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Feedback for Priority Area 1: Victim-survivors
Priority Area 1: Victim-survivors 
Introduction - two modes of abuse
Domestic violence policy must distinguish between the existence of coercive control and how it is expressed and detected.
Psychological research consistently identifies two broad modes of aggression:
direct, overt aggression, which is physically manifest and incident-based
indirect or relational aggression, which operates through reputation, relationships, and third-party or institutional mediation [The Scienc...der biased | Word]
These modes are not mutually exclusive, but they are not equally visible or measurable. Direct aggression leaves physical evidence, is easier to classify, and aligns closely with existing criminal justice frameworks. Indirect aggression, by contrast, is cumulative, often deniable, and dependent on institutional uptake, making it substantially harder to detect and record.
Current domestic violence systems are overwhelmingly calibrated to detect direct, incident-based harm. They are far less capable of identifying indirect or institutionally mediated coercive control, including systems abuse, reputational harm, and third-party recruitment. This creates a structural asymmetry in detection.
The consequence is not simply under-measurement. It shapes outcomes:
victims of indirect coercive control are less likely to be recognised
help-seeking may be suppressed due to anticipated system response
misidentification becomes more likely in contested or ambiguous cases
escalation pathways may develop outside existing risk frameworks
Because policy and data systems are built around what can be readily observed and recorded, they may systematically over-represent visible forms of harm and under-represent less visible forms. This risks conflating what the system is equipped to detect with the true distribution of harm.
Addressing this requires expanding system capability to recognise and respond to both direct and indirect forms of coercive control, supported by improved measurement, behavioural assessment, and early-stage intervention pathways.

1. What service or system responses would make the biggest difference to victim-survivors’ safety, wellbeing, healing and recovery? 
A key improvement would be the introduction of a pre-escalation, behaviourally informed intake and triage pathway, particularly for victim-survivors experiencing indirect or institutionally mediated forms of coercive control. 
Current systems are highly effective in responding to acute and physically manifest violence. However, they are less effective in cases where harm is: 
cumulative rather than incident-based 
expressed through reputational harm or narrative manipulation 
mediated through institutions, including police, courts, or child protection 
Behavioural systems analysis shows that outcomes are shaped not only by perpetrator behaviour, but also by how institutions interpret and respond to that behaviour. This means that institutional responses can either interrupt harm, or unintentionally amplify it. 
A pre-escalation pathway would: 
enable safe, low-consequence disclosure before crisis thresholds are reached 
support structured behavioural assessment rather than immediate classification 
reduce risks of misidentification and escalation 
allow earlier intervention across a broader range of abuse types 
Improved system responses also require: 
explicit recognition of systems abuse as a form of coercive control 
enhanced handling of cross-allegations, including parallel investigation of competing claims 
embedding behavioural and psychological expertise at intake and early-stage assessment 
These changes would improve both immediate safety and long-term outcomes by reducing escalation pathways and improving accuracy of institutional response. 
2. What helps people access support earlier, and what barriers prevent people from seeking help or engaging with systems and services? 
Early access to support is primarily shaped by how individuals anticipate the system will respond. 

Behavioural analysis indicates that help-seeking is a critical inflection point, where individuals decide between: 
disclosure, leading to potential intervention, or 
suppression, leading to prolonged exposure and escalation 
Key barriers to early help-seeking include: 
anticipated misidentification, particularly in indirect or high-conflict situations 
fear that reporting will trigger escalation, including retaliation or amplification of false narratives 
lack of safe pathways for reporting harm that is not immediately physical 
reliance on police-led or crisis-triggered entry points, which may not be appropriate in early-stage or ambiguous cases (such as where abuse is primarily verbal and/or psychological) 
In cases of indirect coercive control, these barriers often lead not to delayed disclosure, but to complete suppression of help-seeking, creating what can be described as a “pressure cooker” dynamic in which harm escalates over time without intervention. 
