pracƟce, with joint governance between them. Its core 
funcƟons are pracƟcal rather than aspiraƟonal — closing the three-to-five-year lag between academic 
publicaƟon and frontline pracƟce, building a naƟonal outcomes framework on validated measurement 
tools rather than aƩendance counts, and funding Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander, LGBTIQA+, 
culturally and racially marginalised, and disability-led organisaƟons to document their own innovaƟons 
on their own terms, with governance built around Indigenous data sovereignty throughout. 

NTV is not only a consumer of evidence but also a contributor to it: our naƟonal member surveys in 
2025 and 2026 are among the few systemaƟc sources of pracƟƟoner knowledge about what is 
working and where the system is failing. A NaƟonal Violence IntervenƟon Learning CollaboraƟve, 
developed with ANROWS, would give this pracƟƟoner evidence a permanent, funded mechanism to 
reach policy. NTV's full proposal for the CollaboraƟve — governance, operaƟng model, funcƟons and 
cosƟng — is detailed in NTV's 2026 Federal Budget Submission.109 

Conclusion 

Australia is not short of ideas for how to close its family violence data gap—it is short of funding 
decisions on infrastructure that, in three of the four cases above, already exists in near-deployable 
form. The Second AcƟon Plan is the mechanism now open to fund the naƟonal perpetraƟon 
prevalence study, the CJDA, consistent protecƟon order reporƟng, and a pracƟƟoner-connected 
Learning CollaboraƟve—the evidence infrastructure that everything else in this submission depends 
on being able to measure. 
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Conclusion 
There is a parƟcular kind of failure that is hard to see, because it doesn't look like failure. It looks like 
acƟvity. Programs are funded, frameworks are cited, plans are launched on schedule. Somewhere 
inside all that moƟon, though, the man who used violence last night is sƟll, this morning, more likely 
to encounter a courtroom than a pracƟƟoner who might change his trajectory. Somewhere inside that 
same moƟon, so are the police officers, teachers and emergency clinicians absorbing the 
consequences of his violence without the training or funding to do anything but respond to it—
because in pracƟce, if not by design, every part of the public sector has become a DFV service, 
whether it was resourced to be one or not. That gap—between the system's moƟon and its reach—is 
what this submission has tried to describe. 

It is not a story about neglect. Nobody designed a system to under-fund men's behaviour change 
work, or to leave protecƟon order data unlinked across four states, or to let a workforce absorb 
burnout as the cost of doing its job. Each of those outcomes is the cumulaƟve result of reasonable 
decisions made one budget cycle at a Ɵme, without anyone posiƟoned to see the whole picture. That 
is precisely why it will not correct itself. Fixing it requires someone to hold the whole picture—which is 
what a NaƟonal DomesƟc, Family and Sexual Violence Workforce Strategy, a web of accountability 
spanning eighteen departments, and a transparent, program-level funding picture are actually for. Not 
more programs. A system able to see itself clearly enough to know whether it is working. 

We began this submission with a number that should sit uncomfortably with anyone who reads it:  

fewer than three per cent of Australia's domesƟc and family violence offenders are receiving any form 
of behaviour change intervenƟon.  

This is the clearest evidence available that Australia's response to men who use violence remains, 
structurally, an aŌerthought to its response to the crises that violence produces. It is also, on new 
early intervenƟon economic modelling, an aŌerthought Australia cannot afford. PrevenƟng first-Ɵme 
offending and the reoffending it cascades into is worth some $8.3 billion a year—against a fracƟon of 
that currently spent on early intervenƟon. Every recommendaƟon in this submission is an aƩempt to 
close that gap—not by abandoning the crisis response system, which is necessary, but by finally 
building the earlier one alongside it. 

