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Abstract

Internationally domestic violence policy has shifted towards supporting women to stay at home with
the perpetrator of violence excluded. However, the practical realities indicate that this is a complex
arena in which the rhetoric of rights for ‘women and children to stay in their own home’ needs to be
underpinned by additional support to provide safety and protection for those choosing this option.
The current study examines decision-making about accommodation options and the role of civil
protection orders among 138 women accessing domestic violence support services in Victoria
Australia.-lt'shines a light on the intersection between justice responses and the housing needs of

women and theirehildren leaving a violent relationship. Our findings reveal that for this sample of

women, staying in their own home left them more open to breaches of intervention orders than those
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who re-located. In spite of the frequency of breaching, a majority of women believed that they were
safer with the protective order in place. We conclude that supporting women to ‘stay at home’ with
the perpetrator removed may be a pathway to safety for only a minority of women particularly if

support from police and courts is not proactive and reliable.

Key words: domestic violence, homelessness, protection orders, social policy, exclusion orders

I ntroduction

Internationallyysthere is an emerging trend to increase the choices for women separating from
abusive partners by removing the perpetrator of violence so that women and their children
have the option to stay safely in their homes (Murray and Powell 26idjyever, it is a

direction which is not without controversy. Second wave feminism in the seventidcioe

the arrival'ofithe first refuges for women escaping domestic violenceaasecélebre

(Hague and=Malos 1993 he establishment of these safe houses has been part of a wider
movement drawing attention to the prevalence of domestic violence includireyéhe of
emotional, physical and sexual violence, and the risk of homicide (Lehrner and Allen 2009).
The need forrmany women and their children to flee violence by staying in high security
refuges_highlights the importance of safety and security when separating frent wan
(Abrahams 2007)

Forty years after the establishment of the first women'’s refuges in Australia it is recognised
that while domestic violence is widespread, places in refuges are limited and they are only
used by a minority of womefTually et al. 2008b, Bartels 2010). An unintended
consequence of the drive for refuge has been that safety is secured by fleeingaather t
perpetratorssefwiolence being exclud@reckenridgeet al. 2015). Although refuge
accommedationsremains an important choice for many women and their children, a policy
shift has"eceurred, both nationally and internationally, to demand a broader range of
interventions accessible to a diverse cremgtion of womeriChunget al. 2000, Tuallyet al.
2008b, Bakeet al. 2010, Spinney 2012).

Background

Much of the research into decision making for women separating from abusive partners
focuses on their decision to leave the relation@grnett 20002001; Kim and Gray 2008).

The barriers to leaving are well documented and include: financial insetumibglessness;
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problematic child contact arrangements; fear of losing the residency of the children;
continued ambivalence about the relationship, and fear of reprisals (EdwardyRROAy
2008). Despite these barriers, women leaving violent partners make up approximately one
third of the recorded homelessness population (Thompson 206#alian Institute of

Health and"Welfare (AIHW) 2014).

To date, there-has,been little research attention given to the decisions women make about
wherethey will'five in the aftermath of separating from a violent relationship. While

women'’s refuges are the most wietiown option they are also the least used (Spinney and
Blandy 2011). Security requirements, limited disability access, the shared enviramuent

age limitations,en accompanying male children, as well as shame and embarrassment prevent
many women from using the(Mually et al. 2008a, Bakeet al.2010) There are many

women who prefer to stay with family and friends, obtain different housing, and iimgilgas

seek the right'to stay in their homes with the abusive partner removed (Spinney 2012).

Shifting the“peliey and practice focus to the removal of the abusive partner frérortteeis
potentially providing a ‘sea change’ in the domestic violence antelessness sector.

Spinney (2012%uggest that the same energy (and resources) used to establish refuges and
other supported accommodation now needs to pivot to prevent homelessness through ‘safe at
home’ gptions. A recent meta-evaluation of ‘safe at home’ programs identitie@dy

pillars of the approach: maximising safety through a combination of legal, judiialy p

and home'security to exclude the perpetrator and protect the victim; co-ordinatioal of loc
interventionsservices; a homelessnessgméon response which ensures women are

informed of.their options prior to a crisis and supported to maintain their hod@ngaads;

and recognition of enhancing women’s economic security (Breckereidge2015, p.9).
Programsvary-and provide a range of services usually (though not aithya)protection

order that has conditions to exclude the violent partner (Nichols 2013, Johnson 2014).
However, little attention has been given to the fourth pillar, women’s pathways t
employment and economic security thereby limiting housing options during a crisis
(McLaren 2013).

The ‘safe at home’ principle is well founded within human rights diseo@hunget al.
2000, Tuallyet al. 2008b) It supports the entittement of women and children to live free
from violence and due diligence of governments to protect and uphold this right, as per the
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Convention on the Elimination of all forms of Violencgaidst Womer(United Nations

1979, Fraser 1992and theConvention on the Rights of the Chfldoek and Svew&ianci

2014) The strategy argues that it is the victim, not the abuser, who should be entitlgd to sta
in their home should they choose to do so, and is an effective veawialing the social and
economierconsequences of escaping domestic violence, such as homelessness, disconnection
from community, unemployment, and disruption to children’s schooling (Murray 2002,
Edwards 2004, Tuallgt al. 2008b) ‘Safe at home’ may also be a more appropriate choice
for Aboriginal women wanting to stay connected to family and land; women with disabilit
with house_adaptations and care packages; and women from culturally and taljyisti
diverse baekgreunds seeking to stay in their community networks (Edwards 2004, Murray
2008).