Enablers of earlier access include: 
alternative entry pathways outside policing (e.g. health, psychological, and community services) 
lower-consequence disclosure mechanisms that do not require immediate classification 
increased system capability to recognise indirect coercive control 
improved trust that reporting will lead to investigation, not escalation 
Improving early access therefore requires not only expanding services, but reshaping the decision environment at the point of help-seeking. 
3. What current or emerging issues should the Second Action Plan address, including in relation to coercive control and technology-facilitated abuse? 
A key issue is the growing recognition that coercive control is not limited to direct or physically observable behaviours. It can also be expressed through: 
systems abuse, including the use of legal and institutional processes as instruments of control 
narrative manipulation and reputational harm, often amplified through digital and social channels 
technology-facilitated abuse, which can extend coercive dynamics beyond the immediate relationship context 
Current systems are more responsive to direct aggression, but less equipped to detect and interpret: 
strategically timed allegations 
third-party recruitment 
patterns of escalation after and adapting to institutional engagement 
behavioural adaptation in response to intervention 
Behavioural system dynamics show that perpetrators may shift from direct to indirect modes of control when constrained by institutions, social norms, or physical limitations. This includes increased reliance on: 
digital communication channels 
reputational attacks 
manipulation of institutional processes 
The Second Action Plan should therefore prioritise: 
expanding definitions and detection frameworks for coercive control to include indirect and systems-mediated forms 
updating risk assessment tools to reflect these behaviours 
recognising that institutional interaction itself can be part of the abuse pathway 
Without this, systems will continue to detect only a subset of coercive control behaviours, leaving significant harm pathways insufficiently addressed. 
4. What gaps remain in addressing the needs of diverse communities, including Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people? 
A key gap is that current systems are not sufficiently calibrated to recognise diverse patterns of victimisation, particularly where harm does not align with dominant models of direct, physically observable abuse. 
While current frameworks have made important progress, there remain structural limitations in: 
recognising indirect coercive control across different contexts 
accounting for how institutional interaction varies across communities 
ensuring safe access to services for individuals who anticipate negative system responses 
More broadly, the system currently lacks sufficient capacity to: 
detect and respond to variation in behavioural expression of coercive control 
distinguish between different response profiles, including accommodative or suppressed help-seeking 
measure and understand outcomes where harm is not physically manifest 
For some communities, including both men generally, and in particular Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples, trust in institutions and historical context may further shape: 
willingness to engage with formal systems 
likelihood of early disclosure 
perceived risks of engaging with enforcement-based responses 
Improving outcomes requires: 
expanding early-stage, non-enforcement pathways 
embedding culturally informed and behaviourally informed assessment approaches 
improving the system’s capacity to interpret a wider range of harm presentations 
This aligns with a broader principle: 
a system designed to recognise multiple forms of coercive control will be more accessible, more accurate, and more effective for all communities.
Feedback for Priority Area 2: Prevention and early intervention
Priority Area 2: Prevention and Early Intervention 
1. What would make the biggest difference in preventing and ultimately ending violence? 
The most significant improvement would be to address how violence evolves within a dynamic behavioural system, rather than focusing solely on incident-based intervention. 
Current prevention efforts are strongest in addressing direct and physically manifest forms of violence. However, behavioural system analysis shows that violence often evolves through: 
early-stage coercive control 
suppression of help-seeking 
escalation through indirect or systems-mediated pathways 
A central finding is that help-seeking functions as a critical inflection point. Where individuals are able to disclose safely, intervention can occur early. Where help-seeking is suppressed, harm is more likely to escalate over time, including progression to physical violence. 
Prevention is therefore not only about addressing attitudes or behaviours, but about shaping the conditions under which victims may choose to seek help. 
The most effective lever for prevention is: 
creating safe, low-consequence pathways for early reporting, particularly in non-crisis situations 
ensuring institutional responses do not unintentionally escalate harm or reinforce coercive dynamics 
In practical terms, this requires: 
earlier behavioural detection of coercive control 
system design that reduces misidentification and escalation 
a shift from reactive intervention to pre-escalation engagement 
This approach targets the upstream drivers of violence, rather than only responding after coercive control has turned into violence. 
2. How can existing efforts to prevent violence be strengthened or built upon at the individual, community, organisational, institutional and societal levels? 