None of this is a technical problem waiƟng on the right program design. PracƟƟoners already 
recognise what works: conƟnuum, not checklist; relaƟonship, not referral; community-led, not 
centrally imposed; a workforce that is resourced to excel rather than expected to endure. For most of 
what this submission asks, what has been missing is not pracƟce knowledge—it is the government 
architecture prepared to fund, at the scale that the evidence demands, and the accountability to know 
whether that funding is achieving its purpose. One thing is genuinely new: a funcƟoning system for 
responding to men who use violence does not yet exist in Australia, only a set of disconnected 
programs operaƟng at a fracƟon of the scale required. Naming and building that system is the one 
piece of this submission that breaks new ground. 
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We have spent fiŌeen years making the case that violence against women is serious, gendered and 
preventable. We were right. Three hundred and eighty-two delegates from across the sector said as 
much themselves in March this year: this violence is not inevitable, it is preventable (Appendix B). 
What this submission asks of the Second AcƟon Plan is not incremental—it is the courage to set a 
genuinely new path. The case for it has never been stronger, or beƩer evidenced, than it is now. The 
choice is government's to make. 
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Summary of recommendaƟons 
IntroducƟon — A broader framework for early intervenƟon 

1. Direct that the Theory of Change's individual/relaƟonship level be populated with the fuller 
set of causal factors in Heise's original ecological framework (harmful substance use, 
gambling, childhood trauma, relaƟonship dynamics) as co-equal pathways, not secondary 
"reinforcing factors." 

2. Test and scale gender-transformaƟve programs for under-served life-stages idenƟfied by this 
model, starƟng with fathers and parents. 

SecƟon 1 — Growing the scope and scale of responses 

3. Increase investment in earlier intervenƟon, funding a conƟnuum of responses to men using 
domesƟc and family violence (DFV) at a scale that matches the size of the problem, rather 
than concentraƟng investment in late-stage responses. 

4.  Adopt a principle-based framework, not a checklist of program types, as the basis for 
commissioning, funding and evaluaƟng responses to men who use violence. 

5. Resource an interconnected system, not standalone programs, so men can move between 
different levels of intervenƟon over Ɵme and vicƟm-survivor safety never depends on a man's 
willingness to engage. 

6. Mandate dedicated, ring-fenced funding for family safety contact and advocacy work as a 
mandatory component of all Commonwealth and state funding for programs working with 
men who use family violence. 

SecƟon 2 — The economic and human case for earlier intervenƟon, and engaging earlier with young 
people 

7. Deliver a substanƟal, specified increase in funding for early intervenƟon programs for people 
beginning to use, or at risk of escalaƟng, family violence. 

8. IdenƟfy and direct investment at criƟcal life junctures as high-yield points to intervene before 
escalaƟon — first-Ɵme fatherhood, job loss and economic insecurity, disaster contexts, and 
permanent injury or cogniƟve decline. 

9. Deliver universal workforce training at scale, paired with embedded specialist capacity, for 
youth, early parenƟng, health, mental health, alcohol and other drug, homelessness and 
youth jusƟce workers to recognise and respond to youth inƟmate partner violence (IPV). 

10. IdenƟfy and sustainably fund the programs already piloted and shown to work for young men 
at risk of using, or beginning to use, AVITH and youth IPV — including Caring Dads, Home 
Base's Merge and Flo, and Meli's Young Men's Behaviour Change Group — rather than 
conƟnuing to fund this work through sporadic, self-iniƟated or intermiƩent arrangements. 

11. Resource accommodaƟon pathways that enable behaviour change engagement for young 
men at risk of using, or beginning to use, IPV — not just crisis housing. 

SecƟon 3 — A NaƟonal DomesƟc, Family and Sexual Violence Workforce Strategy 
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12. Commit to a NaƟonal DomesƟc, Family and Sexual Violence Workforce Strategy by the release 
of the Federal Budget 2027–28, developed with the specialist sector, covering: workforce 
build and retenƟon; formal recogniƟon of specialist pracƟce; naƟonal workforce architecture; 
strengthened recruitment pathways from universiƟes, VET and feeder professions; targeted 
capability building for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander, mulƟcultural and regional/rural 
workforces; and NPA-enabled state investment in supervision, secure employment and 
secondment pathways — with the Strategy and associated funding agreements in place and 
beginning implementaƟon by mid-2028. 

SecƟon 4 — A sustainable whole-of-government response 

13. Adopt a whole-of-government "web of accountability" model, adapted from Victoria's Family 
Violence Reform Rolling AcƟon Plan, with named cross-porƞolio responsibility across all 18 
relevant federal departments and agencies and shared progress measures. 