The ‘safe at'home’ strategy is not without its problems and critics. It is clearly optian

for all women~and their children. Separating is the point of increased d¢Beyarett
Cattaneo and Goodman 20GH)d ousting the man from ‘his’ home may provide an excuse

for escalation of his violenc@McFerran 2007) It is also clear that not all women would
choose to stay in the home given that this has been the site of abusdesmidlfy, isolation

(Netto et,al,2009, Spinney and Blandy 201T)o date, there is little empirical evidence to
support whether, a woman staying in her own home provides a safer option than relocation
(Spinney 2012)=There is however emerging eviderm® ®valuations that where there is a
tightly co-ordinated ‘safe at home’ program which brings together police, the judiciary,
housing serviees and the specialist women’s sector that women report a greatly increased

sense of safetyin their homes (McFer2®97, Jones 2010, Taylor and Mackay 2011).

Effective implementation of a 'safe at home' strategy hinges on the successful exclusion of
the abuser from'the home. Although the research is sparse on the effectiveness of protection
orders, there is discussiambout the need for more rigorous and enforced legal sanctions
supporting women to stay in their hon{@&hunget al. 2000, Laing 2013, Nichols 2013} is

also suggested, that the barriers to women’s access to justice contribute to continued
marginalisatn and social exclusion with ramifications for the effectiveness of ‘safe at home’

programs underpinned by protective orders (Hunter and de Simone 2009).

The more general research on protective orders shows a mixed picture. Wonratlygene
report that tey feel safer, validated and more protected with an order in plathors 2,
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2003, Logan and Walker 2009nd particularly if it has been customised to their needs
(Nichols 2013). However, there is also a group who perceive that the violence became
worse, possibly in retaliation for taking their case to court (Spitzberg 2002, \WMaehal.

2006, Nichols 2013). In fact, meta studies of protection order violations show thev¢he |

of breachingrof-protection orders is high, ranging from 23% to 70% depending on the sample
and whether woman are se#fporting or official court and police data on breaches is used
(Spitzberg 2002, Hotaling and Buzawa 2003, Logan and Walker 200ieBenal. 2010,

Logan and Walker 2010). It appears that there is a group of offenders for whom protection
orders provide_little deterrence from abuy&pitzberg 2002, Frantzest al. 2011) This
includes offenders: involved in stalking (Spitzberg 2002, Logan and Walker;20i0)a
previous criminal recor@dKethineni and Beichner 2009); who are unemployed (Ko 2002)
and have previously seriously injured their victifigantzenet al. 2011) Those with
something to lose from being arrested appear to be the most responsive to an order (Ko 2002,
Nichols 2013).

The issue of enforcement is also significant in determining the effectiveness of protection
orders. Gondolf (2002)argues that if legal interventions are to be effective, consequences for
abuse must,be,timely, graduated, and consistent. Logan and Walker §&@0@jgue that
enforcement isweritical, though an area where follow through from police and cougtadta
always been-evident (Hirschetl al. 2007).

Policy Context

Since 2005, the stagovernment of Victoria Australia has supported reform initiatives
embedding.a practice of assisting women to stay in their own homes as a part of an
“Integrated\Family Violence Systern{Office of Women's Policy 2002, Murray and Powell
2011, S..Murray and A. Powell 201tBther than developing specific ‘safe at home’
programs.“Critical to an integrated system were: changes Eathgy Violence Protection

Act, 20@ (Vie)'strengthening of the civil protective order legislation; increase in police
powers (eg'Safety Notices); and amendingRbsidential Tenancies Act 19&/require

landlords to madify tenancy agreements, allow for name changes on a lease, and/or reduce
the term of fixed term tenancy agreement if women with a protection order andiexclu

condition wanted to remove themselves or a violent partner from a lease. Morg/yéloent
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Family Violence Royal Commission (Victoria 201&gs made specific recommendations to
increase the viability of women and children staying safely in their own homes.

Safety Notices are considered a particularly helpful aspect of the reform by pgovalice

with powers immediately to remove the perpetrator from the home and institute a temporary
protection erder,prior to a formal court ord@ghomson Goodall Associates 2010h

addition, a-new/code of practice for the police investigation of domestic violerxe w
developed and provided clear support for “affected family members (AFMs) tcastdy ia

their own homes where it is their wish to do §dictoria Polce 2004, p.1)active referral

options for both perpetrators and victims; as well as reinforcing alfa@ing agenda where
criminal evidence is availab(®ictoria Police 201Q) Services for violent men (including a
crisis line,"accommodation, and meitvehaviour change programs) are also part of the

reform strategy.

In additionj’layered legislation has been developed to support civil protection orders. These
enhancementstinclude: the ability of a third party (namely police) to bring atmotecde

to court on behalf of a woman, thereby saving her legal expenses as well as lifting the burde
of being the applicant for the order against her partner (Author 2, 1997); and allowing
simultaneous,charging for criminal offences while filing for a civil protection order, a
provision.also available in some states in the(Ki&hineni and Beichner 2009). Driven by

both legislative change and domestic violence sector réfactaria has experienced a

dramatic increase in criminal charging and the issuing of protective oAdels( 1, 2012

These trends-are recognised as markers of domestic violence (dwdanket al. 2011).

Resear ch Design

This research examined thae of the civil protection orders in supporting women and
children to.remain safely in the family home by exploring the following questionsraéwo

who experienced recent violence:

1) How effective are civil intervention orders in supporting safety foin bemen and
children?

2) Are there differences in the experiences of the women who are able to stay in their

home and those who choose to relocate?
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While not a true participatory action research (PAR) project, we took a participatory,
collaborative andterative approach to project design and development. PAR is increasingly
recognised as a viable approach to address complex issues by working within and across
communities affecte(Minkler 2000, Sullivaret al. 2005). Initial stages were developed in
conjunctionwith'representatives from government organisations partially funding the
research, namely The Department of Human Services, Department of Justice, and Victoria

Police; as'well'as community sector domestic violence organisations.