Existing prevention efforts can be strengthened by expanding the system’s ability to recognise multiple pathways of coercive control, particularly indirect and institutionally mediated forms. 
At each level, this implies: 
Individual level 
increasing capability to recognise non-physical forms of coercive control, including reputational harm and manipulation of third parties 
supporting individuals to understand how behaviours may escalate through interaction with systems 
Community level 
promoting awareness that coercive control may be cumulative, adaptive and context-dependent, not only incident-based 
improving informal support pathways that encourage early disclosure, with particular emphasis on the previously under-emphasised form of harm, such as indirect coercive control 
Organisational level (services, workplaces, schools) 
developing staff capability to identify early-stage and indirect harm patterns 
providing referral pathways that do not rely solely on police or crisis escalation 
reporting pathways need to present a lower risk than persisting in the abusive environment. Critically, this requires the reduction in the risk of misidentification and/or reputational destruction associated with reporting abuse. 
Institutional level 
improving how institutions interpret behaviour under uncertainty 
reducing reliance on first-contact assumptions 
strengthening parallel assessment of competing narratives, particularly in the case of crossing allegations 
Societal level 
broadening the public and policy understanding of DFV beyond direct aggression 
in particular, reducing the stigma associated with male victims reporting 
eliminate the current reality that a male victim reporting abuse is first assessed as a presumptive perpetrator. This must end if we want victims to report early to prevent escalation. 
recognising that violence may evolve through interaction between behaviour and institutional response 
Strengthening prevention requires not just expanding activity, but improving alignment between system design and the full range of harm pathways. 
3. How can governments, communities, schools, workplaces, online platforms and others better support people to recognise and respond to harmful attitudes and behaviours? 
Support can be improved by shifting from a narrow focus on visible or incident-based harm to a broader understanding of behavioural patterns and system dynamics. 
Key improvements include: 
recognising that coercive control may be expressed through: 
indirect aggression 
reputational harm 
institutional engagement 
equipping people to identify patterns over time, not just isolated events 
At a practical level: 
education programs should include: 
indirect coercive control 
systems abuse and manipulation 
behavioural escalation patterns 
workplaces and schools should: 
provide safe pathways for early disclosure 
avoid forcing immediate classification or adversarial escalation 
online platforms should: 
recognise how technology can amplify reputational harm and coercive narratives 
support detection of patterned behaviour, not just individual incidents 
A key insight from behavioural system analysis is that people respond not only to harm, but to how they expect systems to respond. 
Improving recognition therefore requires: 
building confidence that disclosure will lead to fair and evidence-based responses 
reducing perceived risks of misidentification or escalation 
This will increase willingness to engage with support systems earlier. 
4. What prevention and early intervention approaches appear most promising or effective, and what is needed to strengthen or expand them? 
The most promising approach is the development of pre-escalation, behaviourally informed intervention pathways. 
These approaches are effective because they: 
intervene before harm reaches crisis thresholds 
reduce reliance on binary classification at first contact 
allow time for evidence to emerge and patterns to be understood 
To expand their effectiveness, systems need to: 
integrate behavioural assessment into early-stage intake processes 
support longitudinal understanding of harm, rather than point-in-time assessment 
create safe environments for staged disclosure 
This includes: 
enabling referrals through health, psychological and community services 
embedding multidisciplinary expertise in early assessment 
recognising indirect coercive control and systems abuse within risk frameworks 
Strengthening early intervention is not primarily about increasing volume of services, but about improving how and when people can engage with those services. 
5. What emerging issues should the Second Action Plan address in relation to primary prevention and early intervention? 
Several emerging issues are not yet fully addressed within current prevention frameworks: 
1. Systems abuse as an evolving form of coercive control 
Perpetrators may increasingly use institutions, including legal and administrative systems, as instruments of coercion. 
This includes: 
strategic use of false or exagerated allegations 
manipulation of legal processes 
exploitation of institutional assumptions 
2. Behavioural adaptation in response to intervention 
As systems become more effective in detecting direct violence, perpetrators shift towards: 
indirect coercive strategies 
reputational harm 
technology-mediated control 
This “mode shifting” is a predictable feature of behavioural systems. 