14. Develop a program-level fiscal strategy that maps all government-funded programs relevant to 
ending violence — including non-tradiƟonal porƞolios — and publicly reports against actual 
programs rather than the four-pillar structure, with dedicated funding lines in each relevant 
department made publicly visible and shared performance frameworks established across 
Commonwealth, state and territory governments. 

15. Introduce DFV-proofing of major policy decisions in housing, social security, immigraƟon, 
employment and family law, modelled on exisƟng gender impact assessment requirements. 

16. Close the gaps that let systems be weaponised against vicƟm-survivors, by funding and 
Ɵmetabling full naƟonal real-Ɵme FVO visibility through the NaƟonal DomesƟc Violence Order 
Scheme, harmonising legal definiƟons and FVO processes across jurisdicƟons, and extending 
the current Commonwealth systems-abuse audit and Safety by Design principles beyond their 
iniƟal scope, paired with universal misidenƟficaƟon training for police and frontline decision-
makers. 

SecƟon 5 — Building the evidence base 

17. Fund a NaƟonal Violence IntervenƟon Learning CollaboraƟve, coordinated by NTV and 
developed in partnership with ANROWS, to capture, synthesise and translate pracƟce 
knowledge into policy, and to aggregate and standardise naƟonal program parƟcipaƟon and 
outcomes data — recognising pracƟƟoner- and lived-experience-generated evidence, 
including NTV's naƟonal member surveys and Men's Referral Service pracƟce data, as a 
legiƟmate component of the naƟonal evidence base.  

18. Fund a dedicated, cross-secƟonal naƟonal perpetraƟon prevalence study, analogous to the 
Personal Safety Survey, building on the methodology developed through the current NSW 
trial, including codesign with intersecƟonal lived experience, as a named and regularly 
repeated iniƟaƟve.  

19. Fund the Criminal JusƟce Data Asset (CJDA) as a priority investment, so it can be made 
accessible to researchers and policy analysts in 2026–27, and incorporate diversion and court-
mandated program data over Ɵme. 
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20. Mandate consistent naƟonal protecƟon order reporƟng through the NaƟonal DomesƟc 
Violence Order Scheme, with AIHW as the naƟonal collaƟon body and a clear implementaƟon 
Ɵmeline. 

21. Commit to publishing all evaluaƟons, including those under the InnovaƟve Perpetrator 
Response Fund (due to the Commonwealth in August 2026), and mandate consistent naƟonal 
data standards for program parƟcipaƟon and outcomes reporƟng as a condiƟon of future 
jurisdicƟonal funding. 
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Appendices 

Appendix A: NTV member survey summary 

No to Violence sent out a survey to its 187 members on 7 April 2026 to ascertain their prioriƟes for 
advocacy, research and sector development. 92 members responded. Percentages are of respondents 
who answered each quesƟon, not of all 92 members; mulƟ-select quesƟons do not sum to 100%. 

No to Violence's naƟonal member survey received 92 responses (a response rate of 49%), 
predominantly from Victoria (68%) and New South Wales (16%), with the remainder spread across the 
ACT, NT, Queensland, South Australia, Tasmania and Western Australia; respondents held a mix of 
frontline pracƟƟoner, team leader/manager and execuƟve/CEO roles across men's behaviour change 
and related family violence services.  

A significant finding from the survey was that service delivery capacity under current funding is 
uneven: 60% of respondents rated their capacity to deliver post-program support as limited or non-
existent, and 57% said the same of individual counselling, compared with roughly half raƟng intake, 
risk assessment and group program delivery as strong or full capacity (n≈50).  

Day-to-day, the biggest challenges reported were a lack of system coordinaƟon and a lack of housing 
opƟons for men using family violence (58% each), and insufficient referral opƟons for complex cases 
such as young men or those with an acquired brain injury (50%, n=74). 

Workforce needs centred on new starters (67%) and pracƟƟoners working directly with men (63%, 
n=72), with cost (73%) and Ɵme (60%) the leading barriers to accessing training (n=78).  