Informed by intérnational best practice, the development of the questions washform
directly by workers in the field and women who have experienced domestic vi¢iesioer
2011) A focus.group of ten female domestic violence clients assisted with question
development and eight remained involved in reviewing and redrafting the final resemdrch t
This approachto question development ensured familiar language waMuogextkeret al.
2003, Bowdenand Green 2005, Harding and Norberg 2005)

Using PAR methodology &s critical in defining two primary concepts for the project; first,
defining 'home" within the notion of 'Safe at Home' and second, the terminology for abuse or
violence. Initially the project sought to explore the impact of civil intergardrders upon
women whosremained in the home previously shared with the abusive partner, however
consultation with domestic violence workers and women who have experiencedevielénc

to an expanded definition of 'home’ including women who actively chose to refocate

either financial or psychological reasons.

M ethodol agy

Twenty-six of the state government funded domestic violence refuges and service outreach
organisations agreed to participate. All services operated within the Victorian integrated
family violence policy context and hence supported the principle that women and children
should be able to stay in their own homes where it was safe to do so. The research staff
visited each.efithe agencies and conducted a briefing session with staff menuheding

the informed,consent procedures for a self-completed or worker supported questionnaire.
Agency workers were asked to identify clients whom they believed would be willing to be
involved (i.e. not in immediate crisis). The inclusion criteria encompassedewaged 18
years or older, living with and/or leaving domestic violence, using the spewsiatistn’s

service; and women able to complete a questionnaire in English. Three ethics committees
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reviewed and approved the project including the Departmensbédwand the Universities
of Melbourne and Monash. Safety protocols, similar to those outlined by (Langford 2000),
included an invitation to the research by a worker with whom the client alreddy ha

relationship and where safe contact protocols had éstablished.

Involving demestic violence workers with sample selection and conduct of thecressss

an extension,of'the, PAR methodology which ensured the design continued to be appropriate,
sensitive and safe for participaii®hyteet al. 1991, Sullivaret al. 2005). While being

inclusive and“collaborative, the sample selection process raised methodological dilemmas
such which included: case workers s@dfected clients which resulted in a natural sample
bias; only a.small number of agency workeesavable to prioritise the time required to

support a clientdn the research task, which also influenced which cliesap@moached;

refusal rates could not be calculated because not all service clients were invited; and clients
may have ‘participated in the research out of loyalty to their caseworker regarfties

informed consent process. We believe workers took a conservative approach wleimgcr
clients for 'suitahility’ to participate and the study will untepresent particular groups of
vulnerable women. However, as will be discussed in the results, the sample appears to be

comparative,with other research among the same population.

A 40% response rate was achieved from 354 distributed questionnaires: 141 returns and 138
of these were validResponses included one same-sex couple and 13 women continuing to
live in the same house with their abusive partner. SPSS software was used to analyse the
guantitativesdata and where possible, tests of significance were employed. Raw,
unstandardized/residuals were used to identify less obvious relationshipgaftee open-

ended question qualitative data was coded and analysed manually.

Results

The sample was initially compared with larger surveys of women’s domestic violence

services in Victoria t@gain a sense of representativeness (Table 1).

[insert Table 1]

Overall comparison suggests that the current sample is not markedly skewed and is similar to

those in larger audits conducted by KPMG (2008, 2009). Similar proportions spoke
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predominantly English (9 out of 10), while a slightly larger proportion of women were aged
between 3544 years in this Safe at Home sample or identified as either Aboriginal or Torres
Strait Islander (6% compared with 4{PMG 2008, KPMG 2009).

Living situation

The data was initially divided according to the locations where women werg, livi

including: a).refuge or transitional housing; b) at 'hondefined as a place previously shared
with their abusive partner; c) in another home different from the one they previbastyls

with their abusive partner; or d) currently living with their abusive partner. On the surface,
these living Situations are clear, however, the explanatory stories drawn from thendeen
guestionsrevealed a fluid transition throughuanber of different living situations and
classification.was not straight forward. The questionnaire had clearly caught women at ‘a
point in time’.and revealed three groups of women in transition. One group included women
for whom the"pelice had removéakir partner multiple times while they tried to stay at

home. This'group of women eventually left their home because their partner woulg/not sta
away. A second group of women included those for whom the police removed their abusive
partner for 2448 hours allowing time for her to move to another location. These women did
not intend feturning to that home, either by preference or because they did not trust their
partner tosstay away. A third group of women reported they were moving into temporary
acconmodation for a period of time (eg. six weeks) while the protective order was ggdces
and served, and police removed the abusive partner from the home. Some of these women

would eventually return to the home and others would relocate.

At the time_of corpleting the survey approximately one quarter (26%) of women were
attempting to live in the home where they had previously lived with their abusiverpartne
while twesthirds«(67%) had relocated (see Table 2). A small group remained living with their
abusie partner(10%). Extrapolating from the stories told by the women, it is likely that
some who'were living away from home may one day try to return; while others burrent

living at heme may decide, in future, to leave. For example, one woman stated thatikhe

not feel safe tasstay in her home once her partner was released from prison.

For the remainder of this paper, three categories of living situation are exahiuieglin
my original home agaifn=32),In a new place of my own, different from the home | shared
with my abusive partngn=28) andlemporary housingh=64) including refuge, shelter or

This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved



state provided transitional housing, caravan, motel, staying with family or friendsiehVo
living with their abusive partner at the time of completing questionnaire and one sagge¢-
couple are excluded for the purpose of this analysis focussing on heterosexual hgiations
where women are actively trying to live separately from their abusiveepart Thus, 124

women remainsin the sample frame.
[insert Table 2]
Comparison,between different groups of women

Having established the living situation of women, and acknowledging that there @y flui
between groups, one of the primary questions was whether there were differences in
pathways to living arregements depending on background, stage of life and type or length of
abuse experienced. Differences between the groups of women were not statistically
significant in.relation to demographic background, types of abuse or risk factors, however
there were .some apparent patterns based on raw unstandardized residual values that are
worthy of comment, and which may benefit from future exploration with larger samples.

