
 

 

 

 

 

Overlapping Violence: Understanding the Complex Relationship Among Domestic 

Violence, Child Maltreatment and Criminal Offending 

 

 

 

Brigitte Gilbert 

BPsych, BCCJ (Hons) 

 

 

 

 

School of Criminology and Criminal Justice 

Arts, Education and Law 

Griffith University  

 

 

Submitted in fulfilment of the requirements of the degree of  

Doctor of Philosophy 

 

 

December 2020  



  ii 

Over the past few decades, there has been an increased awareness of the co-

occurrence of domestic violence (DV) with child maltreatment and criminal offending. 

This growing awareness of the complexity of violence occurring within families has 

brought attention to the fragmented nature of the systems that respond to these forms of 

violence. Specifically, the civil justice system, the criminal justice system, and the 

welfare system have traditionally operated independently with opposing procedural, 

professional, and philosophical frameworks. Additionally, the lack of longitudinal 

population-based research has impeded the understanding of the intricate relationship 

between DV, child maltreatment, and criminal offending.  

Guided by multiple theoretical frameworks including developmental systems 

theory, developmental and life-course criminology, and cumulative disadvantage, the 

aim of this thesis was to examine the contact DV victims and DV perpetrators have with 

the systems that respond to child maltreatment and criminal offending. This aim was 

addressed through four unique but interrelated studies, each focusing on a specific form 

of co-occurrence of violence with DV. Each study addressed a primary research 

question: 

Study One: What experience do individuals involved with domestic violence (as 

either a victim or perpetrator) have with child maltreatment victimisation?  

Study Two: What experience do individuals involved with domestic violence (as 

either a victim or perpetrator) have with criminal offending?  

Study Three: What experience do individuals involved with domestic violence 

(as either a victim or perpetrator) have with perpetrating child maltreatment?  

Study Four: What are the overlaps of being involved in domestic violence (as a 

victim and perpetrator), child maltreatment (as a victim and perpetrator), and criminal 

offending? 
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The overarching aim and research questions of this thesis were addressed 

through the use of population-based linked administrative data from the Queensland 

Cross-sector Research Collaboration (QCRC). These data originate from the 

Queensland government departments that respond to DV, child maltreatment, and 

criminal offending, and includes all individuals born in Queensland in 1983 and 1984 

who were aged 30 years at the time of data extraction.  

Study One focused on the intergenerational transmission of violence in the 

family through the examination of the overlap of being a victim of child maltreatment 

and having later involvement with DV (as either a perpetrator or victim). This study 

identified a significant overlap between individuals who experienced child maltreatment 

victimisation and DV. Additionally, the frequency, type, and timing of violence differed 

between individuals who experienced either DV or child maltreatment when compared 

to those who experienced both forms of violence. Study Two aimed to determine the 

specificity or generality of offending by DV perpetrators. Furthermore, the co-

occurrence between DV victimisation and criminal offending was explored. A 

significant overlap was identified between being a perpetrator of DV and a criminal 

offender, highlighting that DV perpetrators are more general in their violence and 

deviance. Further, a significant overlap was identified between being a victim of DV 

and a criminal offender. Again, differences were found for the frequency, type, and 

timing of violence and deviance between individuals who experienced either DV or 

criminal offending and those who experienced both.  

In Study Three, there was an examination of the overlap between individuals 

involved with DV (as either a perpetrator or victim) and the perpetration of child 

maltreatment. A significant overlap was found between the two types of violence, with 

a difference being found for the frequency, type, and timing of the violence between 

those who were involved with either DV or child maltreatment perpetration and those 
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involved with both. Lastly, Study Four combined the previous studies and aimed to 

identify the involvement of individuals across the multiple forms of DV (as a 

perpetrator and a victim), child maltreatment (as a perpetrator and a victim), and 

criminal offending. Findings showed that not only did a substantial number of 

individuals have contact with the service systems but that there was a considerable 

number of individuals that had multiple types of involvement with these systems. For 

all four studies, the co-occurrence of system contacts was significantly impacted by 

both race (Indigenous Australian versus non-Indigenous Australian) and gender.  

The studies of this thesis highlight the significant co-occurrence and complexity 

of experiencing multiple types of violence. These findings demonstrate the need for 

holistic and collaborative responses by service systems for individuals experiencing 

DV, child maltreatment, and criminal offending. Further implications of the results of 

this research for policy, practice, theory, and future research are discussed at the 

conclusion of this thesis. 
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The family is considered one of the most important institutions within our 

society, typically thought of as a source of love and support. However, over the past few 

decades, there has been an increased awareness of the magnitude and complexity of the 

violence that can occur within families (Campo, 2015). Informal and retrospective 

evidence suggests a high level of co-occurrence between domestic violence (DV) with 

both child maltreatment and criminal offending. This thesis aimed to explore the cross-

system contacts of victims and/or perpetrators of DV to understand their experience 

with child maltreatment (as either a victim and a perpetrator) and criminal offending. 

Specifically, this thesis addressed four primary research questions which were examined 

within four separate but interrelated studies: 

 Study One: What experience do individuals involved with domestic violence (as 

either a victim or perpetrator) have with child maltreatment victimisation?  

Study Two: What experience do individuals involved with domestic violence (as 

either a victim or perpetrator) have with criminal offending?  

Study Three: What experience do individuals involved with domestic violence 

(as either a victim or perpetrator) have with perpetrating child maltreatment?  

Study Four: What are the overlaps of being involved in domestic violence (as a 

victim and perpetrator), child maltreatment (as a victim and perpetrator), and criminal 

offending? 

To provide a background to this research, summarised within this chapter, is an 

overview of the historical conceptualisation and responses to DV. Following this, a 

discussion around the growing acknowledgement of the co-occurrence of DV with other 

forms of violence (particularly criminal offending and child maltreatment) is presented. 

Further, the implications of the historically fragmented nature of the civil justice, the 

criminal justice, and the welfare systems responses to DV are discussed. Finally, the 
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overarching aims of each of the four studies of this thesis are presented, and the 

remaining chapters of this thesis are outlined.  

 

Violence occurring in the family has traditionally been regarded as a private 

matter. However, it has recently gained recognition as a widespread and entrenched 

social issue due in part to the increase in the rights of both women and their children 

(Barnett et al., 2011). Although there is no globally accepted definition of DV, this term 

generally refers to any type of violence that occurs between intimate partners (World 

Health Organization, 2010). It is important to note that ‘violence’ in this context extends 

beyond the narrow definition of physical abuse, and encompasses a broader range of 

attitudes and behaviours (Robinson & Moloney, 2010). ‘Violence’ also includes acts or 

omissions that elicit fear and/or are used to control another individual. These acts may 

not leave any physical or noticeable evidence of violence; for example emotional abuse, 

withholding medical attention, property damage, economic abuse, and neglect 

(Department of Communities, Child Safety and Disability Services, 2012; Robinson & 

Moloney, 2010). Multiple interchangeable terms refer to the violent, intimidating, or 

abusive behaviour inflicted by an intimate partner, including DV, intimate partner 

violence (IPV), family violence (preferred term amongst Indigenous Australian 

communities (NSW Department of Health, 2011)), and interpersonal violence (Campo, 

2015).  

The growing recognition of violence within the family has brought attention to 

the high prevalence of DV occurring both nationally and internationally, with many 

advocacy groups deeming this type of violence as a ‘social epidemic’ (World Health 

Organization, 2013). Although DV is recognised as being widespread and common, 

there are three main methodological challenges when examining the exact prevalence of 

this ‘social epidemic’. First, it is difficult to estimate the prevalence of DV due to its 
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private and hidden nature (Mitchell, 2011). DV typically occurs behind closed doors 

and is often concealed, unnoticed, or ignored, therefore it does not come to the attention 

of authorities and does not become part of official estimates (Barnett et al., 2011). 

Second, inconsistencies in defining DV may impact an understanding of the prevalence, 

as researchers’ definitions may differ from each other as well as to the participants of 

the survey or interview (Barnett et al., 2011). Third, victims may not be able to recall 

the abuse, may not want to disclose the abuse, may not perceive the behaviour as abuse, 

and may not be able to report the abuse (Barnett et al., 2011; Grech & Burgess, 2011; 

Mouzos & Makkai, 2004). As a result, DV is often unreported, and consequently 

official reports of DV provide an underrepresentation of the actual level of violence 

occurring. Although there are methodological challenges to understanding the actuarial 

rates of DV, there have been large-scale global attempts to understand the true 

magnitude of this type of violence. The World Health Organization (2013) released the 

first global systematic review of scientific data measuring the prevalence of DV against 

women. Prevalence estimates of DV from this report were based on data extracted from 

78 countries and two territories. This report found that globally 30 per cent of women 

(who had ever had a partner) had experienced physical and/or sexual IPV.  

With the growing recognition of the widespread and high frequency of DV, 

many advocates and government agencies shifted their focus to the intervention and 

prevention of this type of violence (Wangmann, 2012). The Women’s Liberation 

Movement, beginning in the 1970s, was the first significant phase in developing 

discourse around the causes and appropriate responses to violence against women, with 

a focus on DV (Webster, 2007). This shift in narrative led to the formation of non-

government community-based responses to DV, such as the establishment of women’s 

refuge centres (Wangmann, 2012). Following the growth of community-based services, 

government service systems began to provide official interventions, including the 
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improvement of the court system to protect victims (discussed further in Section 1.3.1.) 

(Wangmann, 2012). 

 

The increasing awareness around DV has highlighted the extensive co-

occurrence of DV with other forms of violence within and outside the family, as well as 

its co-occurrence with other forms of violence and deviance outside of the family 

(Campo, 2015; Herrenkohl et al., 2020). It has been widely identified that DV and child 

maltreatment co-occur and are closely linked. Specifically, there is a complex 

interaction between these two phenomena (Broady & Gray, 2018). One way that DV 

and child maltreatment co-occur is when a child is exposed to DV. Exposing a child to 

DV is regarded as a form of abuse since children are not passive observers of violence 

but actively experience abusive environments, thereby resulting in emotional harm 

(Bromfield et al., 2010; Campbell & Thompson, 2015). The relationship between DV 

and child maltreatment is complex as not only is exposure to DV a form of abuse, but 

DV likely co-occurs with other forms of child maltreatment such as physical harm or 

neglect (Edleson, 2001; Hamby et al., 2010). 

A similar co-occurrence between DV and criminal offending has also been 

highlighted within the existing literature. Previous research has supported the 

relationship between being a victim and/or perpetrator of DV and being an offender of 

both violent and non-violent crimes (Bouffard & Zedaker, 2016; Day et al., 2018). 

Therefore, an individual can adopt multiple roles in relation to violence and deviance in 

the family (refer to Figure 1.1). In practice, multiple services can be responsible for 

responding to an impacted individual or family concurrently or over their life-course. 

Chapter Three contains a review of the empirical literature on the co-occurrence of DV 

with child maltreatment and criminal offending. The focus in this thesis is the system 

contacts by individuals who have experience as either a 1) perpetrator of DV, 2) victim 
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of DV, 3) perpetrator of child maltreatment, 4) victim of child maltreatment, and/or 5) 

offender, and the overlap of these experiences. As an individual can appear within and 

across systems, it is vital to understand how the systems respond to each type of 

violence and the interaction between them.  

Figure 1.1 

A Conceptualisation of the Overlap of the Different Types of Involvement with Domestic 

Violence (DV), Child Maltreatment (CM) and Criminal Offending 

 

 

Historically the response to violence within the family has been fragmented, 

with DV being considered a distinct form of violence and responded to separately 

(Hester, 2011). Although there is growing evidence of DV, child maltreatment and 

criminal offending occurring in tandem, the systems which are responsible for 

responding to them often have different procedural, professional, and philosophical 



  6 

frameworks, creating a challenge for service providers to holistically support at-risk 

families or individuals (Hester, 2011). Although different jurisdictions respond to DV, 

child maltreatment, and criminal offending in a multitude of ways, the treatment of each 

phenomenon as separate is typical, both within Australia and internationally (Macvean 

et al., 2015). The historical separation of these systems is a consequence of the different 

foundations and goals on which these systems were formed. The difference in the 

systems’ structures, frameworks, and approaches cause a division between the systems 

and the professionals within them (Hester, 2011). According to Hester (2011), these 

divisions can affect the ability for professionals to be able to understand the 

perspectives, practices, and goals of other systems, with professionals working to 

respond to DV or child maltreatment often being unaware of how the other systems 

operate. 

 

There are three primary responses to DV: 1) a victim-focused response through 

the construction of non-government services that focus on the advocacy and 

empowerment of female victims (e.g. women’s shelters)1, 2) a perpetrator-focused 

response through both the criminal justice and civil justice systems, and 3) a child-

focussed response through the welfare system (Hester, 2011). Interventions for DV have 

traditionally only focused on adults and are often aimed at protecting and supporting a 

female victim from the abusive behaviour of a male perpetrator. Although initial 

research regarding responses to DV focused little on the impact of DV on children, over 

time research began to examine the involvement of children with DV, with this research 

consistently increasing in both volume and complexity (Hester, 2007).  

 
1 Although non-government services have historically served, and still currently serve, a large and 

instrumental role in the response to DV, the focus of this thesis is government system responses to 

violence within the family.  
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Due to the historical view of DV as a private family matter until relatively 

recently, formal interventions were absent (Wangmann, 2012). There has been a 

historical dispute around the appropriateness of a criminal justice response to DV. 

During the 1970s and prior, law enforcement had been hesitant to intervene with DV 

incidents or to arrest the accused perpetrator and had been encouraged to use conflict 

resolution instead of arrests (Berk & Loseke, 1980; Iyengar, 2009). A call for a harsher 

response to DV occurred during the early 1980s with the changing public attitude 

towards DV. The controversial Minneapolis Domestic Violence Experiment (MDVE)2 

conducted by Sherman and Berk (1984) has been considered a leading factor for the 

increased police response to DV throughout the United States of America (USA) during 

this time. This experiment led policymakers within the USA to heavily criminalise DV 

and implement such policies as mandatory arrests3 and no-drop policies4. The 

experiment implemented a randomised trial of three police responses to incidents of 

DV, including 1) advising and counselling the couple, 2) separating the individuals, or 

3) arresting the suspect. Shortly following the police involvement, the researchers 

interviewed the victim and followed up every two weeks for a total of six months. The 

results from the MDVE found that individuals involved in cases that involved arrest had 

significantly less violence following the initial incident than the two alternatives 

(Sherman & Berk, 1984). These results were used to advocate for the criminalisation of 

DV and mandatory arrest policies. Although much emphasis has been placed on these 

results, there have been many criticisms of the MDVE as the findings have not been 

replicated by following studies (Iyengar, 2009). Beginning in 1986, six replication 

studies of the MDVE were performed, finding no support for the use of arrest in 

 
2 Also referred to as the Minnesota Domestic Violence Experiment.  
3 Mandatory arrest refers to the removal of police discretion in DV incidents through a policy that 

mandates the arrest of the perpetrator of the incident. (Iyengar, 2009) 
4 A no-drop policy refers to the imposed restriction on victims that prevents them from dropping a charge 

related to a DV incident. (Lerman, 1981) 
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reducing future violence in comparison to other responses. In some cases, the opposite 

was found with arrest increasing the violence of perpetrators (Schmidt & Sherman, 

1993). 

Unlike the USA, the overactive criminalisation of DV, such as mandatory arrests 

and no-drop policies, was not incorporated into the police response to DV in Australia 

(Hunter, 2008). The feminist movement in Australia during this time argued for the 

heavy criminalisation of DV and advocated that the arrest of perpetrators was the only 

appropriate response to DV. However, most Australian jurisdictions introduced civil 

protection order schemes5 in the 1980s (Douglas & Godden, 2003; Wangmann, 2012). 

According to Hunter (2008) the criminal justice response to female victims of DV failed 

to adequately respond to the complex harms faced by these women, and that civil 

protection order schemes were preferred over a criminal law response to DV for a 

myriad of reasons. One reason for the preference of civil protection order schemes is the 

inability of criminal law to respond to the complexity of DV. Besides the criminal law 

understanding of DV, DV is typically understood as an enduring pattern of behaviour 

consisting of not only physical abuse but also a range of other behaviours that assert 

dominance and control (Tuerkheimer, 2003). As criminal law explicitly deals with 

discrete incidents, the rules of evidence, standards of proof, and notions of 

corroboration and credibility, there is little leeway to understand the non-criminal 

behaviours that accumulate to show a pattern of control (Tuerkheimer, 2003). In 

contrast, civil order protection schemes allow for addressing a more comprehensive 

range of acts and the accumulation of these acts, are more accessible, have a lower 

standard of proof, and allow for future protection (Wangmann, 2012).  

 
5 Civil protection order schemes are referred to by different names across jurisdictions, including 

protection orders, restraining orders, apprehended violence orders, family violence orders, intervention 

orders, and domestic violence orders. In Queensland, they are known as domestic violence orders 

(DVOs).  
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An additional benefit of a civil justice response to DV is that it allows for the 

victim to either bypass or involve the police (Hunter, 2008). A victim may apply for a 

protection order without the involvement of the police. Although there are benefits of a 

civil response to DV, the implementation of civil protection orders was met with 

criticism, with some maintaining that a civil response shifted away from the growing 

narrative that DV is a crime and was seen as pushing DV back to being considered a 

private matter (Scutt, 1986). Around the time of the transition towards a civil justice 

response to DV, there was a growing recognition of the risk that exposure to DV had on 

children, leading to an increased response by the child protection system to incidents of 

DV that involved children (Hester, 2011). Therefore, DV incidents were now responded 

to by the civil justice system, the criminal justice system, and the welfare system, all of 

which have competing goals and conceptualisations of violence within the family.  

 

In contrast to the criminal justice and civil justice systems, the response to 

incidents of child maltreatment (including abuse and neglect) is typically a welfare 

response. Child maltreatment falls into the responsibility of social welfare organisations 

(Hester, 2011). Unlike the response to DV, which focuses on the adult victim, the 

response to child maltreatment focuses on the child victim. As stated previously, there 

has been growing recognition of the impact of DV on children, and therefore there has 

been a change in policies to account for these impacts. However, the long-standing 

separation of the responses to DV and child maltreatment have hindered these efforts 

(Humphreys et al., 2018). One area that has created concern within the response to child 

maltreatment is the emphasis on mothers being the primary caregiver, and therefore the 

main protector of their children (Lapierre, 2010; Scourfield, 2003). Because of this 

emphasis, mothers are often deemed as perpetrators of child maltreatment as they have 

‘failed to protect’ their child from harm (Humphreys et al., 2006; Kaufman Kantor & 
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Little, 2003). This is of note as many have highlighted the diminished capacity of the 

mother to both effectively parent and protect their child from maltreatment if she is the 

victim of abuse (Hartley, 2004; Kaufman Kantor & Little, 2003). The concept of 

‘failure to protect’ has also been criticised as it fails to hold the perpetrator accountable 

for his violence (Humphreys et al., 2006). This emphasis on mothers has also directed 

attention away from the role of a violent father as a parent (Humphreys et al., 2020). 

Therefore contemporary service responses heavily focus on intervening with women as 

victims or mothers and less on the parenting capabilities of fathers who perpetrate DV 

(Heward-Belle et al., 2017).  

According to Hester (2011), practitioners responding to child maltreatment are 

often unaware of the coercively controlling behaviours from the main perpetrator. 

Therefore, they often miss the complex nature of the dysfunction in the family and fail 

to recognise the extent of the violence of the primary perpetrator. Practitioners often 

perpetuate the perception that victims of DV should ‘just leave’ the violent relationship 

without recognition of the numerous nuanced reasons for staying (Hester, 2011). 

Professionals whose primary goal is to protect the child are often punitive towards 

mothers, and anecdotal evidence has shown that there is a history of practitioners 

threatening the removal of a child as a means of forcing a mother to leave a violent 

partnership (Humphreys & Thiara, 2002). However, this approach has been deemed as 

counterproductive as it leads to women not seeking help or disclosing their 

victimisation to remain with their children (Douglas & Walsh, 2010).  