3. Suppression of help-seeking 
In certain contexts, particularly indirect coercive control, individuals may: 
avoid reporting due to anticipated system response 
remain in prolonged high-risk environments 
This represents a major gap in early intervention. 
4. Technology-facilitated coercive dynamics 
Digital platforms are increasing the reach and persistence of: 
reputational harm 
harassment 
narrative manipulation 
5. Misidentification risk in complex cases 
Where harm is ambiguous or contested, early classification may: 
become self-reinforcing 
contribute to escalation 
undermine trust in systems 
deter early reporting 
Addressing these issues requires a shift toward behaviourally informed, system-aware prevention models that recognise how violence evolves through interaction over time.
Feedback for Priority Area 3: Children and young people in their own right
Priority Area 3: Children and Young People in Their Own Right
1. What would make the biggest difference to improving safety, recovery and wellbeing outcomes for children and young people affected by this violence?
The most significant improvement would be ensuring that systems recognise how children experience domestic and family violence as part of an interaction system, rather than only as passive witnesses to discrete incidents.
Children are affected not only by direct exposure to violence, but by the broader dynamics identified in behavioural systems analysis, including:
prolonged exposure to coercive control
suppression of help-seeking within the family environment
escalation pathways driven by institutional interaction
A critical factor is that children often exist within “suppression pathways”, where:
harm is ongoing but not visibly reportable
intervention is delayed due to absence of discrete incidents, or safe pathways for reporting
coercive dynamics continue unchecked
This can create sustained “pressure cooker” environments that affect:
emotional regulation
sense of safety
long-term developmental outcomes
The biggest improvements would come from:
earlier identification of coercive control environments, not just individual incidents
intervention pathways that do not require escalation to crisis before action is taken
incorporating behavioural and psychological expertise in assessing family dynamics
recognising children as participants in a system of coercive control, not just secondary victims.
in the case of indirect coercive control, relationships with children and access to children is often weaponised as a part of the systemic pattern of abuse
safe pathways for reporting such abuse are essential to reduce the risk of escalation of harm
This approach improves both immediate safety and long-term wellbeing by reducing prolonged exposure to harmful environments.
2. How can governments, services, education settings, families, communities and others better recognise and respond to children and young people experiencing violence or harm?
Recognition and response can be improved by shifting from an incident-based model to a pattern-based and system-aware approach.
Children often experience harm that is:
indirect or cumulative
expressed through relational and emotional dynamics
embedded within family systems rather than isolated events
Current systems may under-detect these patterns because they rely on:
discrete reports
visible or acute harm indicators
adult disclosure pathways
To improve recognition:
education and service systems should be equipped to identify patterns over time, including:behavioural changes in children
environmental instability
indications of coercive control within family relationships
professionals should be trained to recognise:indirect coercive control
suppression of disclosure within the family unit
escalation risk connected to institutional engagement
To improve response:
provide safe, developmentally appropriate disclosure pathways for children and young people
ensure that responses do not inadvertently escalate conflict within the family system
integrate behavioural and psychological assessment into child-focused services
A key insight is that children are affected not only by violence itself, but by how systems respond to that violence. Responses must therefore be designed to reduce escalation and support safe disclosure.
3. What approaches are most effective in supporting children and young people who are using violence or displaying harmful sexual behaviours to take accountability, change behaviours, and reduce harm?
Effective approaches recognise that harmful behaviours emerge within, and are shaped by, interaction with coercive environments and institutional responses.