Women.attempting to stay in their own home were more likely to be older (above 44 years),
born in Australiasand not self-reporting a disability (including depression and ogméalm

health issues)==in addition, while most of the women in the total sample had ¢hwidreen
staying at home were only marginally over-represented in having children liutim¢ghem.
Examinationrefithe number of types of abuse experienced and the number of risk factors did
not reveal/any notable differences across living situations. On average, womemexgerie

14 different types of abuse and six risk factors regardless of where they werdlgining.

However theypes of abusexperienced did vary by living situation. While not statistically
significant; distribution patterns indicate that fewer women attempting to stay in their original
home reported threats to the safety of their children and other family ngeniibhey were

also more likely.to report being stalked, partner jealousy or a partner thingegeicide.

More wamen who had relocated to temporary accommodation (eg. refuges) reported severe
physical abuse including sexual assault, attempted strangulation and being hdahnaed w

weapon.

Protective orders and safety
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Of the 124 women separated from their partner at the time they filled in tteogoase, 83
(69%) had a current protective order. tdse with an order, three-quarters (77%, n=64)
contained an exclusion order (ie. conditions excluding the ex/partner from thevplaiee

the woman currently lives). In comparison, only 39% of domestic violence servics client
reported-an-active proteed ordern the Victorian Benchmark Data ProjétPMG 2009,
p.92), but similar rates of those protective orders included an exclusion condii?éoh (n

the current'sample, women attempting to remain in their original home had the haggest r

of protection orders with exclusion conditions (Table 3).

[insert Table 3]

Experience of safety

Women with a current protection order were asked whether it assisted them to be and/or feel
safer. Here,.women living in their own home may be particularly disadvantaged; t
abusive expartner knows where they live, the physical layout of the houdehair regular
routine. Ameong the women surveyed, nearly all who were attempting to remain living at
home seHrepaorted that the intervention order had been breached (96%). While breaching
rates were. high for all women in each of the three living sanatiit was significantly higher
for women staying at home (chi square= .05). These were also the women more likely to
report abuse experiences of stalking. Most breaches were not formally depadfte police:

a finding similar to research lfizogan and Walker 2009) who identified that between 40%-
70% of breaches were ever reported to police. The current sample members were at the
lower end of this reporting scale, however higher than the breach rate of comparable
Victorian data...The current resel asked whether the protection order baerbeen

breached while comparable researctKkBPMG (2009)measured breach rates during a two
week period==During that period domestic violence workers reported breach rates of 28%,
and for a further 17% of cases, this information was unknown (KPMG 2009, p.93). The
official poliece"recorded rate of breaching during this same period in 2009 was 4% of all
domesticviolence incident&PMG 2009, p.25).

[insert Table 4]

Women were asked about formally reported breaches to the police and just uhder hal

indicated that they had reported a breach to the police on at least one occ&siam=7).
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Additionally, nearly all of the women (n= 21) reported breaches to the poliethar once.
While there were some pibive reports of police follovup on breaches, there were more
statements of frustration from women who felt powerless against breaches of the protective

order.

This timesit has helped as | have reported every incident and they [the police]
ring him.{id.88]

Husband.is still finding [a] way to contact with no intervention from police. [id
47

It [the protective order] is not enough though, because when he breaches, he is

not held accountable for his actions. [id 39]

If someone wants to kill you, a piece of paper doesn't do a lot to protect you. You

still have to be able to get to a phone to be able to enforce it. [id 121]

Overall, 18 women reported that a breach of protection order had been taken tandaaurt, a
further four women were waiting for a court date to be set. Most women who had been to
court for a proetection order breach commented negatively on the magisteateiscsng,

which they'considered too light and ineffective. In three cases there wagdgport
insufficient evidence and in seveases the man was not convicted. In eight cases the man
was convicted and sentenced, but only two of these women felt satisfied with tmesente

and court ogutcome.

In additionte.whether or not the protection order was breached, women were asked about
their perceptions on how helpfihe order had been. Interestingly, in spite of the reports of

breaching, many women were positive that a protective order helped them texdente
| havenetseen or heard from him since the order was served. [id 73]

It isshelpful because it stops him and early on it stopped me from changing my

mind. Gave me what | needed which was time and space away from him. [id 66]

Whenever he started getting abusive, reminding him about the intervention order
may help. [id 62]
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The order was not helpful in the beginning as he lied about his behaviour to
police and was not removed. He has since been removed and has not breached.
[id 33]

Women who had moved to a different location, a place of their own without the history

of their abusive,ex/partner, were significantly more likely to indicate that the
intervention.order.wasgery helpful (71%, n=12p <.05, Table 5). The rates reported

for ‘helpfulness”were similar for women living at home, with the abuser excluded or
temporary‘accommodation (Table 5). These comments need to be balanced against the
finding that one in five women in this sample believed it was not helpful or had made

the situation werse (22%, n=18).
[insert Table 5]

The protection.order stopped the abuse for only 28% (n=21) of those who obtained one
(Table 6), while a further 64% (n=47) reported that the abuse had decreased ad.change
There is notable differenae the experiences of the impact of the protection order according
to the livingsloeation and wha not statistically significant; women living in their own home
were ovefrepresented in experiencing marked changes in the type of abuse experienced.
Examples ofshow the abuse changed often reflected a shift from direct physical abuse to
abuse via texmig, stalking, and harassment.