Improvement in research and the understanding of child maltreatment has 

shifted the focus to work in collaboration with the parents or guardians of a child to 

ensure the safety of all individuals in need of protection (Hester, 2011). In Queensland, 

the current system responses to child maltreatment are informed by Mandel’s Safe and 

Together Model, which aims to correct the past limitations of the child protection 
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system by using the perpetrator pattern-based definition of domestic and family 

violence (Mandel, 2013). This model allows the system to identify how the perpetrator 

is causing harm or the risk of harm to a child. Further, this model holds fathers to the 

same standard of parenting as expected of mothers (Mandel, 2013). Central to this 

model are three fundamental principles: “1) keeping the child ‘safe and together’ with 

the non-offending parent, 2) partnering with the non-offending parent as the default 

position, and 3) intervening with the perpetrator to reduce the risk of harm to child” 

(Mandel, 2013, p. 9).  

 

It is essential to acknowledge that the response to an incident of violence within 

the family can fall on a continuum between a civil justice response, a criminal justice 

response, and a welfare response. Although child maltreatment is typically responded to 

by the welfare system, not all acts against a child are responded to with this approach. 

Conversely, not all acts against an adult are responded to with a criminal justice or a 

civil justice approach. Child sexual harm and filicide are cases in which a justice 

approach is generally taken for a crime against a child (Australian Law Reform 

Commission & New South Wales Law Reform Commission, 2010). Additionally, 

physically violent acts against an intimate partner can be both responded to by the civil 

justice system and the criminal justice system (Queensland Courts, 2017). It is also 

important to acknowledge that how an incident of violence within the family is 

responded to is not consistent over time. The policies and practices of responding to DV 

and child maltreatment are continually changing and being updated to address previous 

limitations of the systems (Hurren et al., 2017).  

As highlighted above, these three systems operate from different frameworks 

and often have competing goals when responding to individuals and families. This 

siloing of multiple service systems makes it challenging for those responding to families 
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and individuals involved with or experiencing multiple types of violence (Hester, 2011). 

The issue of siloing has drawn recent attention due to the growing body of research that 

has established the relationship between DV victimisation, DV perpetration, child 

maltreatment victimisation, child maltreatment perpetration, and general criminal 

offending (Jones et al., 2018; Richards, 2011; Smith-Marek et al., 2015).  

Previous research has demonstrated that individuals experiencing and/or 

perpetrating these types of violence are likely to have parallel pathways and have a 

history of similar risk factors (Herrenkohl et al., 2020). Further, the theory of 

intergenerational transmission of violence highlights the significant likelihood of early 

involvement with violence increasing the risk of future violence as either a victim or 

perpetrator (Widom & Wilson, 2015). Additionally, the literature around cumulative 

harm posits that involvement with one form of violence and having contact with a 

system is predictive of being involved in another form of violence and having contact 

with a different system (Kurlychek & Johnson, 2019). The improved conceptual 

understanding of the co-occurrence of violence within and outside of the family has 

resulted in recognising the need for a holistic and integrated response (Featherstone et 

al., 2014; Humphreys & Absler, 2011). However, few good longitudinal data sources 

allow for the true extent of system cross-over to be explored. This thesis draws on these 

complex conceptualisations of the relationship between a multitude of types of violence 

while adding to the current knowledge through an analysis of large-scale longitudinal 

data that can illustrate cross-over in government service systems. This increase in 

understanding can improve responses and better guide interventions and resource 

expenditure.  

 

Due to the historical and current disjointed system responses to DV and other 

forms of co-occurring violence, it is imperative that there is a strong understanding of 
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how individuals experience DV, criminal offending, and child maltreatment. The 

research presented in this thesis aimed to examine how individuals who are involved 

with DV also experience other forms of violence. This aim is achieved through the 

illustration of cross-system contacts of individuals across the three government systems 

(the civil justice system, the criminal justice system, and the welfare system). This aim 

is addressed through four unique but interrelated studies, each focusing on a specific 

form of co-occurrence of violence with DV.  

 

The first study of this thesis is concerned with the intergenerational nature of 

experiencing violence in the family. Specifically, this study aimed to examine the 

overlap of being a victim of child maltreatment and later involvement with DV as either 

a perpetrator or a victim. Further, the differences in the type and frequency of DV and 

child maltreatment between individuals who experienced one form of violence and 

those who experienced both were explored.  

 

The second study of this research thesis aimed to explore the specificity or 

generality of criminal offending by DV perpetrators, determining if DV perpetrators are 

likely also to be involved within the criminal courts, and if so, the nature of their 

offending. Further, this study also examines if victims of DV are also likely to have a 

history of criminal offending. The differences in the type and frequency of DV and 

criminal offending between individuals who experienced one form of violence and 

those who experienced both were explored. 
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The third study of this research thesis aimed to explore the likelihood that an 

individual involved with DV (as either a perpetrator or a victim) also appears as a 

perpetrator of child maltreatment. Further, the type and frequency of DV and child 

maltreatment by individuals involved in one form of violence are compared to those 

involved in both forms.  

 

The fourth and final study of this research thesis aimed to identify the 

involvement of individuals across multiple forms of violence and deviance within the 

family. Five forms of involvement are examined, including 1) DV perpetration, 2) DV 

victimisation, 3) child maltreatment perpetration, 4) child maltreatment victimisation, 

and 5) criminal offending. 

 

This thesis adds to current knowledge of the complex relationship between DV, 

child maltreatment, and criminal offending using a longitudinal population-based 

administrative database. This database allows for a comprehensive examination of the 

co-occurrence of appearing in multiple systems over one’s life-course. There are nine 

remaining chapters of this research thesis. An overview of the theories and frameworks 

that guide and inform the research of this thesis is presented in Chapter Two. Following 

this, a synopsis and evaluation of the current state of empirical knowledge on the co-

occurrence of DV (perpetration and victimisation) with both child maltreatment and 

criminal offending are outlined in Chapter Three.  
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A summary of the context of the studies of this thesis is detailed in Chapter 

Four, in which the specific Queensland government responses for DV, child 

maltreatment, and criminal offending are discussed, along with the specific data-

repository used in the studies of this thesis. Additionally, the Indigenous Australian 

over-representation with the three systems is discussed within this chapter. Following 

this, the overarching methodology and statistical analyses used within this thesis are 

presented in Chapter Five. The four studies of this thesis are then presented respectively 

in Chapters Six, Seven, Eight, and Nine. In the final chapter of this thesis, Chapter Ten, 

a discussion of the results of each of the four studies is presented, along with 

implications of these results for practice, policy, and theory, and recommendations for 

future research.  
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The research presented in this thesis applied a range of theoretical frameworks to 

guide the construction and development of the four studies. Developmental systems 

theory, developmental and life-course criminology, and cumulative disadvantage are the 

main guiding theoretical frameworks. Additionally, this research examines DV with an 

understanding of the current and historical feminist theories and typologies. Further, the 

first study of this thesis is informed by the literature on the intergenerational 

transmission of violence. In contrast, studies two and three drew upon the literature of 

the generality versus the specificity of offending. This following section provides an 

overview of each framework, as well as their application within this thesis.  

 

Gottlieb’s (1983) developmental systems model proposes that development does 

not occur within a vacuum and is influenced by the collaboration of a multitude of 

connections among both biological and contextual levels of the developmental system. 

Therefore, the collaboration between multiple connections allows for the potential of 

change during development and throughout the life-course. As this change can be ever 

occurring throughout development, there is the possibility for the variation of an 

individual’s pathway through life (Lerner et al., 2010). Ford and Lerner’s (1992) 

Developmental systems theory (DST) aims to determine how the unique combination of 

diverse and complex factors that surround an individual can impact upon their 

development. Four components are essential to DST: 1) relationism and the integration 

of levels of organisation, 2) change and relative plasticity, 3) historical embeddedness 

and temporality, and 4) the limits of generalisability, diversity, and individual 

differences (Lerner, 2002). Each of these will be briefly discussed followed by the 

contribution of DST to this thesis.  



  17 

 

Central to DST is the belief that everyone exists within multiple levels of 

organisation concurrently. Four different levels of organisation have been proposed by 

Lerner (2002) that are hypothesised to influence the development of an individual: 1) 

the individual level (biological and psychological factors), 2) the proximal social-

relational level (relationships with family, friends, and peers), 3) the socio-cultural 

level (key macro-institutions such as education, public policy, government, and 

economic systems), and 4) the natural and designed physical ecology. As these four 

levels are assumed to contribute to an individual’s development, a systems view 

incorporating these levels must be considered when examining human development. 

Further, the functioning of a variable within any level of organisation should be 

understood within the context of its relation to other variables across other levels of 

organisation and within its organisation (Lerner, 2002). Therefore, the impact of any 

variable on development cannot be examined separately, and the totality of an 

individual’s system should be accounted for.  

 

According to DST, when understanding development the focus must be on 

change (Lerner, 2002). As previously stated, the potential for plasticity or change exists 

across the life-course of an individual. Further, this change can also occur across each 

level of organisation. Although this potential for plasticity is constant, it is not without 

limitation. Past development, along with environmental and circumstantial conditions, 

provides a constraint on the limits of plasticity. Therefore, the chance for change is 

continuous across the life-course, but the magnitude of this change varies in every part 

of development (Lerner, 2002). Relative plasticity highlights the need to consider the 

entire life-course of an individual and the context of this change when researching 

development.  
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History is fundamental to DST and is conceptualised as the broadest level of the 

developmental system. Consequently, all levels of organisation (individual, proximal 

social-relational, socio-cultural, and natural and designed physical ecology) are 

embedded within or occur within historical change (Lerner, 2002). Therefore, change is 

viewed as being not only necessary but also inevitable, and the structure and function of 

a variable and an organisation have the potential to change over time. This fundamental 

concept of developmental systems theory highlights the need to consider human 

development in a temporal order. By examining development chronologically, a greater 

understanding of how development occurs is provided. The impact of certain factors 

may vary over an individual’s life-course and may vary with different historical periods 

(Lerner, 2002).  

 

The fourth and final key concept of DST is that generalisability across all 

individuals and populations cannot be presumed due to the diverse and distinct 

differences among all individuals (Lerner, 2002). According to Lerner (2002), there is a 

large amount of variation across all levels of organisation, meaning that what can be 

inferred from one dataset may only be an instance of what may exist. Thus, when trying 

to understand development, diversity across time and place should be considered, and a 

variety of samples and individuals should be explored. Additionally, race, ethnicity, and 

cultural diversity must be considered within the research on development (Lerner, 

2002).  

 

DST acknowledges that the multiple levels of organisation and the context that 

surrounds them contribute to an individual’s development, and therefore the entire 

context of an individual needs to be considered when understanding development 
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(Lerner, 2002). Consequently, the research presented in this thesis acknowledges that an 

individual’s experience with violence can only be examined with reference to the 

multiple levels of organisation and the context that surrounds the violence in question. 

Therefore, this research aimed to understand the complexities of violence within the 

family by looking at the relationship between the different forms of violence that may 

simultaneously occur for an individual or within a family. Specifically, the co-

occurrence of DV, criminal offending, and child maltreatment with a focus on the type 

of contact across the civil justice, criminal justice, and welfare systems was examined. 

Additionally, DST highlights the need to examine the entirety of an individual’s life-

course when researching development. The entire life-course must be acknowledged as 

change and plasticity have the potential to occur and are influenced by past events. The 

research presented in this thesis adheres to this recommendation by utilising 

longitudinal data to examine all recorded incidents of violence within the family over a 

life-course of individuals. 

Central to DST is the need to consider racial and ethnic diversity of individuals; 

this is important as generalisability across groups is limited. The need to consider the 

racial and ethnic diversity of individuals is relevant in the Australian context, as 

Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples (Indigenous Australians) are significantly 

over-represented in the Australian criminal justice system, civil justice system, and 

welfare system (Australian Institute of Health and Welfare, 2020a; Weatherburn & 

Holmes, 2010). Previous research has highlighted the different contexts and 

organisations in which Indigenous and non-Indigenous Australians live (Department of 

the Prime Minister and Cabinet, 2018). Therefore, this research thesis considered 

variations in the experiences and consequences of violence within the family with 

consideration of racial/ethnic diversity. Further, as DST also suggests that gender can 

influence the development of an individual, the differences in the impact and experience 
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of violence within the family by males and females were also considered throughout 

this thesis.  

Lastly, it is acknowledged that DST recognises that development is complex and 

that multiple levels of organisation influence an individual’s life-course. Unfortunately, 

as this thesis relied on administrative data, it did not account for other factors relevant to 

the developmental systems of individuals that were not present in the data, such as 

school achievement, homelessness, and resilience. Consequently, the results presented 

in this thesis were interpreted with an understanding of the limitations of the data.  

 

Developmental and life-course criminology (DLC) is the combination of several 

theories of development, rather than one specific theory. DLC provides a framework to 

assist in the testing of theories about the onset, persistence, and desistance of offending 

across the life-course, as well as to guide policies and prevention responses (Dennison, 

2011). These theories focus on three main issues: 1) how offending and antisocial 

behaviour develops over the life-course, 2) the effect of different risk and protective 

factors at different ages, and 3) the effects of life events on development (Farrington, 

2010). DLC is concerned with identifying and interpreting within-individual changes 

over a lifetime and using this to explain offending on an individual level (Farrington, 

2003). The following sections provide an overview of the main concepts shared across 

DLC theories, including risk and protective factors and trajectories, transitions, and 

turning points. Additionally, the contribution of DLC to this thesis is presented.  

 

A unifying conceptualisation across DLC theories is that of risk and protective 

factors. A risk factor is an event or condition that is associated with an increased chance 

of violent and/or criminal behaviour. In contrast, a protective factor is an event or 

condition that is related to the decreased likelihood of violent and/or criminal behaviour 
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(Loeber & Farrington, 2000; Serin et al., 2016). According to Loeber and Farrington 

(2000), these factors emerge from multiple sources that surround a child, including the 

child’s behaviour, the social and physical environment surrounding the child, and the 

primary caregiver’s interactions with the child. According to Tanner-Smith et al. (2013), 

risk and protective factors exist across five different domains that are believed to vary in 

their influence across an individual’s life course: individual, family, peer, school, and 

community. Risk and protective factors are assumed to have differential impacts at 

different developmental points of one’s life, and within the different domains (Tanner-

Smith et al., 2013). Not only is the presence or absence of a risk or protective factor 

important to consider but also the timing of when these risk and protective factors are 

present or absent should also be considered (Tanner-Smith et al., 2013). The DLC 

perspective also recognises that risk factors have a cumulative effect, meaning that the 

more risk factors occurring over one’s development the greater the risk of adverse life 

outcomes for the individual (Tanner-Smith et al., 2013). Experiencing or being exposed 

to violence in early life can cause cascading consequences that lead from initial short-

term negative cognitive, emotional, or behavioural responses to entrenched longer-term 

negative consequences in early adulthood and later life (Mazerolle & Maahs, 2002; 

Smith et al., 2011). DLC posits that having a developmental history of being exposed to 

violence increases the chances of the involvement with violence during adulthood. The 

effect of this risk factor can be reduced through protective and remedial experiences 

(Garbarino, 1989; Smith et al., 2011). 

 

DLC focuses on the developmental trajectories of an individual towards and 

away from specific courses of behaviour and recognises that the dynamic underlying 

behavioural trajectories are complex and are not fixed in childhood but are affected by 

age-related processes and events (Smith et al., 2011). Trajectories are the pathway or 
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line of development throughout one’s lifetime (Sampson & Laub, 1993). These 

pathways refer to long-term patterns of behaviour in which transitions commonly occur 

(Sampson & Laub, 1993). Transitions are short-term events embedded in trajectories 

and marked by life events (e.g., starting primary or secondary school, getting married, 

or gaining employment). These transitional events may lead to turning points, which 

cause a change in an individual’s trajectory. Turning points modify trajectories in ways 

that are unpredictable from earlier events in one’s pathway (Laub, Sampson, & 

Sweeten, 2006; Sampson & Laub, 1993). Examples of a turning point may be entering 

parenthood, the experience of child maltreatment, or being exposed to DV (Sampson & 

Laub, 1993). Additionally, transitions and turning points may be considered positive in 

some instances and negative in others. For example, previous research has shown that 

both getting married and having a child are seen to reduce criminal offending and lead 

to desistence (Craig et al., 2014; Zoutewelle-Terovan et al., 2014). However, these same 

events have also been shown to be the onset of perpetration of violence within the 

family (Abramsky et al., 2011; Kita et al., 2019).  

When examining transitions and turning points, it is essential to recognise that 

the developmental period in which they occur is likely to influence the individual’s life-

course. For example, becoming a parent during adolescence is likely to influence your 

life-course differently from becoming a parent during adulthood (Sampson & Laub, 

1993). As well as considering the timing of a transition or turning point, it is also 

imperative to consider the potential effects that both social structure and culture may 

have (Sampson & Laub, 1993). Therefore when researching development, it is 

recommended that explicit cohort comparisons should be used (Sampson & Laub, 1993) 

and that comparisons of males and females, comparisons of different racial and ethnic 

groups, and comparisons across different countries should occur (Farrington & Loeber, 

2013).  
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The main implication of DLC for this thesis is that development must be 

examined holistically, meaning that an individual’s complete life-course, as well as the 

context surrounding the individual, is important. DLC recognises that to understand the 

complex nature of violence within the family and its influence on an individual, all 

incidences of this type, and their timing must be examined. This differs from most of 

the research that has been conducted on violence within the family, as traditionally DV, 

child maltreatment, and criminal offending have been addressed separately, and the 

interconnectedness of these phenomena has escaped focus (Campo, 2015). This thesis 

acknowledged this implication of DLC and focused upon an individual’s experience of 

violence within the family throughout their whole life-course. 

Like DST, DLC recognises that development is influenced by social structures 

and culture, meaning race/ethnicity and gender may influence the trajectory of an 

individual’s life-course. It is acknowledged in this thesis that experiencing violence 

within the family may result in different outcomes between males and females. It is also 

acknowledged that the outcomes of experiencing violence within the family may differ 

between Indigenous and non-Indigenous Australians. Hence, throughout this thesis, the 

differences across race and gender were explored. DLC also highlights the need to study 

the entirety of an individual’s life-course and experiences when examining 

development. It is again acknowledged that due to the use of administrative data that all 

developmental information cannot be obtained. Thus, as noted with DST, despite the 

many strengths of this proposed research, there are limitations. Specifically, some risk 

and protective factors that may influence an individual’s involvement with violence 

within the family, such as education, socioeconomic status, and mental health, were not 

directly examined in this thesis. Likewise, qualitative narratives exploring the 

mechanisms underlying the links between factors could not be explored here. 
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Cumulative disadvantage was first discussed by Merton (1968) and is defined as 

“a process that encompasses the cumulative impact of a specific form of disadvantage 

over time and/or the accumulation of multiple, interactive forms of disadvantage, both 

within and across time points” (Kurlychek & Johnson, 2019, p. 292). Two distinct 

approaches to understanding cumulative disadvantage have been developed. The first 

describes cumulative disadvantage as the snowballing development of inequalities. This 

progressive accumulation of inequalities or disadvantage widens the pre-existing gap 

and differences that already exist between individuals or groups (Kurlychek & Johnson, 

2019; Merton, 1968). This approach acknowledges that inequality cannot be understood 

in simple measures and should be understood as compounding over time. Alternatively, 

the second approach to cumulative disadvantage has been described as a reciprocal and 

additive process. Within this process, both direct and indirect effects of status have an 

impact on the life-course of an individual (Korver-Glenn, 2018). For example, race can 

have a direct relation to discrimination and disadvantage. However, it can also have an 

indirect relationship through other factors that can cause disadvantage, such as 

socioeconomic status, health, and education (Kurlychek & Johnson, 2019). Therefore, 

differences among groups are heightened through the accumulation of disadvantage. 

The combination of these two approaches hypothesises that cumulative disadvantage 

starts with an early inequality, and this early disadvantage lessens future life chances, 

which in turn makes them less favourable over time (Kurlychek & Johnson, 2019).  

Theoretical applications of cumulative disadvantage within the criminological 

literature combine disadvantage from individual, family, peer, school, and community 

influences to establish a complete picture of development. This holistic look at 

disadvantage allows for the understanding of how development can influence crime and 

violence, either directly, indirectly, or reciprocally (Sampson & Laub, 1993, 1997). The 
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key concepts of trajectories, transitions, and turning points can also be used to 

understand cumulative disadvantage within the criminal justice system. Involvement 

with the criminal justice system and violence within the family can be understood 

through cumulative disadvantage. According to Sampson and Laub (1993), individuals 

are born with specific characteristics that result in different levels of disadvantage such 

as gender, race, and socioeconomic structure; this then forms the beginning of their 

trajectories. The difference in trajectories can then lead to disproportional contact with 

the civil justice system, the criminal justice system, and the welfare system (Kurlychek 

& Johnson, 2019). Therefore, theories of cumulative disadvantage, highlight the need to 

acknowledge the range of factors that amass to create difficulty throughout one’s life.  