Behavioural systems analysis shows that:
individuals adapt behaviour in response to perceived constraints and opportunities
patterns of aggression can shift between direct and indirect forms
escalation may be influenced by environment, reinforcement, and system interaction
For children and young people, this means that harmful behaviour is often:
an adaptive response to coercive or unstable environments
shaped by exposure to patterns and norms of control, conflict, or suppression
reinforced or modified by how adults and institutions respond
Effective approaches should therefore:
focus on early behavioural intervention, before patterns become entrenched
incorporate trauma-informed and psychologically informed assessment
address both: the behaviour itself
the environment in which the behaviour developed
Key elements include:
structured behavioural programs that emphasise accountability and understanding of harm
interventions that disrupt escalation patterns as well as penalising acts of escalation
coordinated system responses that avoid reinforcing adversarial dynamics
This approach recognises that behaviour change is more effective when system responses are consistent, proportionate, and informed by behavioural context.
4. How should the Second Action Plan respond to current or emerging forms of harm affecting children and young people, including technology-facilitated abuse, harmful online content, and violence within peer and dating relationships?
Emerging forms of harm should be addressed through a framework that recognises how coercive behaviours are adapting to new environments, particularly digital and social contexts.
Technology-facilitated abuse extends core dynamics identified in behavioural systems analysis:
reputational harm can be amplified rapidly and persistently
coercive control can extend beyond physical proximity
third-party involvement becomes easier to mobilise
For children and young people, this is particularly significant in:
peer relationships
early dating relationships
social and online environments where identity and reputation are highly salient
The system should therefore:
recognise online and peer-based harm as part of the same coercive control system, not as separate issues
focus on patterns of behaviour over time, including:repeated harassment
coordinated reputational harm
escalation following intervention
equip institutions (schools, platforms, youth services) to:identify behavioural patterns early
intervene before escalation
avoid responses that inadvertently amplify harm
A key challenge is that behaviour may adapt quickly in response to intervention. Policy responses must therefore be adaptive, system-aware, and focused on underlying behavioural dynamics, rather than only visible manifestations.
5. How can children and young people be meaningfully involved in shaping the policies, programs and services that affect them?
Meaningful involvement requires recognising that children and young people are active participants in the systems being designed, not just recipients of services.
From a behavioural systems perspective:
individuals respond to how systems operate
lived experience provides insight into how systems actually function in practice
engagement improves alignment between system design and real-world behaviour
To support meaningful involvement:
create safe, structured opportunities for children and young people to provide input
ensure participation mechanisms do not require disclosure of harm in ways that may increase risk
incorporate feedback into system design, particularly in: early intervention pathways
school-based responses
digital and peer-context environments
Importantly, involvement should focus not only on personal experiences, but on:
how systems are perceived
where barriers to engagement exist
what responses feel safe and effective
This aligns with a broader principle:
systems are more effective when they are designed with, not just for, the people they affect.
Feedback for Priority Area 4: People who use violence
Priority Area 4: People Who Use Violence 
Introductory note
The framing of “people who use violence” requires careful qualification. It can unintentionally conflate distinct pathways and risks overshadowing victim–survivor safety. Individuals may be captured under this label for different reasons, including:
1) an enduring propensity toward violent or coercive behaviour
2) situational use of violence in self‑defence
3) reactive use of violence after prolonged exposure to coercive control, particularly where help‑seeking has been suppressed or misinterpreted
4) being alleged to have used violence, including in contexts of indirect coercive control and systems abuse (for example, the weaponisation of police or court processes) in the absence of robust evidence
Treating these distinct pathways as a single category risks misclassification, inappropriate intervention, and escalation. A more effective approach distinguishes between behavioural patterns, context, and evidence, so that responses prioritise victim–survivor safety while accurately identifying and addressing harmful conduct.
Differentiating these pathways is particularly important when considering opportunities for prevention. Where violence arises from prolonged exposure to coercive control (pathway 3 above), it represents a failure of earlier detection and intervention. Effective early-stage responses can interrupt this pathway before escalation occurs, preventing individuals from transitioning from victimisation to the use of reactive violence. This should be a core goal of system design.
1. What would make the biggest difference in preventing and responding earlier to the use of violence? 
The most significant improvement would be enhancing the system’s ability to detect and interpret coercive behaviour in its early stages, including forms that are indirect, cumulative, or institutionally mediated. 