Verbaland emotional abuse continues. [id 14]

Hedamages my car when he finds it. He follows me, he still threatens me
constantly by text from a pay phone. Stalked me and let me know by msg. |
id 69]

He has been contacting my family and abusing them to pass the message to
me. [id 60]

[insert Table 6]

In spite of the level of breaching and the continued abuse, most women felt gafer aft
gaining a protection order. Before the protection order, on a scalg, ohare than &lf

scored ‘1’ feelingvery unsafe and feared for their livEs6%; n=44) and only 3% (n=2)
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scored ‘3’ or above to say that they fedife or very safeAfter taking out a protection order
more than half (58%; n=42) scored ‘3’ or above in terms of tkelirigs of safety. All
women, regardless of where they were living, reported increases in feelings of safety after the

protection order was in place.

However, examination of the qualitative responses reveals that while women provided an
overall increasedating of safety, they did not believe the protection order was the key to

their longterm safety.

This man has a long criminal history | will always fear for my safety and
that'of all my family. | will continue to fight for my home, which | know

will aggravate the situation but | need closure and a roof over my head. [id
59]

He_still. comes close to me, watches and follows me. He ignores the law, or
doesn't care. [id 71]

Of the 80 women who answered the question of whether they would apply for an intervention
order againy74% (n=59) said that they would, 19% (n=15) were unsure and 7% (n=6) would

not apply again:

Discussion

The data highlights the complexity of women’ssbwvhen attempting to separate from a

violent partner. /The decision to separate represents a major challenge to the abuser’s control.
It is clearly.asstep fraught with risk and danger. Within a wider policy conteixhw
supports.wemen staying in their own homes following violence, this paper explored where
women decideto live when separating from their abusive partners and the ratégrote

orders play in providing safety.

It was striking'that the three groups of women appeared to be more similaiffeeent in

their demographic, abuse experience and risk profiles. However patterns emerged from
descriptive analysis suggesting that women in this sample, who stayed mwhdiomes

with the abuser excluded, were more likely to be born in Australia, older and asgrdofal

to have suffered less extreme physical and sexual violence. At the same time, there were still

individual women staying at home who had very high risk profiles.
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While it may be that larger samples could reveal data trends at a level of statistical
significance, the lack of differentiation of risk between women staying intibeie with the
abuser excluded and those leaving to live elsewhere is supported by other Austingiies
(Edwards 2003, Nicholson 2012t is also the case that women were ‘on the move’
regardless of'which living situation they were in at the time of participating in the research.
That is, women who stayed at home had often passed through periods living in temporary
accommodation before they felt sadhough or supported enough to return to their home and
conversely, all categories included women who had tnsdccessfully to stay at home.

Given this fluidity, it is less surprising that the different clusters of women were morersimila
than different.

State goverament policy changes actively supporting women and children to stay atdhome a
framed aroundthe belief that it is less disruptive if abusive men relmmdt@omen and

children are“provided with the option to stay at home and retain links to school, fiehds a
community (McFerran 2007). The actions of women in this sample somewhat support this
proposition. However, it is also apparent that women who are more vulnerable (eg. younger
lower English proficiency, living in unstable rental environments, limited comgnand

family support,living with a disability and women in a rural area) or, who face raveses
threats may have no option other than relocation.

While women had a range of safety strategies to support them in theepmsttion period,

the role of'the formal protection order particularly was explored in this article. Initial reading
of the data.ensprotection orders suggests some contradictions. Overall, only &rofnori
women (26%) reported that the abuse stopped after obtaining the order. In addition] the leve
of breaching ofthe order was high (both formal and informally reported), especialhgam
women ‘attempting to stay in their own homes. Only a minority of breaches resudtedt

action, and overall womdelt dissatisfied with court outcomes recognising a breach.

In spite of these dismal findings, most women (74% who had a protective ordehasaid t

they would7apply for one again. The orders seem to be more helpful among women who
have moved away to edtlish a life elsewhere, and overall women's-sgtbrted ‘sense of

safety’ did increase substantially for more than half the sample once a protective order was in
place— regardless of their living situation. The abuse also seemed to reduce or change in
ways which appeared to be more manageable for the women involved. These findaags refl
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patterns in other studies indicating that women generally feel safer with a protection order
and would apply for one again (Author 2, 2003, Logan and Walker 2009) even though

breaching is frequent.

The high level ofibreaching and the fact that there were women in the sample who had
reported tryingto stay at home but had felt forced to leave due to continued harassiment a
violence suggests.that much stronger measares2quired to hold violent men accountable

for their breaching. This confirms earlier studies highlighting the importaned&ioft

seriously the"breaching of protection orders if they are to be eff¢@owedolf 2002, Logan

and Walker 2009)While the penalties for breaching have recently increased in Victoria, the
responses _in the data suggest that a stronger range of measures are required. This includes
responses immediately at the house (eg safety alarms), a tighter system of law enforcement to
follow-up and gather evidence of breaches and greater judicial recognition of breach
evidence, ‘are‘required to assist a larger proportion of women and children to stay at home

safely.

In short, the vulnerabilities of women staying in their own home may be such tleat mor
targeted, tightly integrated and specific ‘safe at home’ programs may beetkedihe four
pillars which.delineate ‘safe at home’ prografBseckenridgeet al. 2015) point to the need
for a complex combination of safety, justice, housinge@swhomic strategies to be in place
for women and children to remain safely in their own home with the perpetratodedc
Greater access to safety alarfiN&cholson 2012) and stronger, police led interagency
interventionsexemplified in UK Sanctuary Sames(Jones 2010) may be particularly

important elements within these programs.

Conclusion

The strategy.to.support more women experiencing domestic violence to be afyjesalety
in their own_homes with the violent perpetrator removed has beempantant development
in the field of.domestic violence intervention. It is a policy recognising that wdraee a
right to a range of options when attempting to separate from violent partners taonktiod

these options should be to stay in their owmas.