Cumulative disadvantage is an important guiding concept within this thesis as it 

highlights the need to understand the collective impact of experiencing multiple types of 

harm or disadvantage across an individual’s life-course. Cumulative disadvantage was 

accounted for in this thesis through the examination of the various types of violence an 

individual can experience from childhood through to early adulthood. Additionally, the 

idea of cumulative disadvantage was explored through this thesis through the 

understanding that involvement with one form of violence can lead to involvement with 

other forms of violence, creating a snowballing effect.  

 

The heightened acknowledgment of DV during the Women’s Liberation 

Movement in the 1970s and the second wave of feminism shifted both the public 

perception and policies of this type of violence away from women’s hypothetical 

tendency to victimisation towards a gender-based structural analysis (Webster, 2007). 

There were two central elements of the feminist theories of DV during this time. The 

first is that men are the perpetrators of DV, and women are the victims, in the large 

majority of cases, and second, that this violence is the result of the broader inequalities 
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suffered by women which benefit men (Webster, 2007). Feminists have proposed that 

these inequalities are the result of the patriarchal structuring of society and that these 

inequalities have led to the economic, social and political oppression, and the 

disadvantage of women (Webster, 2007). Despite the widespread assertion that males 

typically perpetrate DV and that women are more likely to be the victims (Australian 

Institute of Health and Welfare, 2019), there is literature that suggests that the rates of 

DV are equivalent for each gender (Dutton, 2011). Although there is research 

supporting gender symmetry in DV, this research is considered controversial and has 

been heavily criticised. Many researchers suggest that these conflicting results can be 

attributed to the methodological differences of the studies examining gender, including 

how ‘domestic violence’ is conceptualised and operationalised (Hines & Douglas, 2010; 

Johnson, 2011). Johnson (2011) suggests that studies differ in terms of the type of DV 

they examine, and therefore are likely to differ in results.  

Research around the gender symmetry of DV began with the studies of Straus et 

al. (1980) and Straus and Gelles (1990). These studies relied on data from the 1975 and 

1985 National Family Violence Survey conducted in the USA. The authors found that 

in the year before the 1975 survey was conducted, 12.1 per cent of wives reported that 

they were the victim of their husband’s violence and that 11.6 per cent of husbands 

reported that they were the victims of their wife’s violence in the same period (Straus et 

al., 1980). This figure changed in the 1985 survey, with 11.3 per cent of wives and 12.1 

per cent of husbands being the victims of violence (Straus & Gelles, 1990). The authors 

concluded from this that the rates of DV perpetration were similar for males and 

females. The majority of studies which support gender symmetry rely on the Conflict 

Tactics Scale (CTS). The CTS is currently the most widely used instrument in the study 

of family violence. It contains questions on the prevalence and frequency of the 19 

tactics employed during partner conflict, which results in an intimate partner physical 
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violence score (Smith et al., 2011). Many scholars have criticised this measurement of 

DV as it examines isolated incidents of violence while failing to acknowledge the 

context in which the violence occurs (Scarduzio et al., 2017). Additionally, studies 

using the CTS often only examine the initiation of physical conflict and disregard the 

other vital aspects of DV such as psychological, emotional, financial, and sexual abuse 

(Scarduzio et al., 2017). 

Johnson (1995) proposed two different DV typologies: situational couple 

violence (also known as common couple violence) and intimate terrorism (also known 

as patriarchal terrorism). Situational couple violence is defined by Johnson (2005) as 

“violence that is not embedded in a general pattern of power and control but is a 

function of the escalation of a specific conflict or series of conflicts” (p. 1127). Intimate 

terrorism differs from situational couple violence as it is “violence enacted in the 

service of taking general control over one’s partner” (Johnson, 2005, p. 1127). Some 

scholars believe that research based on the CTS in support of gender symmetry are 

measuring rates of situational couple violence. Research that has differentiated between 

the two types of DV have found similar rates of perpetration between both genders for 

situational couple violence but have also found that men commit the majority of acts 

classified as intimate terrorism (Johnson, 2011). Additionally, researchers have drawn 

attention to the high correlation between women’s perpetration of DV and their 

victimisation of DV. Due to this high level of correlation between perpetration and 

victimisation, many researchers believe that many female perpetrators rarely initiate 

violence but act due to self-defence or retaliation (Miller, 2001).  

Furthermore, the type and severity of DV perpetrated by each gender do differ. 

A meta-analysis conducted by Williams et al. (2008) on violence amongst women found 

that when women commit DV, they are most likely to commit emotional abuse, 

followed by physical abuse and then sexual abuse, while the violence perpetrated by 
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men is often more severe and results in more significant injuries. Straus and Gelles 

(1990) found that female-initiated violence did not typically result in the significant 

injury of men but more often resulted in the injury of the women, while male-initiated 

violence often resulted in injury to the women and rarely to men. An Australian study 

by Sherrard et al. (1994) found that of the women who presented at a hospital 

emergency department for an injury in Victoria, 1.3 per cent were the result of a 

partner-inflicted injury and 0.1 per cent of men presenting at a hospital emergency 

department with an injury were the result of a partner-inflicted injury. Therefore, 

women were 10 times more likely than men to be suffering injuries due to DV. The 

author also states that 75 per cent of hospitalisations resulting from DV incidents were 

women (Sherrard et al., 1994). A literature review conducted by Caldwell et al. (2012) 

found that the adverse effects of DV, such as injuries, fear, and post-traumatic stress, are 

not experienced equally by men and women, with women suffering disproportionately.  

While there is still a debate surrounding the gendered nature of DV, there is a 

consensus that woman are more likely to be the victims of DV and therefore are still the 

primary focus of research (Morgan & Chadwick, 2009). Although male victimisation of 

DV may not be as prevalent and less severe than female victimisation of DV, it is still 

important to acknowledge that there are male victims of DV. All types of violence 

within the family regardless of the gender of the victim and the offender should be 

researched, prevented, and responded to (Morgan & Chadwick, 2009). Feminist 

literature and the gender-symmetry debate regarding DV are recognised throughout this 

thesis and help to understand the complex nuance of the impact of gender of DV. 

Additionally, it is acknowledged that the differential consequences and prevalence of 

DV for each gender should be understood in the wider social and political landscape in 

which they exist.  
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The intergenerational transmission of violence6 refers to the likelihood of 

violence and aggression being experienced in one generation leading to an increase in 

violence and aggression in subsequent generations (Doumas et al., 1994). The origin of 

the suggestion that ‘violence breeds violence’ began with the work of Curtis (1963) who 

hypothesised that children who had experienced abuse would later develop into violent 

criminals. Since this paper, numerous empirical studies have supported the notion that 

individuals who experience violence at an early age demonstrate a higher likelihood 

than those who have not experienced abuse to be violent in their later years (refer to 

Section 3.1 for a detailed overview of this empirical research) (Smith et al., 2011; Stith 

et al., 2000; Widom, 1989). A range of theories have been put forth to understand this 

‘cycle of violence’. The most prominent theories drawn upon to explain this 

phenomenon include social learning theory, neurophysiological models, and attachment 

theories. Each of these theories will be briefly discussed. 

Social learning theory proposes that through the process of modelling, people 

learn social behaviours and cognitions by observing others (Bandura, 1977). When 

applied to the intergenerational transmission of violence, social learning theory posits 

that a child models specific family-violence behaviours and attitudes, conflict resolution 

styles, and alcohol misuse (Barnett et al., 2011). Through modelling and observational 

learning, being exposed to violence within the family teaches children that controlling 

family members through coercion and violence is appropriate; this behaviour is then 

reinforced as it helps to achieve a goal (Widom, 1998). Additionally, social learning 

theory hypothesises that being exposed to violence in early life teaches children that 

violence towards a partner, a child, or another individual is legitimate and effective at 

reducing conflict (Fang & Corso, 2008). Whether a child solely witnesses or also 

 
6 Also referred to as the cycle of violence or the intergenerational transmission of abuse.  
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experiences violence, social learning theory anticipates a greater likelihood of violence 

perpetration and victimisation compared to a child not exposed to violence (Jennings et 

al., 2014). 

Neurophysiological models of the intergenerational transmission of violence 

propose that exposure to violence in childhood can have the propensity to cause 

physiological changes that can impact on the development of violent behaviour (Widom 

& Wilson, 2015). According to De Bellis (2001), the relationship between trauma 

experienced in childhood and adverse outcomes can be explained through the 

physiological impact of stress. The experience of repetitive stress can harm neurological 

development, affecting the ability to manage stress and emotional arousal, planning, and 

decision making (De Bellis, 2001). These adverse effects are thought to impact on the 

way an individual will respond to negative stressors. Specifically, they are believed to 

elicit aggressive responses (De Bellis, 2001). Research on animals has supported the 

neurophysiological impact on the cycle of violence; however, the generalisability of this 

to humans is unknown (Grace et al., 2011; Maestripieri et al., 2006; Sanchez & Pollak, 

2009).  

Attachment theory has also been used to explain how experiencing abuse in 

childhood leads to violent and aggressive behaviours in later life. Bowlby (1973) 

proposed that the early bond or attachment an infant has to their caregiver creates a 

model for their future interpersonal relationships. Attachment theory proposes that 

experiencing abuse, inconsistency, or rejection from the primary caregiver negatively 

impacts on an individual’s attachment, which can then lead to a hostile view of both the 

world and others (Ainsworth, 1989). This world view can then lead children who 

experienced unstable childhoods to perceive vague interactions as hostile, to which they 

may respond aggressively, leading to violent behaviours in later life (Egeland, 1993).  
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The intergenerational transmission of violence was a guiding framework for the 

first study of this research thesis, which aimed to determine child maltreatment 

victimisation experiences of individuals who have been involved in DV (as either a 

victim or a perpetrator). This study examined the impact of intergenerational 

transmission of violence by looking at the violence experienced in childhood 

(specifically child maltreatment) and the impact this violence has with later involvement 

of DV. Theories of intergenerational transmission would propose that individuals who 

experienced maltreatment in childhood would be more likely than those who had not, to 

either appear as a victim or perpetrator of DV in later life.  

 

The last guiding framework of research presented in this thesis centres on the 

debate within the literature on the tendency of individuals to ‘specialise’ in one type of 

offending versus the tendency of individuals to commit a range of offences (Paternoster 

et al., 1998). An offender who commits only one type of offence is termed a specialist 

offender, whereas a generalist offender is an offender who varies in the type of crime 

they commit (Richards et al., 2014). General theories of crime, such as those proposed 

by Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) and Sampson and Laub (1993), highlight that 

offenders are versatile. Therefore there is a need for general theoretical perspectives to 

explain the variety of offending by individuals.  

Within the generality versus specificity debate is the examination of the general 

or specific offending by DV perpetrators. Research has increasingly explored whether 

DV perpetrators are likely only to commit violence within the family or if their violence 

extends beyond the family (Bouffard & Zedaker, 2016; Piquero et al., 2006). Just as 

there is disagreement regarding criminal offending, there is also disagreement as to 

whether DV perpetrators specialise. Anecdotally male perpetrators of DV are viewed as 

different from violent offenders who perpetrate outside of their family (Fagan & 
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Wexler, 1987; Gover et al., 2007). The alternate view of DV perpetrators is 

hypothesised to be due to the attribution of the causes of DV. The belief that the cause 

of DV can be attributed to the power imbalance in intimate partnerships, patriarchal 

structures, and the attitudes of males towards women, differs to the perceived causes of 

criminal offending (Bouffard et al., 2008). As the causes of DV differ from the causes 

of criminal offending, it is circumstantially believed that perpetration within and outside 

the family is unlikely to co-occur. Additionally, as systems respond to perpetrators of 

DV in an alternate way to criminal offenders, this also perpetuates the idea that these 

offences are committed by diverse individuals (Bouffard & Zedaker, 2016). This 

hypothesis has been critiqued through numerous empirical studies that have shown that 

DV offenders often have a generalised criminal history (refer to Section 3.2 for an 

overview of the empirical research). It is imperative to understand the specialisation or 

generalisation of DV perpetrators, as the effectiveness of the response to these 

individuals relies on the targeting of the uniqueness, or opposingly, the general nature of 

their offending (Bouffard & Zedaker, 2016).  

A distinct area within the generality versus specificity literature that has run 

parallel to the above research focuses on whether DV perpetrators also perpetrate child 

maltreatment. Although these two types of perpetration within the family have been 

considered separate, growing research asserts that they are commonly intertwined 

(Bidarra et al., 2016). The leading supposition as to why these two types of perpetration 

are likely to co-occur is based on the belief that the risk factors for each are the same 

(Salzinger et al., 2002). Specifically, Rossman (1998), Barton and Baglio (1993) and 

Holden and Ritchie (1991) propose that both family adversity and family stress 

contribute to low family functioning, which then raises the risk for abusive behaviour 

against both the other parent and the offspring. Furthermore, it is hypothesised that an 

individual perpetrates against both their partner and offspring as this is their usual mode 
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of interpersonal control for their family members (Salzinger et al., 2002). Empirical 

research of the co-occurrence of DV perpetration and child maltreatment perpetration is 

presented in Section 3.3.  

The literature on the generality versus specificity of offending guided both the 

second and third study of this research thesis. The second study aimed to understand the 

experience that individuals involved with DV (as either a victim or perpetrator) have 

with criminal offending, and the third study aimed to understand the experience that 

individuals involved with DV (as either a victim or perpetrator) have with perpetrating 

child maltreatment. These two studies examined whether individuals involved with DV, 

child maltreatment, and criminal offending as perpetrators are likely to specialise in one 

type of violence or if they are likely to appear across systems.  

 

Provided in this chapter is a summary of the theories and frameworks that 

guided the construction and development of the studies within this thesis. Each of these 

frameworks and theories provided clarity around the co-occurrence of experiencing 

multiple forms of violence and deviance over one’s life-course. Included in the 

following chapter, Chapter Three, is a synopsis and evaluation of the current state of 

empirical research on the co-occurrence of DV (perpetration and victimisation) with 

both child maltreatment and criminal offending.  
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The research presented in this thesis aimed to understand the experiences that 

individuals involved with DV have with other forms of violence, specifically child 

maltreatment and criminal offending. The primary research questions of this thesis 

explored whether individuals involved with DV (as either a victim or perpetrator) also 

had experience with 1) child maltreatment victimisation, 2) criminal offending, 3) 

perpetrating child maltreatment, and 4) child maltreatment victimisation, criminal 

offending, and perpetrating child maltreatment.  

Therefore, included in this chapter is a critical review of the empirical research 

conducted on the different but interconnected types of violence and deviance within and 

outside of the family. First, previous research on the relationship between being the 

victim of child maltreatment and later involvement with DV (as either a victim or a 

perpetrator) is reviewed. Second, research on the co-occurrence of being involved with 

DV (as either a victim or a perpetrator) and criminal offending is explored. Third, 

research conducted on the overlap of being involved with DV (as either a victim or a 

perpetrator) and the perpetration of child maltreatment is discussed. Lastly, previous 

research on the cumulative disadvantage of individuals across DV, child maltreatment 

and criminal offending is explored.  

 

As a substantial number of children are victims of and/or exposed to DV, it is 

crucial to understand how these experiences influence adult perpetration or 

victimisation of DV (Richards, 2011). There is a wealth of literature to support the 

theory of the intergenerational transmission of violence. Specific to this research is the 

impact of child maltreatment victimisation on later DV perpetration and/or DV 

victimisation. Results from previous studies have indicated that children who 

experienced violence in the home may be more likely to exhibit attitudes that justify 



  35 

their use of violence and approve of the use of violence in the home (Edleson, 1999; 

Richards, 2011). 

A longitudinal survey study by Fang and Corso (2008) examined the impact of 

experiencing the different subtypes of child maltreatment (neglect, physical harm, and 

sexual harm) on future perpetration of IPV. The results found that for females, there was 

a direct effect of physical harm and neglect on IPV perpetration. For males, physical 

harm and neglect did not have a direct effect on IPV perpetration. However, they did 

have an indirect effect on IPV perpetration through the presence of youth violence 

perpetration. In comparison, a significant direct effect of sexual harm on IPV 

perpetration was found for males but not for females. A prospective longitudinal study 

by Millett et al. (2013) investigated the relationship between having a documented 

history of child maltreatment and having documented IPV perpetration. The results 

found that victims of child maltreatment, when compared to a control group, were more 

likely to have an incident of IPV perpetration. 

Research on the specific intergenerational transmission of DV has also been 

conducted. A 20-year longitudinal study conducted by Ehrensaft et al. (2003) examined 

the effect of parenting, exposure to DV as a child, maltreatment, adolescent disruptive 

behaviour disorders, and substance abuse disorders on the later victimisation or 

perpetration of DV. The results found that, for both genders, exposure to DV as a child 

was the strongest predictor of being the victim of partner violence and was the second-

highest predictor of being a perpetrator of partner violence, with conduct disorder being 

the strongest predictor. A meta-analysis conducted by Stith et al. (2000) concluded that 

the relationship between exposure to DV and future DV involvement is significant; 

however, the strength of this relationship was considered weak to moderate. It is 

important to note that the 39 studies included in this meta-analysis all used retrospective 

data.  
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A follow-up meta-analysis by Smith-Marek et al. (2015) included 124 studies 

that had examined the effect of witnessing DV and/or experiencing child abuse and 

adult DV. The study found a weak to moderate relationship between experiencing 

family violence in early life and future involvement with DV. Interestingly, this meta-

analysis found a stronger relationship between early experiences of family violence and 

future perpetration of family violence than between early experiences of family violence 

and future victimisation of family violence. Smith-Marek et al. (2015) attribute the 

weak to moderate relationship to the effect of other risk factors (such as involvement 

with aggressive peers and low involvement in school) and protective factors (such as 

social and emotional competence) that occur over an individual’s life-course as also 

contributing to involvement in family violence.  

A meta-analysis by Godbout et al. (2019) examined the effect that the different 

types of child maltreatment had on males’ later involvement with DV. The meta-

analysis found that all types of child maltreatment (sexual abuse, physical abuse, 

psychological abuse, neglect, and exposure to DV) were related to the victimisation and 

perpetration of DV, although the effect sizes were small. Physical abuse and being 

exposed to DV had the strongest effect on later physical DV involvement, whereas 

neglect had the smallest effect size. Utilising data from the Rochester Youth 

Development Study, Smith et al. (2011) investigated whether exposure to caregiver IPV 

during adolescence leads to increased involvement in IPV during adulthood. IPV in the 

youth and parent generations was assessed using the CTS. The CTS, as highlighted 

previously, has attracted controversy but is currently the most widely used instrument in 

the study of DV (Smith et al., 2011). After controlling for child physical abuse, race, 

parent education, family stability, and poverty, they found that being exposed to 

violence within the family during adolescence increases the risk of IPV as a victim, 

perpetrator, or both during adulthood.  
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Research examining gender differences in the intergenerational nature of 

violence within the family has received mixed results. In the meta-analysis by Smith-

Marek et al. (2015), the results showed a stronger relationship for males than females 

between experiencing violence within the family and later family violence perpetration. 

Conversely, there is a stronger relationship for females than males between 

experiencing violence within the family and later family violence victimisation. The 

authors highlight that the magnitude of these effect sizes is small and speculate that 

other factors may contribute to the gender differences, such as the disproportionate 

amount of violence and disparities in the types of violence experienced by each gender.  

Research by Forke et al. (2018) used cross-sectional survey data on 907 

undergraduate students to explore the impact of gender on the association of witnessing 

violence between parents and adolescent perpetration of partner violence. The results 

found that both the gender of the adult perpetrator and the child witness influenced 

violence in the adolescent relationship. Witnessing an adult male perpetrate partner 

violence was associated with higher perpetration for young males and a higher 

combination of perpetration and victimisation for young females. Witnessing the 

perpetration of partner violence by an adult woman (whether they were the sole 

perpetrator or in a mutually violent relationship) was significantly associated with a 

higher risk for the combined victimisation and perpetration for young males and 

females during adolescence.  

Research by Renner and Slack (2006) examined the impact of various forms of 

violence on women. The study found only weak support for maltreated females 

maltreating their children in later life. However, the study did find more robust support 

for the theory of learned helplessness, in which maltreated females, or females who 

were exposed to DV in childhood, were more likely to be a victim of DV in adulthood. 