On evidence use, 56% of members access research oŌen and a further 9% always do so (n=80), but 
58% cited a lack of Ɵme as the main barrier, and 30% said available research doesn't reflect the 
communiƟes or contexts they work in (n=73); short, pracƟcal formats were preferred for future 
research, led by evidence summaries or snapshots (69%) and short pracƟce briefs (68%, n=81). 

On system reform, members' clearest prioriƟes were driving systemic reform to end the enablers of 
men's use of family violence (69%) and invesƟng in earlier intervenƟon for boys and men who use, or 
are at risk of using, violence (67%), followed by strengthening and retaining the specialist workforce 
(59%) and improving the use of evidence, data and research (52%, n=90).  

Asked what is most urgent to improve system accountability, respondents pointed overwhelmingly to 
closing gaps and loopholes exploited by men using family violence (71%) and to legal, police and 
family court reform (66%), with reform of child protecƟon policy and legislaƟon for children and young 
people also prominent (47%, n=88).  

Partnership prioriƟes centred on the alcohol and other drugs sector and child protecƟon/family 
services (59% each), courts (58%) and police (56%, n=86), and with increased funding members most 
wanted to see greater diversity of intervenƟon types, including whole-of-family work (62%), and 
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investment in both early intervenƟon before violence starts and responses to children and young 
people using violence (59% each, n=90). 
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Appendix B: Conference declaraƟon 

The following declaraƟon, unanimously endorsed by 382 delegates at NTV's 2026 naƟonal conference, 
is referenced throughout this submission as evidence of sector-wide consensus behind the 
recommendaƟons above. 

NaƟonal Conference DeclaraƟon: Thursday 12 March 2026 

This Conference DeclaraƟon was created in collaboraƟon with the 382 aƩendees of the 2026 
Australian naƟonal conference to end men’s use of family violence. 

In the face of global and naƟonal poliƟcal challenges to the work to end gender-based violence, 
Australia is at a criƟcal juncture. Far too liƩle is being done far too late to intervene with men using 
and at risk of using family violence. Instead, there is an over-reliance on late-stage criminal legal 
responses that enables violence to escalate, leaves vicƟm-survivors facing increased risk and 
heightened levels of abuse and fails to meaningfully prevent harm. 

As a result, approximately a quarter of women over the age of 15 have experienced InƟmate Partner 
Violence and 39% of children have experienced family violence. Over the past decade, at least 362 
women have been murdered by an inƟmate partner and 123 children killed by a parent. The impact of 
this violence is disproporƟonate and gendered with First NaƟons women and children, oŌen at the 
hands of non-Indigenous men, and women and children with disabiliƟes among those most impacted. 

Together, the cost of this violence is more than $26 billion per year, yet, comparably, Australia invests a 
fracƟon of this to stop family violence at its source. Governments and communiƟes across the 
conƟnent must act now to address the scale and devastaƟng impacts of family violence. 

This violence is not inevitable, it is preventable.  

At the halfway mark of the second NaƟonal Plan to End Violence Against Women and Children (2022-
2032), Australia has five years to radically change course if it is to reach its goal of ending gender-
based violence in a generaƟon. 

To do this, we need to disrupt hierarchies of power that sustain the status quo. We need to act in 
solidarity to strengthen our social fabric and build communiƟes, insƟtuƟons and families on the values 
of respect, safety, dignity, diversity, freedom, jusƟce and free from violence. 

Throughout this conference, vicƟm-survivors, advocates, pracƟƟoners, researchers and policymakers 
have shared what is needed to end family violence. Delegates commiƩed to work in solidarity to: 

1. Establish a dedicated and appropriately resourced naƟonal strategy to end men’s use of family 
violence. 

2. PrioriƟse vicƟm-survivor knowledge – including that of children and young people, 
pracƟƟoner insights and intersecƟonality in pracƟce improvements, policy reform and 
research. 
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3. Centre First NaƟons relaƟonal ways of understanding and responding to family violence for 
community-controlled, self-determined soluƟons as a foundaƟon for all-of-government and 
all-of-community responses. 

4. Invest in early intervenƟon. IdenƟfying and engaging boys and men who use, or are at risk of 
using, family violence much earlier to prevent and stop it. 