Current systems are most effective in responding to: 
visible, incident-based harm 
physically manifest aggression 
However, behavioural analysis shows that coercive control often emerges earlier through patterns such as: 
manipulation of relationships or reputation 
use of third parties to apply pressure 
escalation following help-seeking or institutional contact 
Where these behaviours are not recognised early: 
intervention occurs later, often at crisis point 
behaviour may adapt or escalate 
opportunities for prevention are missed 
Early response can be improved by: 
incorporating pattern-based behavioural assessment, rather than relying solely on discrete incidents 
recognising indirect coercive control and systems abuse within early detection frameworks 
enabling intervention at pre-escalation stages, before harm becomes entrenched 
Preventing violence therefore requires not just intervention, but improving what the system recognises as harm, and therefore what the system is able to see and respond to early. 
2. How can services, families, communities, workplaces, institutions and others better recognise and respond safely to people using violence or at risk of using violence? 
Recognition can be improved by broadening the understanding of harmful behaviour beyond direct aggression. 
People using violence may present in different ways, including: 
overt aggression and intimidation 
indirect or relational aggression, such as reputational harm or social manipulation 
behaviour that escalates following perceived loss of control or institutional constraint 
To improve recognition: 
services and institutions should be trained to identify patterns of behaviour over time, not just individual incidents 
greater awareness is needed of how harmful behaviour can be expressed through: 
narrative control 
third-party involvement 
institutional engagement 
and how this is able to escalate to physical violence if not addressed early 
To respond safely: 
interventions should consider risk of behavioural adaptation, including shifts from direct to indirect forms 
responses should avoid inadvertently amplifying harm through: 
premature classification 
escalation of conflict between parties 
A key insight is that behaviour is shaped not only by internal drivers, but by how individuals expect systems to respond. Safe and effective responses must therefore be predictable, evidence-based, and proportionate, reducing the likelihood of escalation. 
3. What approaches are most effective in supporting people who use violence to take accountability, change behaviours, and reduce the use of violence, while focusing on victim-survivor safety? 
Effective approaches are those that address behaviour as part of a broader system, rather than treating it as an isolated act. 
Behavioural research shows that: 
coercive control is often patterned and adaptive 
individuals may shift strategies in response to constraint or intervention 
intervention outcomes depend in part on how behaviour is interpreted and responded to 
Approaches should therefore: 
focus on early behavioural intervention, before patterns become entrenched and ideally before violence is used at all 
incorporate psychological and behavioural assessment, including underlying drivers such as emotional dysregulation or control-seeking behaviours 
emphasise accountability within context, including understanding how behaviour impacts others 
Key elements include: 
structured intervention programs that address both direct and indirect forms of harm 
coordinated responses that reduce opportunities for continued coercion 
consistent system messaging that reinforces accountability without escalating conflict 
Importantly, effective intervention must remain anchored in victim-survivor safety, ensuring that behaviour change efforts do not: 
deter reporting 
delay necessary protective responses 
create additional risks through misinterpretation or under-identification of harm 
4. How can governments and services strengthen culturally safe, accessible and evidence-informed responses for a range of communities and cohorts? 
Strengthening responses requires improving both accessibility and accuracy of system engagement. 
A key issue is that current systems are not equally effective across all forms of behaviour or all contexts. This can result in: 
under-recognition of certain harm patterns (such as indirect coercive control) 
reduced trust in services including fear of misidentification causing victim suppression 
differential access to support 
To address this: 
systems should move toward behaviourally informed assessment models that recognise diverse expressions of coercive control 
non-police pathways (e.g. health, community, psychological services) should be expanded to support early engagement 
assessment approaches should be adapted to account for: 
variation in behaviour patterns 
differing barriers to help-seeking 
different expectations of institutional response 
Cultural safety and accessibility are strengthened when: 
systems are perceived as fair, responsive, and evidence-based 
individuals feel that their experiences will be accurately interpreted, not misclassified 
engagement pathways minimise risk of escalation or harm 
Ultimately, effective responses require a system that is capable of recognising and responding to a wide range of behavioural presentations, ensuring that interventions are both accessible and appropriately targeted.