It is essential to acknowledge that although most research supports the connection 
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between exposure to family violence in childhood and future involvement in family 

violence, most children who grow up exposed to violence will not be perpetrators or 

victims of violence as an adult (Tomison, 2000). As there is research to show that early 

experiences of violence within the family can lead to later perpetration or victimisation, 

it is important to examine this relationship further through prospective longitudinal 

research. Gender should also be incorporated in these examinations.  

 

Central to the second study of this thesis is the co-occurrence of DV and 

criminal offending. Presented in this section is the growing empirical research 

previously conducted on the generalist or specialist nature of DV perpetrators. 

Additionally, the co-occurrence of DV victimisation and criminal offending is also 

discussed.  

Over the past few decades, research has sought to determine whether the typical 

offender specialises in a specific crime or commits a range of crimes. More recently this 

attention has turned toward the specialisation of DV perpetrators with research focused 

on whether those who perpetrate DV are likely to commit other offences, violent or 

non-violent, against others outside their family (Bouffard & Zedaker, 2016; Moffitt et 

al., 2000; Piquero et al., 2006). An early study by Moffitt et al. (2000) utilised 

longitudinal data from the Dunedin Multidisciplinary Health and Human Development 

Study to study the experience and predictors of IPV. This study included a birth cohort 

of 1,037 New Zealand men and women through to the age of 21 and employed the CTS 

to interview the participants about their experience of IPV. The study found that having 

a history of physically aggressive delinquent behaviour before the age of 15 was the 

strongest risk factor associated with the future victimisation or perpetration of DV for 

both males and females. Further, individuals who had been a perpetrator of partner 

violence were likely to have a history of violent offending, as well as more general 
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offending. Similarly, research by Stewart (2000) identified 674 individuals who had 

been a respondent on a DVO. Of these 674 individuals, 62.5 per cent had a criminal 

history, highlighting the high likelihood of perpetrators of DV having a criminal history. 

This research also found that gender played a role in this overlap with male respondents 

being more likely than female respondents to have a criminal history. 

Findings from Feder and Dugan (2002) have also been used to argue against 

individuals specialising in DV. According to this study, approximately 30 to 52 per cent 

of the 404 DV perpetrators within their sample had previously been arrested for a 

felony, and approximately 94 to 100 per cent had been arrested for a misdemeanour. A 

study by Piquero et al. (2006) found that DV perpetrators were more likely than non-

DV perpetrators to commit multiple types of both violent and non-violent offences. 

Further, most DV perpetrators had a history of both violent and non-violent offending. 

Piquero et al. (2013) used longitudinal data to examine the overlap between offending 

trajectories, criminal violence, and IPV. The study found a high overlap between violent 

offending and IPV and that high-rate offending trajectories significantly increased the 

likelihood of violent offending and IPV. 

A study by Straus and Ramirez (2004) examined the impact of gender, the 

previous perpetration of property and violent crime, and the age of onset of offending 

on the perpetration of partner violence. Using self-report data from 653 university 

students, the authors found that a history of prior criminal activity was associated with 

an increased probability of perpetrating partner violence. Further, this study showed that 

offenders who were female, who had a history of violent offences and had an earlier age 

of onset were all more likely to appear as a perpetrator of partner violence than their 

counterparts. A Tasmanian study conducted by Boxall et al. (2015) examined the 

impact of the frequency of DV perpetration on generalist offending. This study divided 

DV perpetrators into four groups based on the frequency of their DV perpetration (first-
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time offenders, low-frequency offenders, medium-frequency offenders, or high-

frequency offenders). Statistically, high-frequency DV perpetrators were more likely 

than the other groups to have a higher frequency of criminal offending recorded by the 

police. Therefore, Boxall et al. (2015) conclude that frequent DV perpetrators are also 

frequent general offenders. 

With regards to the effect of gender on the specialisation or generalisation of DV 

perpetration, a study by Bouffard and Zedaker (2016) found that while female DV 

perpetrators demonstrate a greater degree of DV specialisation than male DV 

perpetrators, both genders were still likely to be generalist offenders. These results for 

gender were supported by Australian research by Coghlan and Millsteed (2017); they 

also found that female perpetrators of DV were less likely than male perpetrators to be 

generalist offenders. Regarding race, the same study found that Indigenous Australian 

perpetrators of DV were more likely than their non-Indigenous counterparts to be 

generalist offenders. According to the Australian Institute of Health and Welfare (2019), 

in 2017-18, approximately 20 per cent of offenders had at least one DV related offence 

over the same period. Therefore, there is research supporting not only that a high 

proportion of perpetrators of DV commit other types of offending but that offenders are 

also likely to perpetrate DV. 

On the opposite side of co-occurrence of DV and criminal offending is the 

growing research into DV victimisation and criminal offending. Although it is 

recognised that men can be a victim of DV most of the research into the criminal 

offending by victims of DV has focused on women. It is widely known that a large 

majority of women in prison have a history of abuse (emotional, physical, and/or 

sexual) and that often the perpetrators of this abuse have been their partner or spouse 

(Day et al., 2018). Although there is anecdotal evidence to support the relationship 

between DV victimisation and criminal offending, many scholars have hypothesised 
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that this link is mediated by several factors (Lorenz & Hayes, 2020). DV is a known 

risk factor for a range of adverse outcomes including, but not limited to, mental illness, 

substance abuse, and homelessness (Cafferky et al., 2018; Mayock et al., 2016; Pleace 

et al., 2008; Spencer et al., 2019). These adverse outcomes have also been associated 

with criminal offending, with research highlighting the close link between substance 

abuse, mental illness, and homelessness and women’s offending (Australian Institute of 

Health and Welfare, 2018; Lynch et al., 2014; Parker et al., 2018; Tye & Mullen, 2006). 

Therefore, it is hypothesised that the link between DV victimisation and criminal 

offending is mediated through these adverse effects. 

Although mostly cross-sectional, some research has been conducted on the DV 

victimisation history of women in prison. An early study by Browne et al. (1999) 

utilised data from the National Institute on Drug Abuse prospective study which 

examined the impact of DV on the drug use of 150 incarcerated women. The authors 

found that 75 per cent of women in the sample had experienced severe physical violence 

by an intimate partner during adulthood, with 60 per cent reporting being kicked, bitten, 

or hit with a fist, 57 per cent reporting being ‘beaten up’, 50 per cent reporting being hit 

with an object, 40 per cent being chocked, strangled, or smothered, and 35 per cent 

reporting marital rape. Similar findings were found by Green et al. (2005) who 

conducted interviews with 100 female inmates. From these interviews, the research 

found that 98 per cent of inmates had experienced at least one type of violence over 

their life-course and that 71 per cent of inmates had experienced violence perpetrated by 

their partner.  

Lynch et al. (2012) surveyed 102 incarcerated women to explore the nature of 

their DV experiences and mental health. Of the 102 women, 90 per cent reported 

experiencing physical or sexual violence from their partner in the preceding year before 

their incarceration. Specifically, 35 per cent reported forced intercourse by a partner, 54 
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per cent reported physical violence without a weapon, and 36 per cent reported physical 

violence with a weapon. More recently, Lynch et al. (2017) administered structured 

diagnostic interviews with 491 women in jail to gain insight into their lifetime mental 

health, substance use, victimisation, and conviction history. Results found that women 

in prison have been exposed to a wide range of violence throughout their lives. 

Specifically, 67 per cent had a history of partner violence. These women also reported 

that this type of violence repeatedly occurred, with 39 per cent experiencing at least four 

or more incidents of violence from a partner. 

Specific research examining the link between DV victimisation and 

imprisonment for Indigenous women has also found a high overlap between the two 

phenomena. According to Lawrie (2003), approximately 78 per cent of incarcerated 

Indigenous women had experienced some form of previous violent abuse, and 75 per 

cent had been the victim of DV. Although there is a relationship between being the 

victim of DV and an offender for Indigenous women, no study has examined how this 

relationship differs between Indigenous and non-Indigenous women. There is some 

empirical evidence, and a wealth of anecdotal evidence to support the relationship 

between DV victimisation and criminal offending, however little to no longitudinal 

research has examined this link. Similarly, there has been no examination on the impact 

of race, gender, type of offending, and timing on this relationship. Therefore, there is a 

need for a large-scale longitudinal exploration on the link between DV victimisation 

and criminal offending.  

 

As previously discussed, there is a wealth of research that supports the 

considerable overlap of child maltreatment and DV occurring within a family. Appel 

and Holden (1998) proposed five different patterns of how DV and child maltreatment 

may occur within the same family. These models are: (1) the single or sole perpetrator 
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model (one parent is responsible for the victimisation of the other parent and the 

victimisation of the child), (2) the sequential perpetrator model (one parent is 

responsible for the victimisation of the other parent and the victimised parent is 

responsible for the victimisation of the child), (3) the dual perpetrator model (one parent 

is responsible for the victimisation of the other parent and both parents are responsible 

for the victimisation of the child), (4) the marital violence model (both parents victimise 

each other and one or both of these parents also victimises the child), and (5) the family 

dysfunction model (each family member is responsible for victimisation and is 

victimised). Both research from Mahoney et al. (2003) and Slep and O’leary (2005) 

have empirically tested the prevalence of these models. Both studies found support for 

the marital violence model with almost half of the families involved in the studies 

having both parental figures engaging in DV and one or both parents victimising the 

child. Although there is support for this model being the most prevalent, there is a need 

to conduct more studies examining this relationship as both studies relied on small 

sample sizes (Jouriles et al., 2008). 

One phenomenon that highlights the overlap between the perpetration of DV and 

the perpetration of child maltreatment is childhood exposure to DV (Richards, 2011). 

The terms being present for or experiencing domestic violence, exposure to domestic 

violence, and witnessing domestic violence are interchangeable terms that refer to the 

involvement of a child during an incident of DV (Richards, 2011). Until recently the 

concept of exposure to DV was narrowly defined to only include a child observing a 

fight between their mother and a male adult where both verbal and physical abuse is 

present, resulting in the emotional traumatisation of the child. However, recent literature 

has expanded upon this narrow definition and has demonstrated that exposure to DV 

can involve a much broader range of incidents (Kaufman Kantor & Little, 2003).  
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Different jurisdictions have different classifications for exposure to DV. Some 

jurisdictions consider exposure to DV as a separate form of child maltreatment, whereas 

other jurisdictions classify exposure to DV as neglect, and others as a form of emotional 

abuse (Richards, 2011). It is important to note that the legislation in Queensland (the 

jurisdiction in which this research was conducted) does not explicitly mention exposure 

to DV as a type of child maltreatment and classifies harm of this nature as emotional 

harm. Although Queensland has no explicit legislation for exposure to DV, there are 

still policies and practices that occur across the state that address this issue (Department 

of Child Safety, Youth and Women, 2018c). 

Most of the research concerning the co-occurrence of DV and child 

maltreatment has focused on the overlap of children experiencing both child 

maltreatment and exposure to DV. There are methodological challenges in establishing 

the rate of exposure to DV and how often it co-occurs with other types of child 

maltreatment. The most prominent methodological challenge is that both child 

maltreatment and DV are heavily underreported, therefore, making it difficult to 

establish the actual rates at which these phenomena co-occur (Australian Institute of 

Family Studies, 2016; Phillips & Vandenbroek, 2014; Richards, 2011). Research has 

shown that children who live in households where DV is present are more likely to 

experience maltreatment, either through direct violence or as a result of a parent’s 

diminished capacity resulting in neglect (Broady & Gray, 2018; Campbell & 

Thompson, 2015; Horton et al., 2014).  

A UNICEF report estimated that between 133 million to 275 million children 

worldwide witnessed frequent DV per year (Pinheiro, 2006). An analysis of data from 

the Australian Capital Territory’s Family Violence Intervention Program revealed that 

in 2003-04 children were recorded as being present in 44 per cent of DV incidents (n = 

2,793) (Taylor, 2006). Finkelhor et al. (2015) utilised data from the National Survey of 
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Children’s Exposure to Violence, which consisted of phone interviews with 4,000 

children aged zero to 17 years, to determine the prevalence rate of being exposed to 

violence in childhood. The authors found that 8.4 per cent of participants had witnessed 

an assault between family members and that 5.8 per cent had witnessed a parent assault 

their partner in the past year. Additionally, for participants aged between 14 and 17, 32 

per cent had witnessed an assault between family members and 25 per cent had 

witnessed a parent assault their partner in their lifetime.  

More recently the Personal Safety Survey found that 50 per cent of the women 

who had experienced partner violence by a current partner since the age of 15 and had a 

child in their care reported that the child had witnessed the violence (Australian Bureau 

of Statistics, 2017). Of the women who had experienced partner violence by a previous 

partner since the age of 15 and had a child in their care, 68 per cent reported that the 

child had witnessed the violence. Further, approximately 60 per cent of men who had a 

child in their care when they experienced violence by a partner reported that the child 

had seen or heard the violence (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2017). A retrospective 

study by Dong et al. (2004) surveyed 8,629 adults on adverse childhood experiences, in 

which they found that individuals who had experienced DV within the home were more 

likely than individuals who had not experienced DV in the home to have experienced 

another form of child maltreatment (57.5% compared to 21.7%).  

Similar results were found by Hamby et al. (2010), who surveyed 4,549 

households over the phone about the victimisation experiences of youth aged 0-17 

years. Over one-third of the youth surveyed who had been exposed to DV had also 

experienced another form of maltreatment within the last year and over half of the youth 

surveyed who had been exposed to DV also experienced child maltreatment within their 

lifetime. The results from this study also found that exposure to DV was not only likely 

to co-occur with child maltreatment but was likely to co-occur with other forms of 
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victimisation. The National Survey of Child and Adolescent Well-Being surveyed 

caregivers who were investigated for child abuse and neglect about their mental health, 

physical violence from a partner, and substance use. Results from this survey found that 

just under half (44.8%) of the caregivers reported experiencing IPV during their lifetime 

(Hazen et al., 2004).  

A cross-sectional study by Hartley (2004) found that children in families that 

had frequent and severe DV had a higher chance of experiencing child maltreatment in 

comparison to families that had no or less frequent and less severe DV. Additionally, 

this study also found differences in the type of harm between families experiencing 

different levels of DV. For instance, children in families with frequent and severe DV 

were more likely to experience neglect (specifically lack of supervision) and were less 

likely to experience physical abuse. An Australian study by Bedi and Goddard (2007) 

estimated that the co-occurrence of children experiencing physical abuse and being 

exposed to DV was approximately 55 per cent and estimated that the co-occurrence of 

children experiencing sexual abuse and being exposed to DV was approximately 40 per 

cent. The authors argue that these estimations are likely to be an underrepresentation of 

the prevalence of co-occurrence. Administrative data from Queensland’s child 

protection system has shown that approximately half of the families where a child was 

subject to an investigation and assessment between July 2018 to June 2019 with a 

substantiated outcome also experienced two or more reported incidents of DV over this 

time, including physical assault, intimidation, threats, or harassment between parents or 

between one parent and another adult in the home (Department of Child Safety, Youth 

and Women, 2019).  

More specific research has been conducted on the perpetration of both DV and 

child maltreatment. To estimate the probability of a violent spouse perpetrating abuse 

against their child Ross (1996) sampled 3,363 parents who were interviewed for the 
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1985 National Family Violence Survey. This study found that marital abuse was 

predictive of physical child abuse, and the more frequent the marital abuse, the higher 

the likelihood of child abuse. Gender was found to have an impact on this relationship, 

with fathers perpetrating marital abuse being more likely than mothers perpetrating 

marital abuse also to perpetrate child abuse. Similar results were found by Dixon et al. 

(2007) who specifically examined the co-occurrence of DV and child maltreatment 

perpetration. This cross-sectional study examined psychological report information on 

164 parents collected by a forensic psychology consulting service between June 1996 

and June 2003. The study found that 40 per cent of parents who had an allegation of 

child maltreatment made against them perpetrated both DV (physical harm only) and 

child maltreatment within the same family. This study also examined the gender of the 

individual perpetrators and found that fathers were significantly more likely than 

mothers to perpetrate both forms of violence, with mothers being more likely than 

fathers to be the victim of DV. A difference was found between the type of harm 

committed between fathers and mothers with fathers committing the highest amount of 

physical and/or sexual harm and mothers committing the highest amount of neglect.  

Along with research on the overlap of DV perpetration and child maltreatment 

perpetration, additional research has investigated the overlap of DV victimisation and 

child maltreatment perpetration. Of interest in this research thesis, is the likelihood of a 

parent who is the victim of DV appearing as a perpetrator of child maltreatment. The 

overlap between being a victim of DV and the perpetration of child maltreatment is of 

interest due to the historical system response to mothers who are victims of DV. 

Traditionally, mothers are given the majority of the responsibility for the care of their 

children (Allan, 2004). Therefore, this has resulted in mothers being blamed for failing 

to protect their children from child maltreatment, of which they are not the main 

perpetrator. This blame placed on to mothers has extended to women victims of DV 
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being held responsible for the DV occurring within the family and for failing to protect 

their children from the violence of which they are also the victim (Gordon, 1988; 

Scourfield, 2001). ‘Failure to protect’ rhetoric has had two main implications on how 

the systems respond to families experiencing multiple forms of violence. First, if a 

mother is seen as failing to provide protection, they are less likely to receive adequate 

support, and the perpetrator’s violence is unlikely to be addressed, allowing for the 

violence to continue. Second, many mothers fear seeking assistance for DV 

victimisation as they believe child protection services will blame them for the harm 

caused to their child and that their child will be removed from their care (Douglas & 

Walsh, 2010).  

A proposed hypothesis for the high overlap between being the victim of DV and 

child maltreatment perpetration is that victims (typically mothers) may have a 

diminished capacity to care for their child or children due to the negative consequences 

of experiencing DV (Department of Child Safety, Youth and Women, 2018a). Known 

consequences of DV victimisation include: 

Shame and embarrassment, anxiety, depression and other emotional distress, 

suicide attempts, alcohol and drug abuse, eating disorders, sleep disturbances, 

reduced coping and problem solving skills, reduced decision-making skills, 

chronic disorganisation, loss of self-esteem and confidence, fear of starting new 

relationships, acute and/or chronic fear, learned helplessness, and loss of hope. 

(Department of Child Safety, Youth and Women, 2018a, p. 10) 

All these short- and long-term impacts of DV can impede a mother’s capacity to 

effectively parent their children (Department of Child Safety, Youth and Women, 

2018a). Further, it has also been suggested that mothers who are victims are also likely 

to perpetrate child maltreatment as they may ‘lash out’ towards their children due to 

frustration of their victimisation (Douglas & Walsh, 2010).  

Although there is a wealth of commentary around the complications of being a 

victim of DV while simultaneously being a perpetrator of child maltreatment, there is a 

lack of empirical research examining this overlap. One study by Juby et al. (2014) 
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utilised secondary data to explore the relationship between paternal perpetration of DV 

and maternal perpetration of child maltreatment. The results of the study supported the 

hypothesis that mothers who were the victim of DV were more likely to perpetrate child 

maltreatment (emotional and physical harm). However, the results also indicated that 

the relationship between DV victimisation and physical child maltreatment perpetration 

was mediated through familial structural disruption. As there is a degree of nuance in 

the overlap of being the victim of DV and the perpetrator of child maltreatment further 

research needs to explore the nature of the maltreatment perpetrated by victims of 

violence, with consideration of gender differences. 

 

As discussed earlier, there is an acknowledgement within DST, DLC, and 

cumulative disadvantage theories around the need to understand the entire life-course 

and that all experiences should be recognised (Kurlychek & Johnson, 2019; Lerner, 

2002; Loeber & Farrington, 2000). Cumulative disadvantage hypothesises that 

experiencing one type of violence is a risk factor for experiencing another form and that 

this accumulation of violence creates a snowball effect in which it further increases the 

risk of experiencing additional forms of violence (Kurlychek & Johnson, 2019). 