However, this research suggests that this is not a straightforward option. bmtbig sonly

a minority of women believed that remaining in their home was possible at the point of
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separation, and for those who did, they were ‘sitting targets’ for continued harassthent a
violence. It was found in this study that protection orders provide a brake on the level of
abuse that some women had been subjected to, but only a minority of women found that the
orders fully protected them. Stronger safety measures and a tighter enforcement system are
needed if'staying ‘safe at home’ is to be a genuine option for more women and theinchildre

who want to separate from a violent and abusive partner.

Notes

In Victoria Australia the policy language refers to ‘family violence’ in order to be inclusive of Aboriginal
understanding of:family relationship dynamics and this is the phrase used when sourcing titles of local
initiatives.

"The term ‘helpful’"was used separately from ‘safe’, meaning that women could report the protection order
was helpful in manyways such as validating their experience of the violence, giving the police power to act,
enabling them.to.change the lease etc, but it may not make them any safer. Women were asked about their
perceptions of safety.separately.

This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved



References
Author 1 (2012)

Author 2 (1997)

Author 27(2003)

Abrahams, H. (20073upporting Women after Domestic Violence: Loss, trauma and

recovery London:Jessica KingslefPublishers.

Australian Institute of Health and Welfare (AIHW) (2014) 'Specialist homelessness services
2013-14 (cat. no. HOU 276 anberra: AIHW

Baker, C. K., Billhardt, K. A., Warren, J., Rollins, C. and Glass, N. E. (2010) 'Domestic
Violence, Housing Instability, and Homelessness: A Review of Housing Policies and
Program Practices for Meeting the Needs of Survivors', 15, 430-439.

Barnett, Of'W.(2000) 'Why Battered Women Do Not Leave, Part 1. External Ingibiti
Factors'Within SocietyTrauma, Violene, & Abuse1(4), 343-372.

Barnett, O. W.{(2001) 'Why Battered Women Do Not Leave, Part 2: External Ingibiti
Factors=Social Support and Internal Inhibiting Factofsauma, Violence, & Abuse
2(1), 3-35.

Bartels, L. (2010Emerging Issues in Domestic / family violence reseatemberra:

Commonwealth of Australia.

Benitez, C., McNiel, D. and Binder, R. (2010) 'Do Protection Orders ProtBe&?journal of
the American Academy of Psychiatry and the ,L28¢3), 376-385.

Bennett Cattaneo, L. and Goodman, L. A. (2005) 'Risk Factors for Reabuse in Intimate
Partner Violence: A CrosBisciplinary Critical Review', 6, 14175.

Bowden,J»A. and Green, P. (20@x)ing developmental phenomenograpkiielbourne
Australia:RMIT University Press.

Breckenridge, J., Chung, D., Spinney, A. and Zufferey, C. (28&&pnal mapping and
metaevaluation outlining key features of effective "safe at home" programs that

This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved



enhance safety and prevent homelessness for women and their children who have
experienced domestic and famiigplence SydneyAustralian National Research
Organisation for Women’s Safety (ANROWS).

Chung, D., Kennedy, R., O'Brien, B., Wendt, S., Women's Emergency Services Network,
Australia. Department of Family and Community Services and Partnerships Against
Domestic Violence (2000lome Safe Home: The Link Between Domestic and Family

Violencerand Women's Homelessn@sstnerships Against Domestic Violence.

Doek, J. E..and Svevo-Cianci, K. (20I4)e Child's Right to Freedom from Violence: The
UN'Convention on the Rights of the Child and UNCRC General Commgrdid

overviewl.
Edwards (2003)-'Staying Home/Leaving Violen&alrity, 16(10), 20.

Edwards (2004) 'Staying Home Leaving Violence: Promoting Choices for Women Leaving
Abusive PartnersDeveloping Practice: The Child, Youth and Family Work Joyrnal
11(Summer), 40-41.

Fisher, C. (2011) 'Implications of participation and equality in the researclspriocenealth
prometion practice: domestic violence as an exantpég]th promotion journal of
Australia, 22(2), 119 -123

Frantzen, D., San Miguel, C. and Kwak, D. H. (2011) 'Predicting Case Conviction and
Domestic Violence Recidivism: Measuring the Deterrent Effects of Conviction and
Protection Order ViolationsViolence and Victims26(4), 395-409.

FraserA. $."Kazantsis, M., & International Women's Rights Action Watch (1992) 'GEDA
#2121 The*Committee on the Elimination of Discrimination Against Women, the
Convention on the elimination of all forms of discrimination against women, and
violence against woan',Minneapolis, MN (301 19th Ave. S., Minneapolis 55455:

International Women's Rights Action Watch

Gondolf, Ex(2002Batterer Intervention Systems. Issues, Outcomes, and Recommendations

Thousand OaksSage Publications.

This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved



Hague, G. and Malos, E. (1993pmestic violence : action for change / Gill Hague and
Ellen Malos ;with cartoons by Tamsin Wiltp@heltenham, Glos. New Clarion Press,
1993.

Hannawa, A. F., . Spitzberg, B. H., Wiering, L. and Ternishi, C. (2006) "If | Can't Have You,
No One,Can": Devefament of a Relational Entitlement and Proprietariness Scale
(REPS)' Violence & Victims21(5), 539-560.

Harding, S: and Norberg, K. (2005) ‘New Feminist Approaches to Social Science
Methodologies: An IntroductionSigns 30(4), 2009-2015.

Hirschel, J. D.Buzawa, E., Pattavina, A., Faggiana, D. and Ruelan, M. (Z{aining the
prevalence, context, and consequences of dual arrest in intimate partner cases

Washington, DCDepartment of Justice, National Institute of Justice.