Feedback for Priority Area 5: System Integration and Workforce
Priority Area 5: System Integration and Workforce 
1. What would make the biggest difference in creating a more coordinated and connected system response? 
The most significant improvement would be aligning system integration around a shared behavioural understanding of domestic and family violence. 
Currently, different parts of the system tend to operate on: 
incident-based models 
organisation-specific frameworks 
differing interpretations of coercive control 
However, behavioural analysis indicates that outcomes emerge through interaction between behaviour, response, and institutional processes over time. This means that fragmentation is not just inefficient — it can actively contribute to: 
misidentification 
escalation 
suppression of help-seeking 
A more coordinated system would: 
adopt shared behavioural frameworks across agencies 
enable consistent interpretation of both direct and indirect coercive control 
support longitudinal assessment, so that patterns are tracked over time rather than at single points of contact 
Integration is most effective when it improves not only information flow, but interpretive consistency across the system. 
2. What workforce capabilities, supports, or conditions are most needed? 
The most critical capability is the ability to interpret behaviour in context over time, rather than relying solely on incident-based classification. 
This requires: 
Core workforce capabilities: 
understanding of coercive control as a pattern, not an event 
ability to identify both: 
direct aggression 
indirect or relational coercive behaviour (including systems abuse) 
awareness of suppression dynamics and barriers to help-seeking 
skills in managing cross-allegation and high-conflict scenarios 
Specialist capability: 
integration of psychological and behavioural expertise at intake and early-stage assessment 
capacity to interpret complex or ambiguous presentations 
Support and conditions: 
sufficient time and resources for evidence-based investigation, rather than rapid classification 
systems that support parallel assessment, not sequential assumption 
organisational cultures that prioritise accuracy over speed 
Improving workforce capability is not only a training issue — it requires enabling professionals to apply judgement in a structured and supported way. 
3. What approaches or models appear most effective in improving collaboration, coordination and information sharing? 
The most effective models are those that support shared interpretation, not just shared data. 
Current collaboration often focuses on: 
referral pathways 
information exchange 
However, without a shared interpretive framework, the same information may be: 
interpreted differently across agencies 
lead to inconsistent responses 
contribute to escalation through misalignment 
Effective approaches include: 
multidisciplinary intake and triage models, combining: 
behavioural expertise 
frontline services 
risk assessment capability 
joint case assessment structures, particularly for: 
cross-allegations 
complex or non-physical abuse 
structured data capture that supports: 
pattern recognition 
longitudinal tracking 
identification of escalation pathways 
Coordination improves outcomes when it creates a single, coherent view of behaviour across the system, rather than multiple disconnected interpretations. 
4. What supports do services need to provide inclusive, accessible responses? 
Services need support to accurately recognise and respond to diverse presentations of harm, including those that do not align with traditional or dominant patterns. 
Barriers to accessibility often arise where individuals: 
do not recognise their experience as fitting system definitions 
anticipate misidentification or disbelief 
perceive engagement with institutions as escalating risk 
To address this: 
services should be supported to provide: 
multiple entry pathways, including non-police channels 
safe, low-consequence disclosure options 
risk assessment tools should be expanded to capture: 
indirect coercive control 
systems abuse 
reputational and relational harm 
staff should be trained to recognise: 
variation in behavioural patterns 
different help-seeking behaviours 
Accessibility is improved when individuals believe that: 
their experience will be understood accurately and responded to appropriately 
This requires alignment between service capability and the full range of harm pathways. 
5. What evidence, workforce or system gaps should be prioritised? 
Several critical gaps limit system effectiveness: 
1. Measurement gap 
Current systems prioritise: 
physical violence 
homicide 
incident-based reporting 
However, there is limited measurement of: 
indirect coercive control 
systems abuse 
misidentification rates 
suppression of help-seeking 
DFV-related pathways to suicide 
This creates a partial picture of harm and limits policy effectiveness. 
2. Detection gap 
The system is significantly more capable of detecting: 
direct, physically visible harm 
than: 
indirect, cumulative, or reputational harm 
This creates a structural imbalance in early intervention capability. 