Additionally, DLC highlights the influence of risk factors on adverse life events (Loeber 

& Farrington, 2000). Previous research has demonstrated that the different types of 

violence have similar and highly correlated risk factors. For instance, low education, 

poverty, family conflict, childhood trauma, alcohol, and substance misuse are known 

risk factors of DV (perpetration and victimisation) (Flury & Nyberg, 2010; Fulu et al., 

2013), child maltreatment (perpetration and victimisation) (Sidebotham et al., 2006; 

Stith et al., 2009), and criminal offending (Derzon, 2010). As these forms of violence 

have similar risk factors, it is hypothesised that an individual involved in one form is 

likely to be involved in another due to the predisposition to adverse life events.  
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Child maltreatment literature has discussed the cumulative impact of 

experiencing multiple forms of victimisation during childhood. Two frameworks have 

been developed to better understand the cumulative and interconnected nature of 

victimisation: multi-type maltreatment (Higgins & McCabe, 1998) and poly-

victimisation (Finkelhor et al., 2005). Australian researchers Higgins and McCabe 

(1998) introduced the term ‘multi-type maltreatment’ to acknowledge that multiple 

types of maltreatment can co-occur during an event of child maltreatment or can co-

occur over one’s childhood. Further, experiencing different combinations of these harms 

can lead to variability in the outcomes for the child. A systematic review conducted by 

Higgins and McCabe (2001) identified 29 studies that measured the occurrence of more 

than one type of maltreatment. This systematic review found that most adults who 

experienced maltreatment in childhood experienced more than one type of harm, 

highlighting that the different harm types are likely to co-occur. This systematic review 

also found that adults who reported experiencing more than one type of maltreatment 

had significantly poorer outcomes for wellbeing than those who reported experiencing 

one type of maltreatment or no child maltreatment. A longitudinal study by Moylan et 

al. (2010) found that exposure to a single type of maltreatment as well as multiple types 

of maltreatment increased the likelihood of developing an internal or external behaviour 

problem.  

Finkelhor (1983) first acknowledged the need to consider the multiple forms of 

victimisation that can occur together when researching child maltreatment. The term 

‘poly-victimisation’ was introduced by Finkelhor et al. (2005) and acknowledges that 

not only can the different types of harm occur simultaneously but that they can also co-

occur with broader experiences of victimisation, such as exposure to violence or 

bullying. Prevalence rates for poly-victimisation vary substantially due to different 

definitions and sample populations. However, some studies estimate that approximately 
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22 per cent of children from the USA were subjected to four or more different 

experiences of victimisation in the year proceeding the studies (Finkelhor et al., 2006; 

Finkelhor et al., 2005). Studies that have examined the cumulative impact of poly-

victimisation on short-term trauma symptoms have found that experiencing four or 

more types of victimisation is highly predictive of trauma symptoms (Finkelhor et al., 

2006; Finkelhor et al., 2005). Therefore, research supports the hypothesis that 

experiencing multiple types of maltreatment and multiple types of victimisation can 

result in significantly worse outcomes for an individual. Therefore, research should 

continue to examine the cumulative disadvantage experienced by individuals and the 

cumulative impact of this experience. Although some researchers argue that it is 

important to consider each harm type separately to be able to examine the unique impact 

of each distinct subtype others disagree and argue that by examining them separately the 

high degree of overlap between them is ignored, and the impact of multi-type and poly-

victimisation are missed (Herrenkohl & Herrenkohl, 2009). There has been a growing 

movement to acknowledge the heterogeneous and complex nature of child maltreatment 

and to recognise the cumulative risk of experiencing multiple types of maltreatment 

over the life-course. Without research into the cumulative effects of experiencing 

multiple types of maltreatment and victimisation, it is not possible to understand an 

individual’s experience with maltreatment and the consequences of this maltreatment 

(Herrenkohl & Herrenkohl, 2009). 

Although there has been an examination of the likelihood of an individual 

involved with DV to also be involved in child maltreatment or criminal offending, there 

is a dearth of literature examining the co-occurrence of experiencing all three types of 

violence. Although research on the co-occurrence of DV, child maltreatment, and 

criminal offending is limited, some attempts have been made to understand the 

prevalence and interaction of these forms of violence. A recent study by Wagers et al. 
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(2020) explored the association between being exposed to DV and later IPV in young 

males who have been involved in the criminal justice system. The study found a high 

level of both the victimisation and perpetration of IPV of young males in the criminal 

justice system, with these individuals being more likely to be involved in IPV than to 

not be involved with IPV. Nearly three-quarters (73%) of the young males reported 

emotional IPV victimisation and 70 per cent reported emotional IPV perpetration. 

Additionally, 44 per cent reported being the victim of physical IPV, and 29 per cent 

reported being the perpetrator of physical IPV. The study found a strong relationship 

between IPV victimisation and perpetration. Further, an association was found between 

being exposed to IPV as a child or experiencing child maltreatment and both emotional 

and physical IPV as either a victim or perpetrator. However, this study was unable to 

demonstrate a greater association between exposure to IPV or child maltreatment and 

later involvement with IPV for young males involved in the criminal justice system than 

young males not involved in the criminal justice system.  

A study by Jones et al. (2018) examined the relationship between adverse 

childhood experiences and DV victimisation among incarcerated women. The study 

found that 64 per cent of the 355 women sampled had experiences of simple assault in 

their most recent intimate relationship. Similarly, they found that as a child, 58 per cent 

had experienced sexual harm, 57 per cent had experienced emotional harm, and 48 per 

cent experienced physical harm. Further, a link was found between adverse childhood 

experiences and later DV victimisation for incarcerated women. Similar results were 

found by Browne et al. (1999), which sampled 150 incarcerated women. The results 

found that 80 per cent of incarcerated women who experienced severe physical violence 

by a parental caretaker in childhood also reported experiencing severe physical violence 

by an intimate partner. In contrast, only 62 per cent of women who did not experience 

severe physical violence by a parental caretaker in childhood reported severe physical 
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violence by an intimate partner. Again, this highlights the accumulation of experiences 

of violence over one’s life course. However, no comparison of the experience of 

adverse childhood experiences and later DV victimisation by non-incarcerated females 

to incarcerated females has been made. Further research, specifically longitudinal, 

should be conducted on the accumulation of multiple types of violence. By 

understanding how multiple forms of victimisation and perpetration, both within and 

outside of the family, co-exist, more holistic and targeted interventions can be 

developed to better respond to multi-risk individuals. 

 

Highlighted in this chapter is the current empirical knowledge around the co-

occurrence of DV with other forms of violence, explicitly that of child maltreatment 

victimisation, criminal offending, and child maltreatment perpetration. There is a 

growing literature on the overlaps between the different types of violence; however, 

most of this research has only had the capacity to explore these links cross-sectionally 

and retrospectively. Additionally, most research has only had access to small 

populations and has only focused on the relationship between the two phenomena. 

Therefore, to further understand the complexity of violence within the family research 

should utilise longitudinal population-based data that allows cross-sector analysis. To 

understand the experience of individuals involved with DV and how they experience 

other forms of violence, the four studies of this research thesis utilised linked 

longitudinal population-based administrative data. Specifically, this data originated 

from the Queensland government departments responsible for responding to DV, child 

maltreatment, and criminal offending. Therefore, it is imperative to understand the 

context in which this data was recorded, including the government procedures and 

policies for responding to these forms of violence. The following chapter, Chapter Four, 



  54 

includes a discussion around the context in which the data utilised in this thesis was 

recorded.   
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The research carried out in this thesis used data from the state of Queensland, 

Australia. Provided in this section is an overview of the state of Queensland along with 

information about the specific Queensland government responses to DV, child 

maltreatment, and criminal offending. Following this is a detailed synopsis of the 

history and context of Indigenous Australian involvement with these government 

responses. Lastly, this section concludes with an introduction to the data repository used 

in this research, the Queensland Cross-sector Research Collaboration (QCRC), and a 

discussion of the strengths and limitations of using linked administrative data for this 

research.  

 

Located in the north-east of Australia, Queensland is the second largest and the 

third most populous state within the country. The state of Queensland covers 

approximately 1.73 million square kilometres and currently has a population of 

approximately five million people (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2020; Geoscience 

Australia, 2004). Each Australian state and territory government is responsible for the 

administration and operation of its own criminal justice system, civil justice system, and 

welfare system. Consequently, across Australia, there are differences in policies and 

practices (Australian Institute of Family Studies, 2018a; Parliament of Australia, 2020; 

The National Council to Reduce Violence against Women and their Children, 2009). 

The following sections outline the current Queensland response to DV, child 

maltreatment, and criminal offending, along with changes to these responses that may 

have influenced the collection and interpretation of the data.  

 

According to the Domestic and Family Violence Protection Act 2012 (Qld), DV 

is defined as a: 
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Behaviour by a person (the first person) towards another person (the second 

person) with whom the first person is in a relevant relationship that- (a) is 

physically or sexually abusive, or (b) is emotionally or psychologically abusive, 

or (c) is economically abusive, or (d) is threatening, or (e) is coercive; or (f) in 

any other way controls or dominates the second person and causes the second 

person to fear for the second person’s safety or wellbeing or that of someone else. 

(pp. 15-16) 

The same Act defines a relevant relationship as “(a) an intimate personal relationship; or 

(b) a family relationship; or (c) an informal care relationship” (p. 20). As previously 

mentioned, a DVO is the most common process for managing DV in Queensland. A 

DVO is a set of restrictions that must be obeyed by the respondent (the person who has 

been accused of committing DV). These restrictions are put in place to keep the 

aggrieved (the person who violence has been committed against) safe (Queensland 

Courts, 2017). These conditions can be tailored to the needs of the respective parties. 

They may include being of good behaviour toward the aggrieved person or any named 

person on the DVO, not committing violence towards the aggrieved person or any 

named person on the DVO, and not having possession of any weapons or a weapons 

licence. Other possible conditions include not contacting the aggrieved person or any 

named person on the DVO in any way (including by phone, SMS, or social media), and 

not approaching or coming within a certain distance of the aggrieved person or any 

named person on the DVO (Queensland Government, 2018). As DVOs are managed 

through the civil justice system, they do not appear on a respondent’s criminal history. 

However, if the act committed would typically be considered criminal (regardless of the 

victim), or if a DVO is breached, this then becomes a criminal offence, is dealt with 

through the criminal courts, and will appear on the respondent’s criminal history 

(Queensland Courts, 2017).  

Two acts have governed Queensland’s response to DV during the timeframe 

under examination in this thesis. The Domestic Violence (Family Protection) Act 1989 

(Qld) , was the first separate Queensland legislation focusing on the protection of 
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victims from DV. This Act stated that a DVO could continue for only two years unless 

the court was satisfied with the reason presented to extend the length of the order. 

According to this legislation, if an individual breached a DVO, the respondent could 

face a penalty of up to a year in prison. If an individual was found guilty of breaching a 

DVO three times within three years, they could face a penalty of up to two years in 

prison. Initially, this legislation only included individuals in a spousal relationship. The 

scope of the relationships that could be considered under the legislation was amended in 

2003 (before the timeframe of interest in this thesis) to encompass both spousal and 

non-spousal relationships (including same-sex relationships, intimate personal 

relationships, family relationships, or informal care relationships) (Domestic Violence 

Legislation Review Team, 2010).  

The Domestic Violence (Family Protection) Act 1989 (Qld) was superseded by 

the Domestic and Family Violence Protection Act 2012 (Qld), which remains the 

current governing Act for responding to DV and aims to provide safety and protection 

for people in relevant relationships who are victims of DV. In comparison to the 

Domestic Violence (Family Protection) Act 1989 (Qld), the Domestic and Family 

Violence Protection Act 2012 (Qld) was intended to specify a broader and more 

contemporary definition of DV, provide greater protections for aggrieved persons, and 

to increase penalties for respondents. This legislation states that in Queensland, DVOs 

are made for a minimum of five years (with some exceptions for a shorter order) and 

can be extended if necessary. If a DVO is breached, the respondent may face a penalty 

of up to three years in jail. If a second breach occurs the maximum jail time increase to 

five years (Queensland Government, 2018). This change in legislation may have 

impacted the data recording of DVOs as this legislation attempted to enhance the 

protection of victims and impose harsher penalties on respondents. More recently, 

additional amendments were made to the current legislation under the Domestic and 
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Family Violence Protection and Other Legislation Amendment Act 2016 (Qld) . This 

Amendment Act made a range of changes to the legislation such as police powers and 

data sharing across jurisdictions. However, these amendments occurred after the 

timeframe of interest in this thesis, and therefore have no impact on the studies of this 

thesis. For this reason, these amendments are not discussed further. 

 

Within the Australian context, child maltreatment refers to: 

Any non-accidental behaviour by parents, caregivers, other adults or older 

adolescents that is outside the norms of conduct and entails a substantial risk of 

causing physical or emotional harm to a child or young person These acts may be 

intentional or unintentional and can consist of acts of omission (e.g. neglect) or 

commission (e.g. abuse). (Australian Institute of Family Studies, 2018b, p. 1) 

Each Australian State and Territory has a separate and distinct statutory child protection 

system that is guided by unique legislation. Two Queensland legislations governed child 

protection during the time of data recording. The active legislation from 1965 to 1999 

was the Children’s Services Act 1965 (Qld) , which served as the governing legislation 

for both the child protection system and the youth justice system. The legislation which 

currently governs the child protection system is the Child Protection Act 1999 (Qld). 

This updated Act allowed the system to address the many gaps in the Children’s 

Services Act 1965 (Qld), such as a lack of acknowledgement of sexual and emotional 

harm. Additionally, the latter Act raised the upper age for which an individual could be 

considered a child from 16 to 17 years old and shifted the focus from specific acts or 

omissions to the idea of harm or risk of harm to a child. The Child Protection Act 1999 

(Qld) also allowed for a child who experienced a ‘non-maltreatment’ related harm from 

a parent (e.g. where a parent failed to protect their child from physical or sexual abuse 

by another) to be recorded as neglect or emotional harm.  

Section 10 of the Child Protection Act 1999 (Qld) defines a child in need of 

protection as “a child who (a) has suffered significant harm, is suffering significant 
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harm, or is at unacceptable risk of suffering significant harm; and (b) does not have a 

parent able and willing to protect the child from the harm” (p. 32). Section 9 of the 

Child Protection Act 1999 (Qld) defines what is meant by the term harm to a child as: 

Any detrimental effect of a significant nature on the child’s physical, 

psychological or emotional wellbeing. It is immaterial how the harm is caused. 

Harm can be caused by physical, psychological or emotional abuse or neglect; or 

sexual abuse or exploitation. Harm can be caused by a single act, omission or 

circumstance; or a series or combination of acts, omissions or circumstances. (pp. 

31-32)  

Within Queensland, the Department of Child Safety, Youth and Women is the 

department currently responsible for child protection. When a person suspects a child 

may have been harmed or is at risk of harm, a child safety report is made to the 

department. A child safety intake officer will then determine the best response to the 

situation. The decision of the child safety intake officer will depend on the safety of the 

child with respect to the family values, lifestyles, and culture of the family involved 

(Department of Child Safety, Youth and Women, 2020c). A child protection 

notification is made if the child protection report suggests that the child may have been 

harmed or is at risk of being harmed and does not have a parent who is willing and able 

to protect them from this harm. If a notification is recorded, a child safety officer 

investigates the report and makes an assessment (Department of Child Safety, Youth 

and Women, 2020c). According to the Department of Child Safety, Youth and Women 

(2020b) the purpose of an investigation and assessment is to: 

Investigate concerns received about harm and risk of harm, assess the child or 

young person’s immediate safety, assess whether the child or young person has 

been harmed or is likely to be harmed in the future, assess if the child or young 

person is in need of protection and determine whether ongoing intervention is 

required to meet the protection and care needs of the child or young person. (p. 1)  

This process includes conducting interviews with relevant parties such as the child, the 

family, and significant others such as the child’s school, doctor, or relatives 

(Department of Child Safety, Youth and Women, 2020b). If the child safety officer 

assesses that the child has suffered, is suffering, or is at an unacceptable risk of 
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suffering harm, the case will be recorded as substantiated harm or risk of harm. If the 

child protection report does not reach the threshold for a notification, a child concern 

report is recorded. A child concern report can be responded to by a child safety officer 

by either providing information and advice to the individual who reported the concern, 

referring the individual or family to another agency (such as a Family and Child 

Connect Service, an Intensive Family Support Service, or an Aboriginal and Torres 

Strait Islander Family Wellbeing Service), or providing relevant information to the 

police if there is the possibility of a criminal offence (Department of Child Safety, 

Youth and Women, 2020a). 

Throughout this thesis, the term ‘perpetrator of child maltreatment’ is used to 

define any individual who is found to be the source of harm to a child or an individual 

who failed to protect a child from harm. In the literature on child maltreatment, the term 

‘perpetrator of child maltreatment’ is often referred to as a maltreater or a person 

responsible for harm to a child. Although the term ‘perpetrator of child maltreatment’ is 

used throughout this thesis it is acknowledged that a substantial amount of maltreatment 

is categorised as acts of omission and not acts of commission and that a majority of 

events are based on a ‘risk of harm’, as opposed to actual harm (Australian Institute of 

Family Studies, 2018b). 

Notable changes have occurred within the policies and practices of child 

maltreatment during the time of interest for this thesis. A Commission of Inquiry into 

the abuse of children in Queensland institutions was established in 1998. This 

Commission was responsible for releasing the ‘Forde Inquiry’ report in 1999, which 

highlighted the experiences of children who were the victims of maltreatment while in 

residential care facilities (Forde, 1999). The Forde Inquiry also directed attention to the 

over-representation of Indigenous Australian children within both the child protection 

system and residential care facilities. Additionally, this report provided a range of 
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recommendations aimed to improve the child protection system along with residential 

care facilities to reduce incidents of maltreatment (Forde, 1999). As this inquiry 

received considerable attention, it is assumed that this resulted in heightened public 

awareness, recognition, and reporting of child maltreatment leading to an increase in 

child safety notifications and substantiations. 

Additionally, in 2010, Queensland passed the Child Protection and Other Acts 

Amendment Bill 2010 (Qld) which aimed to enhance the response of non-government 

services to enable them to intervene earlier and more effectively with families who were 

at risk. This included developing and strengthening alternate referral pathways to ensure 

children have the necessary resources and opportunities to remain in a stable and 

functioning family instead of entering the child protection system. The amendment also 

extended the definition of harm to encompass the cumulative result of experiencing 

numerous incidents of abuse or neglect, made changes to the operation of court orders, 

and amended the decision making processes to help promote children’s safety and well-

being (Department of Child Safety, Youth and Women, 2018b). These changes, along 

with others, are proposed to have influenced the data collection throughout the time of 

interest. Therefore, the interpretation of analysis conducted on these data must be 

cognizant of the changes to policy and practice. 

 

The overarching legislation in Queensland that governs criminal justice is the 

Criminal Code Act 1899 (Qld). Historically, youth justice took a welfare approach with 

its response and was governed by the Children’s Services Act 1965 (Qld). This Act was 

designed to “to promote and protect the wellbeing of the children and youth of the State 

through a comprehensive and coordinated program of child and family welfare” (p. 7). 

The Children’s Services Act 1965 (Qld) was superseded by the Youth Justice Act 1992 

(Qld) , which shifted the government’s response to youth justice from a welfare 
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response to a justice response. Significant amendments to this current legislation 

occurred in 2002 with the implementation of the Juvenile Justice Amendment Act 2002 

(Qld) . Specifically, this Amendment Act encouraged the use of diversionary options by 

the police and courts, such as cautioning and conferencing. Therefore, this shift to 

diversionary options would have reduced the number of youths appearing within the 

youth courts. A more recent amendment from the Youth Justice and Other Legislation 

(Inclusion of 17-year-old Persons) Amendment Act 2016 (Qld) increased the age limit 

of being considered a ‘youth’ within the justice system from 16 to 17 years of age. 

These more recent changes were outside of the timeframe of this study and therefore, 

would not influence the results of this research.  

 

 Although there has been a historical separation of the responses to the different 

types of violence within the family, it is important to acknowledge the current and 

developing multi-systemic responses to families and individuals appearing across 

different systems. As the collaboration between DV and child maltreatment responses is 

relatively new, there is a lack of high-quality research evaluating the effectiveness of 

these programs (Statham, 2011; Valentine et al., 2007; White et al., 2010). However, 

the available limited research suggests that there is a range of benefits for a multi-

system approach to families in need. Macvean et al. (2018) suggests that “interagency 

working may improve service accessibility and efficiency, reduce waiting times for 

families, and impact positively on workers’ understanding of clients and job 

satisfaction” (p. 149). An international literature review by Macvean et al. (2015) 

identified 24 collaborative models that have some degree of involvement with child 

protection and DV. Nine of these 24 models focused on DV services, 10 focused on 

child protection, and five focused on family law. However, the evaluation designs of 
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these models were not rigorous enough to be able to determine the effectiveness of the 

models. As summarised by Macvean et al. (2015): 

While it seems logical that working together towards similar goals for families 

would help improve processes that reduce fragmentation, gaps, overlap and 

redundancies in service provision, there is currently insufficient evidence to 

suggest that these changes improve outcomes for children and families. (p. 6) 

The leading framework informing the collaboration between DV and child maltreatment 

is the Safe and Together Model, which aims to correct the past limitations of the child 

protection system by using the perpetrator pattern-based definition of domestic and 

family violence (Humphreys & Healey, 2017; Mandel, 2013). This model allows the 

system to identify how the perpetrator is causing harm or the risk of harm to a child. 