Hotaling, G. and Buzawa, E. (200B)rgoing criminal justice assistance: The non-reporting
of new incidents of abuse in a court sample of domestic violence yifaskington,

DC: U.S. Department of Justice.

Hunter, R. and de Simone, T. (2009) 'Women, Legal Aid and Social Inclusien’,
Australian Journal of Social Issue$4(4), 379398.

Javdani, S77"Allen, N. E., Todd, N. R. and Anderson, C. J. (2011) 'Examining Systems
Change in the Response to Domestic Violence: Innovative Applications of Meiltile
Modeling”,Violence Agains?Vomen17(3), 359-375.

Johnson, M. E.(2014) 'A Home with Dignity: Domestic Violence and Property Rights',
Brigham“Young University Law Revie2014(1), 1-544.

Jones, A.,iBretherton, J., Bowles, R. & Croucher, K. (2010) 'The effectiveness of sahemes t
enable-households at risk of domestic violence to remain in their own homes',

London,United Kingdom: Department for Communities and Local Government

Kethineni, S. and Beichner, D. (2009) ‘A Comparison of Civil and Criminal Orders of
Protection as Remedies for Domestic Violence Victims in a Midwestern County’,
Journal of Family Violence24(5), 311-321.

Kim, J. and Gray, K. A. (2008) 'Leave or stay?tBatd women's decision after intimate

partner violenceJournal of Interpersonal Violencé€l0), 1465.

This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved



Ko, C. N. (2002) 'Civil restraining orders for domestic violence: The unresolved question of

‘efficacy"”,Southern California Interdisciplinary Law Journdll, 361.

KPMG (2008)Benchmark Data Project: Stage elbourneVictorian Department of

Planning and Community Development, Sate of Victoria.

KPMG (2009)Benchmark Data Project: Stage MelbourneVictorian Department of

Planning and Community Development, Sate of Victoria.

Laing, L. (2013)it's like this maze that you have to make your way through: Women'’s
experiences of seeking a domestic violence protection order in S\®iey, New
South'Wales, Australi&8ocial Work and Policy Studies, Faculty of Education and
Social Work, University of
Sydneyhittp://ses.library.usyd.edu.au/bitstream/2123/9267/2/1t's%20like%20this%20m

aze.pdffaccessed.

Langford, D. R. (2000) 'Developing a safety protocol in qualitative research involving
battered womenQualitative Health Resear¢chiO(1), 133-142.

Lehrner, A. and Allen, N. E. (2009) 'Still a Movement After All These Years?: Current

Tensions in the Domestic Violence Movement', 15, 656-677.

Logan, T-'K:"and Walker, R. (2009) 'Civil Protective Order Outcomes: Violations and
Perceptions of Effectivenesdgurnal of Interpersonal Violeng@4(4), 675-692.

Logan, T. Keand Walker, R. (2010) 'Civil protective order effectiveness: justicesta |
piece of paper?V/iolence and Victim25(3), 332 -348

McFerran L. (2007) 'Taking Back the Castle: how Australia is making the home safer for

women and childrenissues Paperl4.

McKosker, H., Barnard, A. and Gerber, R. (2003) 'Phenomenographic Study of Women'’s
Experiences of Domestic Violence During the Childbegaivears'Online Journal of

Issues in Nursingd(1).

McLaren, H. (2013) 'Domestic violence, housing and employment: Workers’ perspeamtive
employment assistance in supported accommoda#iastralian Journal of Social
Issues48, 415-433.

This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved



Minkler, M. (2000) 'Using Participatory Action Research to build Healthy Communities’,
Public Health Reportsl15(2-3), 191-197.

Murray and Powell (2011pomestic Violence: Australian Public Polidyorth Melbourne:

Australian Scholarly Publishing.

Murray, S£(2002More than a Refuge: Changing Responses to Domestic Vipleraeley:

University of Western Australia Press.

Murray, S«(2008) "Why doesn't she just leave?": Belonging, disruption and domestic
violence' WOMENS STUDIES INTERNATIONAL FORIBA(1), 6572.

Murray, S.sandPowell, A. (201Domestic Violence: Australian Public Poljdyorth

Melboeurne:Australian Scholarly Publishing.

Netto, G., Pawson, H. and Sharp, C. (2009) 'Preventing Homelessness due to Domestic
Violence: Providing a Safe Space or Closing the Door to New Possibilifesral
poliey*&administration 43(7), 719-735.

Nichols, A..J.(2013) 'Survivabefined Practices to Mitigate Revictimization of Battered
Womenrin the Protective Order Procedsyrnal of Interpersonal Violengc@8(7),
1403-1423.

Nicholson, D. (2012) 'Bsafe from family violence: business case and 2012 evaluation

findings',Wangaratta: Women'’s Health Goulburn North East

Office of Women's Policy (2002)/omen’s Safety Strategy 2002—-07: A Policy Framework
Melbourne:Departmenfor Victorian Communities.

SpinneyyA.(2022Home and safe? Policy and practice innovations to prevent women and
children'who have experienced domestic and family violence from becoming

homelessAHURI Final Report No. 196, Melbourn8winburne Researdbentre.

Spinney, A..and Blandy, S. (201Hpmelessness prevention for women and children who
havesexperienced domestic and family violence: innovations in policy and
practiceMelbourne: Australian Housing and Urban Research Institute Swinburne—
Monash Research Cernttitgp://www.ahuri.edu.au/publications/download/50602_pp

[accessed.

This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved



Spitzberg, B. H. (2002) 'The tactical topography of stalking victimization and management
Trauma, Violence & Abus&(4), 261-288.

Sullivan, M., Bhuyan, R., Senturia, K., Shiu-Thornton, S. and Ciske, S. (2005) 'Participatory
Action.Research in Practice: A Case Study in Addressing Domestic Violence in Nine

Cultural CommunitiesJournal of Interpersonal Violeng@0(8), 977-995.