5. Stop the online promoƟon of misogyny and denigraƟon of women and children. Hold the tech 
industry accountable for profiƟng from violent and harmful algorithms and content that 
encourages and enables men’s use of violence. 

6. Invest in broadening the scale and breadth of responses to ensure men and their families get 
appropriate, effecƟve services to increase safety, accountability and change. 

7. Challenge narraƟves that make men’s use of violence an individual’s problem. AƩempts to end 
it must address the way gender, misogyny, colonisaƟon, racism, classism, ablism, homophobia 
and transphobia – collecƟvely and intersecƟonally – shape the use and experience of violence. 

8. Recognise and invest in building and retaining the specialised workforce that delivers 
prevenƟon, early intervenƟon and responses to men using family violence, including its crucial 
support for vicƟm-survivors through family safety contact work. 

9. Replace criminalisaƟon of children and young people using family violence with early trauma 
and family violence informed, strength-based support, and surrounding environmental 
changes, to create long-term safety and posiƟve life pathways. 

10. Drive structural reforms to stop violence at the source and end systemic enablers of men’s use 
of family violence. Key areas include family court, legal systems and child protecƟon, 
especially in relaƟon to children and young people. 

11. Build and share evidence-base from pracƟce and research knowledge on pathways into and 
out of using violence to shape policy and pracƟce. 

12. Commit to the ongoing integraƟon of evidence and research into policy and pracƟce, 
respecƟng data sovereignty, supporƟng the sharing of evaluaƟons and insights as the basis for 
funding decision-making. 

This declaraƟon was put to the 2026 NaƟonal Conference on Thursday 12 March by  from 
Stopping Family Violence, seconded by  from SPEAQ and endorsed unanimously by conference 
delegates.   
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Appendix C: Heise Ecological Framework  

 

Figure 10. Revised Conceptual Framework for Partner Violence.110 

DescripƟon: A nested-ellipse diagram (Heise's revised social-ecological model of inƟmate partner violence) showing five concentric levels of 
influence — Macrosocial, Community, Male partner, RelaƟonship, and a small central zone containing "Conflict arena" and "IPV" (inƟmate 
partner violence) — with "Woman" posiƟoned as a separate ellipse overlapping the innermost levels. Beneath the diagram, factors are listed 
under each level: 

 Macrosocial: gender order (lack of economic rights and enƟtlements for women, discriminatory family law, ease of divorce for 
women, composite measures of gender inequality); cultural factors (collecƟvist versus individual cultural orientaƟon, emphasis on 
women's purity and family honour); economic factors (level of development, women's access to formal wage employment). 

 Community: norms (acceptance of wife beaƟng, male right to discipline/control female behaviour, tolerance of harsh physical 
punishment of children, sƟgma for divorced or single women, norms linking male honour to female purity, family privacy); lack of 
sancƟons (lack of legal or moral sancƟon for violence, others do not intervene); neighbourhood (community violence, high 
unemployment, low social capital, poverty). 
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 Male partner: violence in childhood (harsh physical punishment, witnessing parental violence, other childhood traumas, 
psychological dysfuncƟon, anƟsocial behaviour, adult aƩachment issues); aƫtudes (accepƟng of violence as a means to resolve 
conflict, acceptance of partner violence, gender hierarchical or transiƟonal aƫtudes); lack of sancƟons; alcohol abuse; gender role 
conflict; delinquent peers; sociodemographic (young, low educaƟonal level). 

 RelaƟonship: interacƟon (non-equalitarian decision making, poor communicaƟon, high relaƟonship conflict). 

 Conflict arena: situaƟonal triggers (sex/infidelity, money/distribuƟon of family resources, children or in-laws, division of labour, 
male drinking) and patriarchal triggers (female challenge to male authority, failure to meet gender role expectaƟons, asserƟons of 
female autonomy). 

 Woman: childhood violence (child sexual abuse, other childhood traumas, witnessing mother being beaten); aƫtudes (tolerance 
of wife beaƟng, socio-demographic factors, young age as a factor for current violence, high educaƟonal aƩainment as protecƟve); 
low social support; and factors that operate differently in different seƫngs (women's employment, parƟcipaƟon in credit schemes 
or other development programs, asset ownership). 
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