Further, this model holds fathers to the same standard of parenting as expected of 

mothers (Mandel, 2013). As previously discussed, central to this model are three 

fundamental principles: “1) keeping the child ‘safe and together’ with the non-offending 

parent, 2) partnering with the non-offending parent as the default position and 3) 

intervening with the perpetrator to reduce the risk of harm to child” (Mandel, 2013, p. 

9). The Safe and Together model aims to hold the perpetrator responsible and removes 

any potential for ‘mother blaming’ by defining DV as a parenting choice by the 

perpetrator (Mandel, 2013).  

The Australian PAThways and Research In Collaborative Inter-Agency practice 

(The PATRICIA Project) was a research project that occurred across five Australian 

states focusing on the collaboration between the specialist community-based domestic 

and family violence support services for women and their children with statutory child 

protection organisations (Humphreys & Healey, 2017). The PATRICIA Project used the 

Safe and Together model to inform the training and coaching of statutory and non-

statutory agencies. This umbrella project comprised of five different research 

components that each had their own methodology and operated within different states in 

Australia (Humphreys & Healey, 2017).  
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Specific to Queensland is the Gold Coast Domestic Violence Prevention 

Intervention Response. This response comprises of 13 agencies operating on the Gold 

Coast in Queensland. It aims to provide a coordinated approach to women and children 

experiencing domestic and family violence with the addition of intervening with men 

who perpetrate this type of violence (Humphreys & Healey, 2017). This multi-systemic 

response involved a multitude of services including DV, justice, legal, health, housing 

services, and child safety working together to manage risk, increase safety and 

accountability, promote cultural change, and improve responses and outcomes for 

families. Thirty semi-structured interviews were conducted to gain an understanding of 

the experiences and perspectives of professionals working within this response. All 

participants agreed that having an integrated response among systems made a 

significant difference in the risk management and the safety of women and children 

(Humphreys & Healey, 2017).  

Another Queensland-focused approach to holistically intervening with families 

experiencing DV and child maltreatment, guided by the Safe and Together Model, was 

the Walking with Dads (WWD) program. This program was developed in 2017 and 

aimed to: 

Intervene with fathers to achieve safety, wellbeing and belonging for families and 

children, promote a domestic and family violence informed approach to child 

protection practice, improve the inclusion and quality of work with fathers in child 

protection work in general and meet the needs of Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait 

Islander children and families. (Meyer et al., 2019, p. 7) 

Although methodologically limited, an evaluation of the WWD program surveyed and 

interviewed: Child Safety staff, partner agencies, community members, and parents. All 

groups surveyed identified WWD as a positive shift in the way services respond to child 

maltreatment. Specifically, a noticeable shift occurred from mother-blaming towards 

engaging with and holding fathers accountable (Meyer et al., 2019). Although there has 

been a growing number of programs facilitating the collaboration between systems and 
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many proposed benefits of these programs, cross-system collaboration remains in its 

infancy, and the evidence base of its effectiveness is at an early stage (Macvean et al., 

2015; Statham, 2011; Valentine et al., 2007; White et al., 2010). The development and 

implementation of these programs occurred outside of the timeframe under examination 

in this thesis. Therefore, the results presented in this thesis are unable to explore the 

effectiveness of these programs; however, the recommendations of this thesis 

acknowledge their impact on violence within the family.  

 

Previous national and international research has highlighted the significant over-

representation of racial minorities within the civil justice, criminal justice, and welfare 

systems. In Australia, a primary point of concern is the significant over-representation 

of Australia’s First Nations People (Indigenous Australians). In Queensland, two groups 

of people identify as Indigenous Australians, Aboriginal Australians (3.0% of the 

Queensland population) and Torres Strait Islanders (0.4% of the Queensland 

population). A further 0.3 per cent of the Queensland population identify as both an 

Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander (Queensland Government Statistician’s Office, 

2017).  

As highlighted by DST and DLC, violence (within or outside of the family) 

needs to be examined and understood within the broader context of an individual’s life, 

including race (Farrington & Loeber, 2013; Lerner, 2002). There is a wealth of research 

that establishes the link between the historical trauma experienced by Indigenous 

Australians and the higher rates of DV, criminal offending, and child maltreatment 

within these communities (Memmott et al., 2001). Australia’s history includes the 

colonisation and dispossession of Indigenous land, a history of forced child removal, 

racism, and discrimination (Wilkie, 1997). According to Robertson (2000), Indigenous 

Australians have suffered “profound violations in their childhood” (p. 31). One major 



  66 

component of this history of trauma is the mass removal of children from Indigenous 

families. It has been stated that the prolonged separation of these children from their 

mothers and families at such an early and developmentally important stage of life has 

resulted in numerous adverse effects (Cunneen, 1999). These effects include but are not 

limited to premature death, suicide, depression, inappropriate choices in partners, 

difficulties in parenting, antisocial activity, and violence (Human Rights and Equal 

Opportunity Commission, 1993). This traumatic history has had intergenerational 

effects on Australia’s Indigenous people resulting in the current disproportionate 

suffering of Indigenous people through:  

Poverty; unemployment; substandard or inadequate housing; limited access to 

societal resources and services; loss of identity and self-esteem; abusive styles of 

conflict resolution; sexual jealousy; imbalance and inequity within male and 

female roles, responsibilities, status and contribution to family life; neglect of 

family responsibilities; lack of respect within families; emotionally damaged 

family members; neglect or abuse of children; suicide; and alcohol abuse. (Stanley 

et al., 2002, p. 18) 

It is believed that the high level of violent and dysfunctional behaviour seen within 

Indigenous communities is the result of the unresolved grief related to the extensive 

trauma that has occurred over multiple generations (Robertson, 2000).  

The history of violent dispossession of land, the stolen generation, and the 

cultural erasure of Australia’s Indigenous people, has led to increased rates of social, 

economic, physical, psychological, and emotional issues within these communities. The 

high volume of violence (including family violence) in Indigenous communities has 

been attributed to these issues (Cripps et al., 2009). Robertson (2000) proposes that 

many Indigenous Australians are suffering from post-traumatic stress disorder due to 

the suppression and denial of their feelings of stress and despair. Research within 

Australia has found similar results to other colonised societies, in that the collapse of 

traditional Indigenous institutions and roles, along with generational trauma, has 

resulted in the current high levels of destructive behaviours seen amongst Indigenous 
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Australians, including violence within the family, excessive alcohol consumption, and 

self-harm (Higgins & Davis, 2016).  

Additionally, Indigenous Australians are more likely than their non-Indigenous 

Australian counterparts to live in remote and regional communities. According to the 

Australian Bureau of Statistics (2018), only two per cent of non-Indigenous Australians 

live in a remote or very remote area, and a further 26 per cent live in a regional area. In 

contrast, approximately 20 per cent of Indigenous Australians resided in a remote or 

very remote area, and 44 per cent reside in a regional area. The over-representation of 

Indigenous Australians in regional and remote areas is of importance as previous 

research has highlighted the disproportionate rate of family violence in these areas 

(Lonne et al., 1997; Mishra et al., 2014). The higher rates of DV in regional and remote 

communities have been attributed to the geographical and social structures and the 

difference in social values and norms of these areas (Campo & Tayton, 2015). The 

remoteness of these communities restricts the services available to respond to these 

types of violence, as well as the opportunity for individuals to seek help. Further, 

culturally appropriate DV services for Indigenous women are limited in remote and 

regional areas compared to urban settings due to fewer service providers (Campo & 

Tayton, 2015).  

Along with the historical trauma of Indigenous Australians and the remoteness 

of these communities, the over-representation of Indigenous Australians within these 

systems has also been attributed to the over-active and often biased responses by 

agencies to Indigenous family violence and offending (Harnett & Featherstone, 2020; 

McGrath, 2016). The high level of intervention by the child protection system has been 

considered the result of a failure by the current system to understand the different 

cultural approach to child-rearing and family relationships, along with not accounting 

for the complex and diverse needs and risks of Indigenous families (Harnett & 
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Featherstone, 2020). Some scholars argue that Indigenous Australians face differential 

treatment throughout the criminal justice systems and are therefore more likely than 

non-Indigenous Australians to be sentenced to imprisonment due to a bias, whether 

conscious or unconscious, of the system (McGrath, 2016). Therefore, this bias increases 

Indigenous over-representation via unfair policing and sentencing that is harsher on 

Indigenous Australians.  

Although Indigenous Australians are affected by overactive system responses, 

there is an additional issue around the under-reporting of violence in these communities 

due to the high levels of mistrust of the agencies responsible for intervention. The long-

standing history of mistreatment by government services against Indigenous 

communities has resulted in heightened avoidance of official services (Willis, 2011). 

Many Indigenous Australians mistrust the criminal justice and welfare system due to the 

long history of biased policing, biased regimes, and the removal of their children. 

Therefore, those within these communities are unlikely to seek help from these agencies 

or services out of fear of harsh or unnecessary intervention (Willis, 2011). Thus, there is 

a hypothesised underreporting of violence (especially family violence) within 

Indigenous communities. As there is a known connection between the intergenerational 

trauma experienced by Indigenous Australians and an over-active response by the civil 

justice, criminal justice, and welfare system, research must acknowledge the impact of 

race on the co-occurrence of system contacts.  

In regards to DV, in Australia, Indigenous women are twice as likely than non-

Indigenous women to experience physical abuse from their intimate partner. They are 

also 34 times more likely to be hospitalised due to family violence than non-Indigenous 

women (Department of Social Services, 2016). This gap widens when looking at 

Indigenous women who reside in remote and regional areas. These women experience 

rates of family violence up to 45 times higher than other Australian women (Department 
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of Social Services, 2016). Additionally, Indigenous Australians are over-represented in 

the civil justice system as respondents on a DVO, with approximately 20 per cent of 

male respondents in Queensland during 2013-14 being Indigenous (Douglas & 

Fitzgerald, 2018), despite Indigenous Australians representing only 4.6 per cent of the 

population in Queensland (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2019).  

Indigenous Australians are also over-represented in the child protection system 

and out of home care services. According to the Australian Institute of Health and 

Welfare (2020a) between July 2018 and June 2019, Indigenous children were six times 

more likely to be the subject of a substantiated claim of child harm. As the rates of 

experiencing DV are higher for Indigenous Australians, it is expected that Indigenous 

children will be likely to have higher rates of exposure to DV (Campo, 2015). Research 

on the prevalence of witnessing DV has found that Indigenous children were 

significantly more likely than all child respondents (42% vs 23%) to have witnessed 

physical violence against a mother or stepmother (Flood & Fergus, 2009). According to 

a nationwide survey conducted by Cripps et al. (2009), one in four Indigenous women 

who experienced violence was living with a dependent child under the age of six at the 

time. 

The over-representation of Indigenous Australians in the criminal justice system 

is a significant policy issue for Australia, as Indigenous Australians are the most 

incarcerated people in the world (Anthony, 2017). In 1991 the Royal Commission into 

Aboriginal Deaths in Custody (Royal Commission) brought the over-representation of 

Indigenous people to the forefront of public attention (Johnstone, 1991). The Royal 

Commission concluded that the high levels of Indigenous deaths in custody were due to 

the overall over-representation of Indigenous people in both the prisons and police 

custody (Johnstone, 1991). Within the Royal Commission were numerous 

recommendations for reducing the over-representation of Indigenous people in custody 
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that guided the policies and practices that responded to this issue. The recommendations 

were focused on both extra-legal factors, such as Indigenous disadvantage, as well as 

the bias in the courts or by police against Indigenous individuals at all levels of the 

justice system (Johnstone, 1991). Unfortunately, in the three decades since the Royal 

Commission, there has been no improvement in the over-representation of Indigenous 

people in the Australian criminal justice system (Weatherburn & Holmes, 2010).  

Currently, Indigenous males and females are highly over-represented in both the 

youth and adult custodial system. Indigenous men and women represent approximately 

three per cent of the total Australian population, but 23 per cent of the adult prison 

population (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2018; Steering Committee for the Review 

of Government Service Provision, 2020). An Indigenous Australian is approximately 15 

times more likely to be incarcerated than a non-Indigenous Australian (Steering 

Committee for the Review of Government Service Provision, 2020). Further, the over-

representation of Indigenous people is higher in youth detention (Allard, 2010). In 2019 

Indigenous youths were detained at a rate of 31 per 10,000 compared to 1.5 non-

Indigenous young people per 10,000, with over half (53%) of the youths in detention 

centres being Indigenous (Australian Institute of Health and Welfare, 2020b). The over-

representation of Indigenous Australians occurs not only in the custodial system but in 

every level of the criminal justice system. A Queensland cohort study by Stewart et al. 

(2015) showed that by the age of 19 over half (57.3%) of all Indigenous people have 

had some contact with the criminal justice system compared to 20.9 per cent of all non-

Indigenous people. As Indigenous Australians are seen to have a disproportionate rate 

of DV, child maltreatment, and criminal offending, research regarding the overlap of 

these types of violence must also examine race and its impact on this co-occurrence.  
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This thesis utilised linked population-based administrative data, from the 

Queensland Cross-sector Research Collaboration (QCRC)7 data repository. The QCRC 

is a research collaboration between Griffith University researchers and six Queensland 

Government departments. The QCRC centred upon the development of a data 

repository containing multi-sector, population-based, longitudinal, linked administrative 

data on all individuals born in the years 1983, 1984, and 1990. Within the QCRC data 

repository are 269,748 distinct individuals who have had a relevant contact with one of 

the six Queensland Government departments (refer to Figure 4.1). This thesis utilises 

data from two Queensland government departments: The Department of Justice and 

Attorney General and the Department of Child Safety, Youth and Women. Data from 

the Department of Justice and Attorney General includes information regarding 

registered birth certificates, registered death certificates, adult court contacts, and DVOs 

(as an aggrieved person or a respondent). Data from the Department of Child Safety, 

Youth and Women, includes information regarding youth court contacts8 and contacts 

with the child protection system (as a victim or a person responsible). 

 
7 Previously known as the Queensland Linkage Project.  
8 During production of this thesis the Department of Youth Justice has assumed custodial responsibility 

for youth court data.  
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The Queensland Government Statistician’s Office linked the cohort within the 

QCRC data repository. As there were no unique numeric identifiers for individuals 

across the datasets, probabilistic record linking was used to identify unique individuals. 

Probabilistic record linkage is a process that allows linkage between datasets to occur 

when an accurate or complete unique person-based identifier does not exist (Australian 

Institute of Health and Welfare, 2012). Personal identifying information such as names, 

date of birth, and gender can be used to calculate the odds the two records belong 

together. If the odds are high enough to reach the threshold, these records are associated 

with the same individual. For additional details on the data linkage, refer to Allard et al. 

(2020). Once the Queensland Government Statistician’s Office finalised probabilistic 

record linking, the data was de-identified and transferred to Griffith University’s Social 

Analytics Lab (SAL) which is a custom-built, secure research facility housed at Griffith 

University to store, manage, and analyse sensitive administrative data for research and 

teaching. SAL is underpinned by industry-standard security protocols that enable the 

safe storage of individual-level data. 

The data were released to Griffith University under the original Data Transfer 

and Use Agreement between Griffith University and the State of Queensland acting 

through Queensland Treasury and Trade (The Office of the Government Statistician). 

These data were extracted, linked, and released to Griffith for the Australian Research 

Council (ARC) Linkage Project LP100200469 - Understanding the relationship 

between mental illness and offending: Implications for crime prevention and the 

management of mentally ill offenders. Ethical approval for the four studies of this thesis 

was approved by Griffith University’s Human Research Ethics Committee (GU Ref No: 

2017/998). Before data analysis could commence, approval to conduct the research 

presented in this thesis was sought from the Department of Child Safety, Youth and 

Women and the Department of Justice and Attorney General. Additional approval was 
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also sought from the Queensland Registry of Births, Deaths and Marriages (QRBDM) 

to access the data relating to birth and death certificates9. Access to all necessary data 

was approved by both the Department of Child Safety, Youth and Women and the 

Department of Justice and Attorney General, so long as the research adheres to their 

conditions of research. 

 

As noted above, all four studies of this thesis rely on linked population-based 

administrative data. Administrative data refers to data that result from day-to-day 

operations of administrative systems, typically government agencies. These data are not 

collected for research but can provide substantial research value, particularly if linked to 

other datasets (Elias, 2014). Linked administrative data represents the merging of two or 

more population-based datasets at the individual-level through distinctive and 

anonymised identifiers. These linked administrative datasets allow for comparatively 

inexpensive longitudinal academic research on a very large sample (Jutte et al., 2011).  

Record linking has been recognised as an efficient, economical, and protective 

of privacy approach to research (Roos et al., 2008). There are numerous advantages and 

disadvantages associated with the use of linked administrative data for research. One of 

the main benefits of linked population-based data is that it provides a cost-effective 

method of longitudinal research. There is a significant cost reduction through the 

utilisation of previously collected individual-level data in comparison to traditional 

longitudinal studies in which researchers collect the data themselves. Through the 

combination of information from a variety of sources, linked administrative data allows 

for a range of unique studies on a large population for a fraction of the cost (Brownell & 

 
9 The Queensland Registry of Births, Deaths and Marriages operates within the Department of Justice and 

Attorney General. 
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Jutte, 2013). Therefore, the use of administrative data can provide a low-cost method of 

conducting longitudinal research.  

An additional benefit of using linked administrative data for longitudinal 

research is that these data are not limited by loss-to-follow up, unlike traditional 

longitudinal research. Loss-to-follow up occurs when participants of a traditional 

longitudinal study are no longer willing or able to partake during a later stage of the 

study, resulting in missing and incomplete data (Ferreira & Patino, 2019). Although 

traditional longitudinal studies often attain follow-up rates of around 80-90 per cent, it 

is often the most transient and most vulnerable individuals that are the least likely to be 

followed up (Stewart et al., 2015). It is essential to ensure research is conducted on 

these transient and vulnerable cohort members as they are often the most valuable in 

understanding the long-term influence of system contacts (Stewart et al., 2015). This 

limitation is mitigated by using administrative data as the individuals within the study 

are not required to actively participate in follow-up stages as the data relies on their 

contact with administrative systems.  

Furthermore, traditional longitudinal studies can be influenced through 

numerous types of bias such as selection bias, biases of social desirability, and recall 

bias. As longitudinal studies that rely on administrative data are the result of day-to-day 

operations of administrative systems, they are not subject to the same biases as 

traditional studies (Brownell & Jutte, 2013). Therefore, studies of this nature provide a 

reliable way of acquiring individual-level information relating to sensitive issues that 

are free from the common measurement errors found due to biases (Brownell & Jutte, 

2013).  

Another benefit of administrative data is that it can account for an entire 

population, using pre-existing systems to collect large-scale data. As it allows for the 

inclusion of an entire population, it encapsulates all individuals regardless of both race 
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and gender. This is beneficial as traditional longitudinal studies commonly lack 

information regarding females and the sample sizes are often too small to examine the 

influence of race (Stewart et al., 2015). Research utilising administrative data can 

appropriately research minority groups who are often excluded in traditional 

longitudinal studies. This is important as both race and gender, and the intersectionality 

between both, have been found to have a great impact on the developmental outcomes 

of individuals (Kruttschnitt, 2013) 

Although there are ample advantages of administrative data, there are also some 

disadvantages. One important limitation of administrative data is that these data are not 

collected for research and are collected purely for the day-to-day operations of 

administrative systems, which often results in non-collection of research relevant 

information (Elias, 2014). An example of this is the lack of information at an 

individual-level regarding social-economic status. Information on income, wealth, 

employment, or educational level are typically not recorded at the population level 

(Jutte et al., 2011). This is a limitation of administrative data as there is a wealth of 

research supporting the impact of social-economic status on a variety of outcomes, 

especially regarding research in health and social science (Jutte et al., 2011). Similarly, 

information regarding social supports, relationship status, and household information 

are also not collected at a population level. Again, these variables have been shown to 

have a substantial effect on both health and well-being (Jutte et al., 2011). The lack of 

these variables within population-based datasets limits researchers’ ability to provide a 

holistic look at an individual’s circumstances, therefore, it is acknowledged that 

administrative data cannot account for all variables of interest.  