Taylor, E.and Mackay, R. (201BSafe Pilot Project 2007-2010 Evaluation Report
WangarattaWomen's Health Goulburn North East,.

Thompson, D.(2007 ) 'What do published figues tell us about homelessness in Australia?’,
Australian Journal of Social Issue$2,351-367.

Thomson Goodall Associates (20Hipal Report to Victoria Police Family Violence Safety
Notices Evaluation Steering CommittééelbourneVictoria Police.

Tually, S.,"Faulkner, D., Cutler, C. and Slatter, M. (2008ajnen, Domestic and Family
Violence and Homelessnegslelaide:Institute for Housing Urban and Regional
Research, Flinders University, South Austtatlip://www.wwda.org.au/dvhomel.pdf
[accessed April 2013).

Tually, S:"Faulkner, D., Cutler, C. and Slatter, M. (2008b)nen, domestic and family
violence and homelessness: A synthesis repdelaide:Institute for Housing Urban
and"Regional Research, Flinders University, South

Australiahttp://www.wwda.org.au/dvhomel.pficcessed April 2013].

United Nations(1979) '‘Convention on thénkihation of All Forms of Discrimination
AgainstWomen (CEDAW)'.

Victoria Paliece«(2004ode of Practice: For the investigation of family violence. Supporting

an integrated response to family violence in Victokielbourne.

VictoriagPolice (2010 ode of Practice: For the investigation of family violence. Supporting

an integrated response to family violence in Victp2zilelbourne.

Victoria, S. 0. (2016) 'Royal Commission into Family Violence: Report and
recommendations¥/ol Il Paper No 132 (2014-2016)

This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved



Whyte, W. F., Greenwood, D. J. and Lazes, P. (1991) 'Participatory action research through

practice to science in social research' in Whyte, W. F.Pediicipatory action

research Thousand Oaks, CA, US: Sage focus editions, Sage Publications, Inc.

Tables

Table 1: Age of women in the sample and comparison to the Victorian Benchmark Data
Project (KRMG 2008, 2009)

Safe at home total

Victoria Benchmark

Victoria Benchmark

September 2008 March 2009
n % n % n %
20-34 years 50 37% 754 43 % 737 42 %
35-44 years 58 43% 596 34 % 633 36 %
45 years and older 28 21% 389 22 % 381 22%
Total 136* 100% 1739 100 % 1751 100 %

Note: The two Benchmark samples each included women aged 20 years and younger. This age group was excluded from our

sample and subsequently is not reported on in this table.

* Excluding one.woman who did not disclose her age.

Table 2: Placesofiresidence at time of completing the questionnaire

Place of residence n %
Living in my original home again 32 26 %
In a new place of my own, different from the home | shared with my abusive partner 28 23 %
Temporary (refuge, wifriends, transitional, caravan) 64 52 %

Sub-Total 124 90%

Living with partner

13 9%

Same-sex couple

1 1%

Total 138 100 %
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Table 3: Protective orders and women’s living situation

New place of my
Living in original | own, different from | Temporary (refuge,
home shared home wifriends, caravan) Total
n % n % n % n %
Yes: Intervention order with
) . 22 71% 14 50% 28 46% 64 53%
exclusion condition
Yes: Intervention order but
- 3 10% 4 14% 12 20% 19 16%
no exclusion condition
No intervention order 6 19% 10 36% 21 34% 37 31%
Total| 31 100% 28 100% 61 100% 120* 100%
* Excluding four non-respondents / don’t know.
Table 4: Breaching” of intervention order by Living arrangement
New place of my own,
Living in original | different from shared | Temporary (refuge,
Total
home home w/friends, caravan)
(expected count) (expected count) (expected count)
n % n % n % n %
Yes (breached.intervention 21 12 25
96% 71% 66% 58 75%
order) (16.6) (12.8) (28.6)
No (never breached 1 5 13
_ _ 5% 29% 24% 19 | 25%
intervention order) (5.4) (4.2) (9.4)
22 100% 17 100% 38 100% 77| 100%

Pearsons Chi Square = 6.860(a) df=2 p=<.05 (0.32) (a) 1 cell (16.7%) has an expected count less than 5. The minimum

expected count;is4«19:

* Breaching oflintervention order here is self-defined by the women and not necessarily reported to police.

** Excluding six non-respondents / don’t know.

This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved




Table 5: How helpful has the intervention order been? by Living arrangement

New place of my own,
Living in original | different from shared | Temporary (refuge,
Total
home home w/friends, caravan)
(expected count) (expected count) (expected count)
n % n % n % n %
Not helpful / or. made things 6 0 12
24% 0% 31% 18 22%
worse (5.6) (3.8) (8.7)
9 5 15
A little helpful 36% 29% 39% 29 36%
(9 (6.1) (14.0)
10 12 12
Very helpful 40% 1% 31% 34 42%
(10.5) (7.1) (16.4)
Total 25 100% 17 100% 39 100% 81* | 100%

Pearsons Chi Square'=9.872(a) df=4 p=<.05 (0.43) (a) 1 cell (11.1%) has expected count less than 5. The minimum expected

count is 3.78.

* Excluding two non-respondents / don’t know.

Table 6: Hasithe abuse changed since having the intervention order? by Living arrangement

New place of my own,
Living in original | different from shared | Temporary (refuge, Total
home home w/friends, caravan)
n % n % n % n %

The abuse is worse 0 0% 1 6% 5 16% 6 8%
The abuse has,reduced but
not stopped, or has 20 80% 8 47% 19 59% 47 64%
changed
The abuse has stopped 5 20% 8 47% 8 25% 21 28%

Total 25 100% 17 100% 32 100% 74* 100%

* Excluding nine‘nAen-respondents / don’t know.
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