3. Workforce capability gap 
Frontline systems often lack: 
behavioural interpretation skills 
guidance for handling ambiguous or contested cases 
tools for identifying non-physical coercive control 
4. System design gap 
Current systems: 
rely heavily on first-contact classification 
are optimised for crisis response, rather than early intervention 
provide limited support for pre-escalation engagement 
5. Data integration gap 
There is limited ability to: 
track cases longitudinally 
link data across systems 
identify escalation pathways over time 
Addressing these gaps requires a shift toward a behaviourally informed, system-integrated model that is capable of recognising and responding to the full range of coercive control dynamics.
Are there any other actions you think should be a priority to stop family, domestic and sexual violence?
“Are there any other actions that should be a priority?” 
In addition to the priorities already identified, several cross-cutting actions would significantly strengthen Australia’s capacity to prevent and respond to domestic, family and sexual violence. 
1. Establish behaviourally informed system design as a national principle 
A consistent theme across prevention, early intervention, and response is that outcomes are shaped by interaction between behaviour, victim response, and institutional processes. 
A key priority should be embedding a behaviourally informed systems approach across all levels of policy and service delivery. This would: 
improve interpretation of coercive control as a pattern rather than isolated incidents 
reduce misidentification and escalation risks 
support earlier and more accurate intervention 
This is not an additional program, but a foundational design principle that should inform all reforms. 
2. Create safe, pre-escalation entry pathways across the system 
Current system entry is largely: 
police-led, or 
crisis-triggered 
This leaves a critical gap for individuals experiencing: 
early-stage coercive control 
indirect or cumulative forms of abuse 
A priority action is to establish low-consequence, non-police entry pathways, including: 
health and psychological services 
community-based referral pathways 
structured early triage mechanisms 
This would address suppression of help-seeking and enable intervention before escalation occurs. 
3. Measure currently invisible harm pathways 
What is not measured cannot be addressed effectively. 
Key measurement priorities include: 
indirect coercive control and systems abuse 
misidentification rates and time to correction 
suppression of help-seeking (non-entry into services) 
domestic violence-related pathways to suicide 
Expanding measurement would improve: 
policy calibration 
resource allocation 
system accountability 
4. Build system capability to recognise and respond to all forms of coercive control 
Current frameworks are significantly more effective at detecting: 
direct, physically visible harm 
than: 
indirect, reputational, and institutionally mediated harm 
A priority action is to ensure that: 
risk assessment tools 
workforce training 
data systems 
are capable of identifying both direct and indirect coercive behaviour. 
This is essential to ensuring that the system: 
is accurate 
is equitable 
can respond to all victims 
5. Make misidentification a measurable and accountable system outcome 
Misidentification is a critical system failure that can: 
deny protection to victims 
escalate harm 
undermine trust in institutions 
However, it is rarely measured systematically. 
A priority reform would: 
require recording of misidentification events 
track time-to-correction and outcomes 
embed accountability across agencies 
This would shift misidentification from an anecdotal issue to a visible system performance metric. 
6. Integrate domestic violence policy with mental health and suicide prevention 
There is increasing recognition that domestic violence can: 
contribute to severe psychological harm 
intersect with suicide risk 
However, these systems are often treated separately. 
Priority action should include: 
integrating DFV and mental health policy frameworks 
improving identification of DV-related psychological harm 
ensuring coordinated responses across services 
This would better reflect the full impact of domestic violence across different harm pathways. 
7. Design systems to prevent escalation, not just respond to crisis 
A core limitation of current systems is that they are optimised for: 
crisis response 
rather than: 
early-stage disruption of harm pathways 
A priority shift is needed from: 
exclusively reactive intervention 
to: 
inclusion of prevention through early detection and system-aware intervention 
This includes: 
recognising suppression pathways 
identifying escalation risks earlier 
intervening before harm becomes entrenched 
Collectively, these actions reflect a broader shift: from a system that responds to visible harm, to one that is capable of recognising, interpreting, and intervening across the full range of coercive control dynamics. This is essential to improving prevention, reducing escalation, and delivering more effective outcomes for all victim-survivors.