As administrative data are only collected on individuals who have contact with 

the specific administrative system, it fails to account for individuals who do not 

encounter this system. This is of importance to note as not every individual who 
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requires the services provided by an administrative system will seek or be reported to 

these services (Brownell & Jutte, 2013). This is particularly relevant to this research 

because of the hidden nature of both DV and child maltreatment (Department of 

Communities, Child Safety and Disability Services, 2012; Mitchell, 2011). Therefore, 

data collected by administrative services only provide a conservative measure of the 

specific type of contact being measured. Lastly, migration, both in and out of the 

population the administrative data is collected in, is a limitation for longitudinal 

administrative data. Although longitudinal administrative data are more likely to be free 

from loss-to-follow-up, data collections are restricted by organisational and 

jurisdictional boundaries (Stewart et al., 2015). Australian states and territories have 

jurisdictional responsibilities for the delivery of most social programs, including civil 

justice, criminal justice and child protection. Therefore, the administrative data systems 

collect information on individuals who have contact with the State (Stewart et al., 

2015). Migration out of the state is, therefore, a limitation of this type of research as 

researchers are unable to account for contact individuals have with service systems 

outside of the jurisdiction in which the data are collected. Although there are limitations 

of administrative data, it is believed that the benefits of the use of this data outweigh 

these limitations. The utilisation of linked population-based administrative data allows 

for the large-scale examination of the contact individuals have with multiple service 

systems over their life-course.  

 

As there is a significant lack of longitudinal empirical research into the co-

occurrence of DV with child maltreatment and criminal offending, this research aimed 

to fill this gap by examining how individuals who are involved with DV also experience 

other forms of violence. To achieve this aim, four unique but interrelated studies 
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examined the overlap of being either a victim or a perpetrator of DV and involvement 

with other systems.  

 

To gain an understanding of the intergenerational nature of experiencing family 

violence, Study One aimed to understand the experience of those who have been 

involved with DV (as either a victim or perpetrator) with child maltreatment 

victimisation. Seven research questions were developed to examine the nature of this 

overlap: 

Research Question 1a: Who are the victims of child maltreatment? 

Research Question 1b: Are domestic violence perpetrators more likely than non-

perpetrators to be a victim of child maltreatment? 

Research Question 1c: Are domestic violence victims more likely than non-

victims to be a victim of child maltreatment? 

Research Question 1d: For child maltreatment victims, is there a difference in 

the maltreatment experienced between those who do and do not perpetrate domestic 

violence? 

Research Question 1e: For child maltreatment victims, is there a difference in 

the nature of the maltreatment experienced between those who are and are not victims 

of domestic violence? 

Research Question 1f: For domestic violence perpetrators, is there a difference 

in the nature of the domestic violence perpetrated between victims and non-victims of 

child maltreatment? 
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Research Question 1g: For domestic violence victims, is there a difference in the 

nature of the domestic violence experienced between victims and non-victims of child 

maltreatment? 

 

 The second study of this research thesis aimed to understand the experiences 

that those involved with DV (as either a victim or perpetrator) have with criminal 

offending. Seven research questions were developed to understand the nature of this co-

occurrence: 

Research Question 2a: Who appears in the courts (youth and adult) for criminal 

offending?  

Research Question 2b: Are domestic violence perpetrators more likely than non-

perpetrators to offend?  

Research Question 2c: Are domestic violence victims more likely than non-

victims to offend?  

Research Question 2d: For those who offend, is there a difference in the nature 

of the criminal offending between perpetrators and non-perpetrators of domestic 

violence? 

Research Question 2e: For those who offend, is there a difference in the nature 

of the criminal offending between victims and non-victims of domestic violence? 

Research Question 2f: For domestic violence perpetrators, is there a difference 

in the nature of the domestic violence perpetrated between offenders and non-offenders? 

Research Question 2g: For domestic violence victims, is there a difference in the 

nature of the domestic violence experienced between offenders and non-offenders? 
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Study Three of this research thesis aimed to identify the experience that 

individuals involved with DV (as either a victim or perpetrator) have with being the 

perpetrator of child maltreatment. To understand the overlap between DV and child 

maltreatment perpetration, seven research questions were developed:  

Research Question 3a: Who is responsible for child maltreatment? 

Research Question 3b: Are perpetrators of child maltreatment more likely than 

non-perpetrators to be parents? 

Research Questions 3c: Are domestic violence perpetrators more likely than 

non-perpetrators to perpetrate child maltreatment? 

Research Question 3d: Are domestic violence victims more likely than non-

victims to perpetrate child maltreatment? 

Research Question 3e: For child maltreatment perpetrators, is there a difference 

in the nature of the maltreatment perpetrated between perpetrators and non-perpetrators 

of domestic violence? 

Research Question 3f: For child maltreatment perpetrators, is there a difference 

in the nature of the maltreatment perpetrated between victims and non-victims of 

domestic violence? 

Research Question 3g: For domestic violence perpetrators, is there a difference 

in the nature of the domestic violence perpetrated between perpetrators and non-

perpetrators of child maltreatment? 

Research Question 3h: For domestic violence victims, is there a difference in the 

nature of the domestic violence experienced between perpetrators and non-perpetrators 

of child maltreatment? 
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The fourth and final study of this thesis aimed to understand the cumulation of 

experiencing DV (as a victim and a perpetrator), child maltreatment (as a victim and a 

perpetrator) and criminal offending. To understand the involvement of individuals 

within these forms of violence, two research questions were developed: 

Research Question 4a: How many individuals have had any involvement with 

government systems for domestic violence, child maltreatment, or criminal offending? 

Research Question 4b: How many individuals had multiple forms of 

involvement with government systems for domestic violence, child maltreatment, and 

criminal offending? 

 

Although there is anecdotal and cross-sectional support for the co-occurrence of 

DV with other forms of violence and deviance, no research has been able to provide a 

longitudinal population-based examination of the nature and frequency of this overlap. 

The information presented within this chapter justifies the need for further examination 

of how individuals experience a range of different forms of violence and deviance, with 

specific attention to the impact of race and gender. Additionally, the impact of the 

frequency, type, and the timing of the violence and deviance needs to be explored. The 

four studies of this thesis addressed this current research gap around the likelihood of 

involvement by individuals across and within different forms of violence. Specifically, 

the involvement that victims and perpetrators of DV have with both child maltreatment 

(as a victim or a perpetrator) and criminal offending were examined using linked, 

population-based administrative data from Queensland, Australia. The following 
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chapter contains an outline of the methodology and methods of the four studies 

conducted for this thesis.  
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Within this chapter is a description of the dataset, methodology, and analytic 

approaches used to address the four studies of this thesis, which focused on the overlaps 

between DV (as either a victim or perpetrator) and 1) child maltreatment victimisation, 

2) criminal offending, 3) child maltreatment perpetration, and 4) child maltreatment 

victimisation, criminal offending, and child maltreatment perpetration. This research 

examined system involvement by individuals with different forms of violence and 

deviance (within and outside of the family). As previously discussed, the four studies of 

this thesis relied on population-based administrative data sourced from the QCRC data 

repository. Therefore, contact with government agencies was used to assess an 

individual’s involvement with DV (as either a victim or a perpetrator), child 

maltreatment (as either a victim or a perpetrator), and criminal offending (including 

violent offending) over their life-course. This chapter begins with an overview of the 

study population utilised in the analysis and the data cleaning required to identify this 

population. This is followed by a summary of the data relating to each form of violence 

that were examined. Further, the operationalisation of each variable of interest for the 

four studies, and the two statistical procedures utilised within this thesis, are presented.  

 

The study population included 82,430 individuals, of which 42,312 (51.3%) 

were male, 40,118 (48.7%) were female, and 4,732 (5.7%) were Indigenous Australian. 

To ensure consistency across the database, all contacts were right-censored at the age of 

30. Therefore, any contact an individual had after they had turned 30 were removed 

from the analysis. As this research is concerned with the life-course contacts of 

individuals with Queensland government systems, only individuals who were born in 

Queensland in 1983 or 1984 were used in the analysis. This is important as Queensland 

attracts a high level of migration into the state. According to the Queensland 
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Government Statistician’s Office (2019), approximately 190,000 individuals migrated 

to Queensland from either interstate or overseas during the 2017-2018 financial year.  

Any individual whose birth was registered with the QRBDM was considered to 

be born in Queensland; therefore, any individual who was born outside of Queensland 

but later had contact with a system within Queensland were excluded from the analyses, 

as the data did not include their entire life-course. It is acknowledged that some 

individuals born in Queensland during 1983 or 1984 may not be named on a birth 

certificate and are therefore not accounted for within this cohort. According to the 

Queensland Ombudsman (2018), approximately 2.7 per cent of births recorded by 

Queensland Health could not be linked to a registered birth certificate. Additionally, 

there is evidence to support that this under-representation of registered birth certificates 

is higher for Indigenous Australians, with approximately 15 to 18 per cent of births by 

Indigenous Australian mothers not being registered with the QRBDM (Queensland 

Ombudsman, 2018). Therefore, it must be acknowledged that the Indigenous population 

within the cohort may be an under-representation of the actual Indigenous population 

within Queensland.  

Lastly, 941 individuals whose death had been registered with the QRBDM were 

excluded from the final data set. Of interest within the four studies of this thesis are the 

victimisation and perpetration of DV (data held by the civil courts), the victimisation 

and perpetration of child maltreatment (data held by the statutory child protection 

system), and criminal offending (data held by the Children’s Court and adult criminal 

courts). This section outlines the collection, data cleaning, and population of each of the 

system contacts used within this thesis.  

 

Within the dataset is information regarding individuals who have been named 

either the respondent (perpetrator) or the aggrieved person (victim) on a DVO. As a 
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Magistrate decides on DVOs, the Magistrate’s Court is responsible for recording these 

orders. These data are held by the Queensland Police Service in Queensland Police 

Records and Information Management Exchange (QPRIME), which captures 

administrative and intelligence information to support policing activities and the 

management of information. Unfortunately, the collection on DVOs within QPRIME 

commenced in June 2007 (cohort aged 22 and 23). Therefore, it did not contain data on 

DVOs for individuals within the cohort that occurred before this time (Australian 

Bureau of Statistics, 2011). Multiple DVOs can be ordered for one incident of DV, and 

this is most commonly the result of a temporary order being placed until a full DVO can 

be ordered, resulting in two different DVO ID numbers. Additionally, each amendment 

to a DVO results in the creation of a different DVO ID number. To ensure against the 

over-counting of DVOs, only one DVO per DV incident was considered for analysis, 

providing a conservative measure of DVOs.  

This resulted in 6,157 (7.5%) unique individuals out of the 82,430 within the 

cohort having been named either the aggrieved person or respondent on a DVO before 

the age of 31; of these 3,081 (50.0%) were male, 3,076 (50.0%) were female, and 1,896 

(30.8%) were Indigenous Australian. Further, of the 6,157 individuals who had been 

named on a DVO, 1,477 (24.0%) individuals have been both the aggrieved person and 

the respondent; of these 728 (49.3%) were male, 749 (50.7%) were female, and 574 

(38.9%) were Indigenous Australian. Additionally, of these 1,477 individuals, 649 

(43.9%) had been named both as the aggrieved person and respondent for the same DV 

incident.  

This overlap of being the aggrieved and the respondent on the same DVO is 

likely due to cross-applications and cross-orders. While most DVOs are lodged by or on 

behalf of one partner against the other partner there are times were both partners lodge a 

DVO for protection against each other (known as a cross-application). A cross-
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application can result in a cross-order (mutual protection order) being made by the 

court; therefore, both individuals will have a DVO against them and must adhere to the 

conditions set in the DVO (Douglas & Fitzgerald, 2013). A New South Wales case 

study by Wangmann (2012) found that cross-applications only represent a small number 

of total DVOs, with cross-applications only accounting for five to 11 per cent of all 

applications. This study found that women were the first to apply in approximately 

three-quarters of cross-applications. Previous research has proposed two main 

hypotheses as to why cross-applications occur: 1) Cross-applications are the result of 

police responding to complex cases in which it is difficult for the responding officers to 

determine who is the principal aggressor and who is the individual in need of protection 

or 2) cross-applications are a continuation of the violence, as they can be misused by 

men, who may use them tactically to pressure the other party to withdraw their 

application (Douglas & Fitzgerald, 2013; Wangmann, 2012). 

Of the 82,430 individuals within the cohort, 3,818 (4.6%) distinct individuals 

had been named as the respondent on a DVO; 2,868 (75.1%) were male, 950 (24.9%) 

were female, and 1,300 (34.0%) were Indigenous Australian. Further, 3,816 (4.6%) 

distinct individuals within the cohort had been named as the aggrieved on a DVO; 941 

(24.7%) were male, 2,875 (75.3%) were female, and 1,170 (30.7%) were Indigenous 

Australian.  

 

Within the dataset is information regarding individuals who had a finalised 

contact with the Queensland Children’s Court during the time they were considered a 

‘child’ by the Queensland Government (aged 10 to 16 years), as well as, information 

regarding individuals who had finalised contact with the adult criminal courts during the 

time they were considered an ‘adult’ (aged 17 to 30 years). At the time of the data 

extraction, data relating to the Queensland Children’s Courts were recorded and held by 
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the Department of Child Safety, Youth and Women10. Only charges that were given a 

guilty verdict were considered in this analysis, providing a conservative measure of 

contact with the youth courts. For data relating to the youth courts, there is a proven 

offence flag which indicates which charges were found guilty; all charges that were not 

flagged as a proven offence were removed from the analysis.  

According to Section 29 (1) of the Criminal Code Act 1899 (Qld) “a person 

under the age of 10 years is not criminally responsible for any act or omission” (p.58). 

Therefore, the minimum age of criminal responsibility in Queensland is 10. The age at 

which an individual is considered an adult within the Queensland courts has had 

numerous legislation changes. The legislation for the adult age limit for those within the 

dataset was determined by the Youth Justice Act 1992 (Qld) . Under the Youth Justice 

Act 1992 (Qld), a child is defined as a person who has not turned 17. Recent changes 

have been made to the adult age limit, according to the Youth Justice and Other 

Legislation (Inclusion of 17-year-old Persons) Amendment Act 2016 (Qld) , young 

offenders aged 17 were to be considered youths and are now dealt with in the youth 

system. However, in Queensland during the timeframe of interest, an individual aged 10 

to 16 years at the time of the offence was able to be charged for an offence in the youth 

courts. Therefore, offences that were committed and charged before the age of 10 years 

and after the age of 16 years within the Children’s Court were excluded from the 

analyses. Additionally, offences that occurred before the age of 17 years within the 

adult court (as the individual was considered a child) were removed from the analysis. It 

is acknowledged that while rare, some children (under the age of 17 at the time of 

offence) may be officially dealt with as an ‘adult’ in the adult court. However, to 

mitigate any entry errors or repeated offences from the youth justice data, these offences 

 
10 The department responsible for the recording and storage of data relating to the Queensland Children’s 

Courts, utilised in this thesis, has changed names numerous times during and since the data recording for 

this study. For convenience, we refer to each of these departments collectively using the name at the time 

of the data extraction.  
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were removed. Data relating to the Queensland adult courts were recorded and held by 

the Department of Justice and Attorney General. A guilty variable was created for the 

analysis using the outcome code for which a penalty was received for a charge. Only 

guilty charges received a penalty, therefore indicating which charges were determined 

guilty. All charges that did not receive a penalty were removed from the analysis.  

The Australian Standard Offence Classification is a three-level national 

framework developed by the Australian Bureau of Statistics for use by criminal justice 

jurisdictions to classify criminal behaviour in Australia (Queensland Government 

Statistician’s Office, 2009). To align with the Criminal Code Act 1899 (Qld), the 

Queensland Extension (QASOC) was developed (Queensland Government Statistician’s 

Office, 2009). This extension adds a fourth level to the three-level national 

classification. Each offence type in the QASOC has a five-digit code that represents a 

division, subdivision, group, and subgroup of a Queensland Criminal Code offence. For 

this thesis, all minor traffic offences, as classified under the QASOC division 14 

(Traffic and Vehicle Regulatory Offences), were excluded from the analysis 

(Queensland Government Statistician’s Office, 2009). These traffic offences are an 

offence against the Transport Operations (Road Use Management) Act 1995 (Qld)  

rather than the Criminal Code Act 1899 (Qld). Only individuals who contest their traffic 

tickets (generally processed through the State Penalties Enforcement Registry) are 

processed in the courts; therefore, data classified as QSAOC division 14 are not an 

accurate indication of offending (Thompson et al., 2014). To avoid over-estimating rates 

of offending these charges were removed.  

This resulted in 18,125 (22.0%) unique individuals out of the 82,430 within the 

cohort having been found guilty of at least one offence between the ages 10 years and 

30 years. Of the 18,125 individuals, 13,729 (75.7%) were male, 4,396 (24.3%) were 

female, and 3,180 (17.5%) were Indigenous Australian.  
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Data about individuals who have been the victim of child maltreatment, as well 

as those responsible for harm to a child, were recorded and held by the Department of 

Child Safety, Youth and Women11. To assess child maltreatment (for both victimisation 

and perpetration) only substantiated events were considered for analysis. A 

substantiated event is any contact with the child protection system in which a 

notification of harm/risk of harm to a child, after investigation, was ‘substantiated’. As 

the Child Protection Act 1999 (Qld) defines a child as an individual aged 17 years or 

younger, any substantiated event which occurred after the age of 17 years was excluded 

from the analysis. To remain consistent with the age of criminal responsibility, 

individuals who had been found responsible for substantiated harm to a child and were 

aged under 10 years at the time of the harm were excluded from the analyses. For 

individuals responsible for harm to a child, each child who was harmed or was at risk of 

being harmed was counted as an individual event.  

Of the 82,430 within the cohort 3,442 (4.2%) individuals have been the victim 

of substantiated child maltreatment. Of the 3,442 victims, 1,597 (46.4%) were male, 

1,845 (53.6%) were female, and 850 (24.7%) were Indigenous Australian. Additionally, 

of the 82,430 within the cohort, 1,843 (2.2%) have been found responsible for harm to a 

child. Of the 1,843 individuals who have been found responsible for harm, 805 (43.7%) 

were male, 1,038 (56.3%) were female, 721 (39.1%) were Indigenous Australian, and 

1,444 (78.4%) had been registered as a biological parent before their first substantiation 

of child maltreatment. 

 
11 The department responsible for the recording and storage of data relating to child maltreatment has 

changed numerous times during and since the data recording for this study. For convenience we refer to 

each of these departments collectively using the name at the time of the data extraction. 
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The 82,430 individuals born in Queensland in 1983 and 1984 had varying rates 

of contact with the relevant administrative systems. As displayed in Table 5.1, there is a 

noticeable difference between system contacts by gender and Indigenous status. There is 

a clear over-representation of both Indigenous males and Indigenous females across the 

different types of system contacts. Indigenous males and females were far more likely 

than their non-Indigenous counterparts to be parents, the victim of child maltreatment, 

the perpetrator of child maltreatment, an offender, the victim of DV, and the perpetrator 

of DV. Further, system contacts were not evenly distributed by gender. Specifically, 

both Indigenous women and non-Indigenous women were more likely than their male 

counterparts to be parents, victims of child maltreatment, perpetrators of child 

maltreatment, and victims of DV. This variance between gender is more prominent for 

Indigenous females than non-Indigenous females. Conversely, Indigenous males and 

non-Indigenous males were more likely than their female counterparts to be a criminal 

offender and a perpetrator of DV. Again, this variance of gender is heightened for 

Indigenous Australians. 
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Table 5.1 

System Contacts by Gender and Indigenous Status 

 
Births, Deaths and 

Marriages 
Child Maltreatment Criminal Courts Civil Courts 

Cohort Parents Victim Perpetrator Youth Adult Aggrieved Respondent 

 
n n % n % n % n % n % n % n % 

Non-

Indigenous 

Male 

39,752 12,949 32.6 1,182 3.0 471 1.2 1,404 3.5 11,401 28.7 645 1.6 1,945 4.9 

Indigenous 

Male 
2,560 1,461 57.1 415 16.2 334 13.0 819 32.0 2,016 78.8 296 11.6 923 36.1 

Non-

Indigenous 

Female 

37,946 16,275 42.9 1,410 3.7 651 1.7 358 0.9 3,131 8.3 2,001 5.3 573 1.5 

Indigenous 

Female 
2,172 1,723 79.3 435 20.0 387 17.8 276 12.7 1,079 49.7 874 40.2 377 17.4 

Total 82,430 32,600  3,442  1,843  2,857  17,627  3,816  3,818  
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To achieve the aims of the four studies, several variables were created to 

determine contact with each system, along with an analysis of the type, frequency, and 

timing of this contact. Provided in this section is an overview of these variables. First, 

the key dependent variables that were used to determine system contact are presented. 

Following this is an overview of the two demographic variables (gender and race). 

Lastly, the independent variables for each study, which help to provide insight into the 

type, frequency, and timing of the systems contact are discussed.  

 

As this thesis aimed to explore the cross-system contacts of victims and/or 

perpetrators of DV, five variables indicative of different types of contact with the civil 

justice, the criminal justice, and the welfare system were created:  

 

A binary variable was created (yes =1, no = 0) to establish whether an individual 

had been a DV perpetrator (between ages 22 to 30 years). If an individual had ever 

appeared as a respondent on a DVO, they were considered a DV perpetrator.  

 

A binary variable was created (yes =1, no = 0) to indicate if an individual had 

ever been a victim of DV (between ages 22 to 30 years). If an individual had ever 

appeared as the aggrieved person on a DVO, they were considered a victim of DV.  

 

A binary variable was created (yes = 1, no = 0) to indicate whether an individual 

had been a victim of child maltreatment (between ages 0 to 17 years). If an individual, 

after an investigation by a child protection officer, had a substantiated outcome, that is, 

they had been found to have suffered harm or be at an unacceptable risk of harm, they 

were considered a victim of child maltreatment.  
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A binary variable was created (yes = 1, no = 0) to establish whether an 

individual had ever been an offender (between ages 10 to 30 years). If an individual had 

ever had a finalised guilty court contact with either the youth or adult courts, they were 

considered an offender.  

 

A binary variable was created (yes = 1, no = 0) to establish whether an 

individual had ever been a perpetrator of child maltreatment (between ages 10 to 30 

years). If an individual had ever been found, after an investigation by a child protection 

officer, as the person responsible for substantiated child maltreatment, they were 

considered a perpetrator of child maltreatment. 

 

To understand the impact of race and gender on system contacts, two 

demographic variables were created:  

 

A binary variable for gender was created (male = 1, female = 0). The balance of 

probabilities was used to address the discrepancies found for an individual’s gender 

across and within the administrative datasets, meaning that the gender an individual was 

recorded as most frequently is the gender they were assigned. No information was 

available relating to other possible categories of gender. 

 

A binary variable for Indigenous status was created (Indigenous = 1, non-

Indigenous = 0). To address inconsistencies and missing data for Indigenous status, all 

individuals who had ever been reported as Indigenous were classified as Indigenous, 

even if they had been reported as non-Indigenous at other contacts. If all data relating to 

Indigenous status were missing for an individual, they were classified as non-
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Indigenous. These classification decisions are consistent with best practice guidelines 

when dealing with linked data (Australian Institute of Health and Welfare, 2012).  

 

 

For each study of this thesis, variables relating to the frequency and type of 

contact an individual has with the civil justice system are utilised. These variables 

include: 

Aggrieved person. A binary variable (yes = 1, no = 0) was created to establish if 

a respondent had ever been an aggrieved person on a DVO between the ages of 22 to 30 

years. 

The number of DVOs (as a victim). As an individual could be the aggrieved 

person on more than one DVO, this variable was the sum of all recorded DVOs as an 

aggrieved person for an individual between the ages 22 to 30 years. Each new order 

represents a new DV incident; alterations to an existing order were not considered in 

this study. The maximum number of DVOs an individual was named on as an aggrieved 

person for was six (M = 1.38, SD = 0.72).  

Respondent. A binary variable (yes = 1, no = 0) was created to establish if an 

aggrieved person had ever been a respondent on a DVO between the ages of 22 to 30 

years.  

The number of DVOs (as a perpetrator). As an individual could be the 

respondent on more than one DVO, this variable was the sum of all recorded DVOs as a 

respondent for an individual between the ages 22 to 30 years. Each new order represents 

a new DV incident; alterations to an existing order were not considered in this study. 

The maximum number of DVOs an individual was named as a respondent on was nine 

(M = 1.49, SD = 0.86).  
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Study One aimed to understand the child maltreatment victimisation experience 

of those who have been involved with DV (as either a victim or perpetrator). To achieve 

this aim, the following variables were created for the analyses: 

Number of substantiations (as a victim). A ‘substantiation’ is any contact with 

the child protection system in which a notification of harm/risk of harm to a child, after 

investigation, was ‘substantiated’. This variable represents the sum of all substantiations 

for each individual between the ages of 0 to 17 years. The maximum number of 

substantiations as a victim was 18 (M = 2.12, SD = 1.90). 

Neglect. A binary variable was created to establish if an individual had ever 

experienced substantiated neglect (between ages 0 to 17 years). Within Queensland, 

neglect is defined as when “a child’s necessities of life are not met, and their health and 

development are affected. Basic needs include food, housing, health care, adequate 

clothing, personal hygiene, hygienic living conditions, timely provision of medical 

treatment and adequate supervision” (Department of Child Safety, Youth and Women, 

2018c, p. 1). Within the data, there is a flag if neglect was present during a substantiated 

maltreatment event. This variable was coded ‘1’ if neglect had ever been flagged as 

present in any substantiated event, or ‘0’ if neglect had never been flagged as present in 

any substantiated event.  

Physical harm. A binary variable was created to establish if an individual had 

ever experienced substantiated physical harm (between ages 0 to 17 years). Within 

Queensland, physical harm is defined as when “a child has suffered, or is at risk of 

suffering, non-accidental physical trauma or injury” (Department of Child Safety, 

Youth and Women, 2018c, p. 1). This type of harm is not restricted to actions that leave 

visible mark or injury, and it is not relevant how bad the mark or injury is but rather the 

act itself that causes injury or trauma to the child (Department of Child Safety, Youth 
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and Women, 2018c). Within the data, there is a flag for the presence of physical harm 

during a substantiated maltreatment event. This variable was coded ‘1’ if physical harm 

had ever been flagged as present in any substantiated event, or ‘0’ if physical harm had 

never been flagged as present in any substantiated event. 

Emotional harm. A binary variable was created to establish if an individual had 

ever experienced substantiated emotional harm (between ages 0 to 17 years). Within 

Queensland, emotional harm, also referred to as psychological harm, occurs when “a 

child’s social, emotional, cognitive, or intellectual development is impaired or 

threatened. It can include emotional deprivation due to persistent: rejection, hostility, 

teasing/bullying, yelling, criticism and exposure of a child to domestic and family 

violence” (Department of Child Safety, Youth and Women, 2018c, p. 1). Within the 

data, there is a flag for the presence of emotional harm during a substantiated 

maltreatment event. This variable was coded ‘1’ if emotional harm had ever been 

flagged as present in any substantiated event, or ‘0’ if emotional harm had never been 

flagged as present in any substantiated event. 

Sexual harm. A binary variable was created to establish if an individual had 

ever experienced substantiated sexual harm (between ages 0 to 17 years). Within 

Queensland, sexual harm is defined as when “an adult, stronger child, or adolescent 

uses their power or authority to involve a child in sexual activity…can be physical, 

verbal, or emotional” (Department of Child Safety, Youth and Women, 2018c, p. 1). 

Within the data, there is a flag for the presence of sexual harm during a substantiated 

maltreatment event. This variable was coded ‘1’ if sexual harm had ever been flagged as 

present in any substantiated event, or ‘0’ if sexual harm had never been flagged as 

present in any substantiated event. 

Multitype. There may be multiple harm types flagged for a substantiation, and a 

victim may experience multiple harm types across different events. A binary variable 
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(single harm type flagged = 0, two or more harm types flagged = 1) was established for 

each individual to indicate if more than one harm type had been flagged in an event or 

across events for which they were the victim (between ages 0 to 17 years).  

Age of first victimisation. A variable was created representing the age at which 

an individual was first a victim of a substantiated event of child maltreatment. This 

variable was calculated from an individual’s date of birth and the notification date of an 

individual’s first substantiation as a victim. The average age of first substantiation was 

6.77 years old (SD = 4.61, range = 0-17 years). 

 

Study Two aimed to understand the experiences that those involved with DV (as 

either a victim or perpetrator) have with criminal offending. To achieve this aim, the 

following variables were created for the analyses: 

Violence. A binary variable (yes = 1, no = 0) was created to establish if an 

individual had ever had a guilty finalisation for a violent offence (between ages 10 to 30 

years). The QASOC was used to classify whether an offence committed by an 

individual was violent or non-violent (Queensland Government Statistician’s Office, 

2009). The QASOC is separated into 16 divisions, all of which encompass a different 

type of offending. For this thesis a violent offence is classified as an offence from any 

of the following divisions: Division 1 (Homicide and Related Offences), Division 2 

(Acts Intended to Cause Injury), Division 3 (Sexual Assault and Related Offences), 

Division 4 (Dangerous or Negligent Acts Endangering Persons), Division 5 (Abduction, 

Harassment and Other Offences Against the Person) and Division 6 (Robbery, Extortion 

and Related Offences) (Queensland Government Statistician’s Office, 2009). If an 

individual had been found guilty of an offence that fell within these divisions, they were 

considered to have committed a violent offence. 
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Generalist offending. A binary variable (one offence type = 0, two or more 

offence types = 1) was created to establish if an individual had been found guilty of 

multiple types of offences (between ages 10 to 30 years). Six offence categories were 

created using the QASOC: 1) violent offence including offences from divisions 1 to 6 

(Homicide and Related Offences, Acts Intended to Cause Injury, Sexual Assault and 

Related Offences, Dangerous or Negligent Acts Endangering Persons, Abduction, 

Harassment and Other Offences Against the Person, and Robbery, Extortion and 

Related Offences), 2) property offence including offences from division 7, 8, 9 and 12 

(Unlawful Entry with Intent/Burglary, Theft and Related Offence, Fraud, Deception and 

Related Offences, and Property Damage and Environmental Pollution), 3) drug offence 

including offences from division 10 (Illicit Drug Offences), 4) public order offence 

including offences from division 13 (Public Order Offences), 5) offence against justice 

procedures including offences from division 15 (Offences Against Justice Procedures, 

Government Security and Government Operations) and 6) other offence including 

offences from division 11 and 16 (Prohibited and Regulated Weapons and Explosive 

Offences and Miscellaneous Offences) (Queensland Government Statistician’s Office, 

2009). If an individual only had offences from one of these categories, they were not 

classified as a generalist offender. If they had offences from more than one category, 

they were classified as a generalist offender. While it is acknowledged that some 

offenders who committed a violent offence and then breached their order would be 

identified as generalist offenders, having committed two types of offences, this was 

considered appropriate as there was no way of knowing what type of behaviour led to 

the breach. 

The number of guilty finalisations. A variable was created representing the sum 

of all court finalisations an individual has been found guilty for from the ages of 10 to 
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30 years. The maximum number of guilty finalisations for an individual was 83 (M = 

9.95, SD = 9.55). 

Age of first guilty finalisation. A variable was created representing the age at 

which an individual had their first guilty court finalisation. This variable was calculated 

from an individual’s date of birth and the date of an individual’s first finalisation. The 

average age of first finalisation was 20.32 (SD = 3.82, range = 10-30 years). 

Custodial sentence. A binary variable (yes = 1, no = 0) was created to identify 

whether an individual had ever received a custodial sentence in the youth or adult court 

(between ages 10 to 30 years). Within the adult court dataset, five outcome types were 

classified as being a custodial sentence. These outcome codes included: cumulative 

imprisonment, detention, intensive correction/ supervision order, imprisonment, and 

suspended sentence. Within the youth court dataset, individuals who were sentenced to 

detention were considered to have been sentenced to a custodial sentence. 

 

Study Three aimed to identify the experience that individuals involved with DV 

(as either a victim or perpetrator) have with being the perpetrator of child maltreatment. 

To achieve this aim, the following variables were created for the analysis: 

The number of substantiations (as a perpetrator). This variable represents the 

sum of all events for each individual between the ages of 10 to 30 years, in which they 

were found responsible for substantiated harm or the risk of harm to a child. The 

maximum number of substantiations as a perpetrator was 39 (M = 3.81, SD = 4.10).  

Neglect. A binary variable was created to establish if an individual had ever 

been found responsible for substantiated neglect (between ages 10 to 30 years). Within 

the data is a flag noting whether neglect was present during a substantiated 

maltreatment event. This variable was coded ‘1’ if neglect had ever been flagged as 
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present in any substantiated event, or ‘0’ if neglect had never been flagged as present in 

any substantiated event.  

Physical harm. A binary variable was created to establish if an individual had 

ever been responsible for substantiated physical harm (between ages 10 to 30 years). 

Within the data is a flag for the presence of physical harm during a substantiated 

maltreatment event. This variable was coded ‘1’ if physical harm had ever been flagged 

as present in any substantiated event, or ‘0’ if physical harm had never been flagged as 

present in any substantiated event. 

Emotional harm. A binary variable was created to establish if an individual had 

ever been responsible for substantiated emotional harm (between ages 10 to 30 years). 

Within the data is a flag for the presence of emotional harm during a substantiated 

maltreatment event. This variable was coded ‘1’ if emotional harm had ever been 

flagged as present in any substantiated event, or ‘0’ if emotional harm had never been 

flagged as present in any substantiated event. 

Sexual harm. A binary variable was created to establish if an individual had 

ever been responsible for substantiated sexual harm (between ages 10 to 30 years). 

Within the data is a flag for the presence of sexual harm during a substantiated 

maltreatment event. This variable was coded ‘1’ if sexual harm had ever been flagged as 

present in any substantiated event, or ‘0’ if sexual harm had never been flagged as 

present in any substantiated event. 

Multitype. There may be multiple harm types flagged for an event, and an 

individual may be responsible for multiple harm types across different events. A binary 

variable (single harm type flagged = 0, two or more harm types flagged = 1) was 

established for each individual to indicate if more than one harm type had been flagged 

in an event or across events for which they were responsible (between ages 10 to 30 

years). 
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Age of first substantiation (as a perpetrator). A variable was created 

representing the age at which an individual was first the person responsible for harm to 

a child. This variable was calculated from an individual’s date of birth and the 

notification date of an individual’s first substantiation as the person responsible for 

harm to a child. The average age of first substantiation was 23.07 years old (SD = 4.05, 

range = 10-30 years). 

Parental status. A binary variable (non-parent = 0, parent = 1) was established 

for each individual to indicate if they had ever been a parent. An individual was 

considered a parent if they had been named the biological parent on a birth certificate 

registered with the QRBDM before the age of 31 years. It is important to acknowledge 

that some biological fathers within this cohort may not be accounted for in this dataset 

as a birth certificate may not name a biological father. Additionally, this variable only 

indicates that an individual was the parent of any child and not whether this child was 

the specific child harmed or at risk of being harmed. 

 

All data cleaning and analyses were performed using IBM SPSS Statistics 

Package Version 25. There are two main analytic methods used in the four studies of 

this research thesis: chi-square test of independence and hierarchical binary logistic 

regression. A chi-square test of independence allows for the exploration of a 

relationship between two categorical variables. The test compares the observed 

frequencies that occur in each category with the values that would be expected if there 

was no association between the variables being measured (Pallant, 2016). A chi-square 

test of independence is appropriate due to the presence of one dichotomous independent 

variable and one dichotomous dependent variable (Pallant, 2016). Pallant (2016) 

proposes that a chi-square analysis for a large contingency table does not violate the 

expected cell size assumption if less than 20 per cent of expected cell frequencies are 
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five or below. For each chi-square test of independence, this assumption was checked, 

and no violation of any of the performed chi-square tests had occurred. 

Numerous hierarchical binary logistic regressions were used in each of the first 

three studies. A binary logistic regression is used to test models to predict categorical 

outcomes with two or more categories. For a binary logistic regression, the independent 

variables in the model can be either categorical, continuous, or a combination of both 

(Pallant, 2016). A hierarchical binary logistic regression allows for the independent 

variables, either separately or in blocks, to be entered into the model in a specific order. 

Each variable or block is assessed in terms of what it adds to the equation (Tabachnick 

& Fidell, 2013). In each study, hierarchical binary logistic regressions are utilised to 

determine whether demographic variables of an individual and the type, timing, and 

frequency of contacts with a particular system can predict involvement in another 

system. There are three assumptions of a binary logistic regression: sample size, 

multicollinearity, and outliers. Preliminary assumption checking was conducted to 

check for violations of these assumptions. For several hierarchical binary logistic 

regressions, the assumption of multicollinearity and outliers were violated. Further 

discussion of these violations and their management are discussed within Chapters Six 

to Nine. 

 

The information presented in this chapter provided an overview of the study 

population, the origins of the datasets utilised, the variables, and the analysis used 

within the four studies of this thesis. The following chapters each contain the results for 

one of the four primary research questions. Presented in Chapter Six are the results for 

the primary research question of Study One: What experience do individuals involved 

with domestic violence (as either a victim or perpetrator) have with child maltreatment 

victimisation? Presented in Chapter Seven are the results for the primary research 
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question of Study Two: What experience do individuals involved with domestic 

violence (as either a victim or perpetrator) have with criminal offending? Presented in 

Chapter Eight are the results for the primary research question of Study Three: What 

experience do individuals involved with domestic violence (as either a victim or 

perpetrator) have with perpetrating child maltreatment? Finally, presented in Chapter 

Nine are the results for the primary research question of Study Four: What are the 

overlaps of being involved in domestic violence (as a victim and perpetrator), child 

maltreatment (as a victim and perpetrator), and criminal offending? This thesis is 

concluded in Chapter Ten, in which the interpretation of the results from each study 

along with a discussion of the implications of these results for theory, policy, practice, 

and future research are discussed.   
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Presented in this chapter are the results of the analysis performed to address the 

first study which examined the question: 

as either a 

Seven additional research questions guided this study:

Research Question 1a: Who are the victims of child maltreatment? 

Research Question 1b: Are domestic violence perpetrators more likely than non-

perpetrators to be a victim of child maltreatment? 

Research Question 1c: Are domestic violence victims more likely than non-

victims to be a victim of child maltreatment? 

Research Question 1d: For child maltreatment victims, is there a difference in 

the maltreatment experienced between those who do and do not perpetrate domestic 

violence? 

Research Question 1e: For child maltreatment victims, is there a difference in 

the nature of the maltreatment experienced between those who are and are not victims 

of domestic violence? 

Research Question 1f: For domestic violence perpetrators, is there a difference 

in the nature of the domestic violence perpetrated between victims and non-victims of 

child maltreatment? 

Research Question 1g: For domestic violence victims, is there a difference in the 

nature of the domestic violence experienced between victims and non-victims of child 

maltreatment? 
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Within the cohort, 3,442 (4.2%) individuals were the victim of substantiated 

child maltreatment. These individuals accounted for 7,317 substantiations, with the 

highest number of substantiations for a victim equalling 18 (M = 2.12, SD = 1.90). The 

mean age of first substantiation was 6.77 years (SD = 4.61), ranging from 0 to 17 years 

of age. Of the 3,442 victims, 1,845 (53.6%) were female, 1,597 (46.4%) were male, and 

850 (24.7%) were Indigenous Australian. The most experienced harm type was neglect, 

with 53.3 per cent of victims having at least one substantiation of neglect. Neglect was 

followed by physical harm (52.4%), emotional harm (51.7%), and lastly, sexual harm 

(25.8%). Of the 3,442 victims, 1,546 (44.9%) had experienced two or more 

substantiated harm types.  

 

A 2x2 chi-square analysis was performed to examine whether individuals who 

have been a DV perpetrator were more likely than non-perpetrators to have been the 

victim of child maltreatment. As shown in Table 6.1, the chi-square test for 

independence indicated a significant association between being a DV perpetrator and a 

victim of child maltreatment (𝜒2 (1, N = 82,430) = 1,828.02, p <.001, phi = .15). 
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Table 6.1 

Domestic Violence Perpetrators by Victims of Child Maltreatment (N = 82,430) 

  Victim of Child Maltreatment  

  No Yes Total  

  n % n %  

D
V

 P
er

p
et

ra
to

r 

No  75,846 96.5 2,766 3.5 78,612 

Yes 3,142 82.3 676 17.7 3,818 

 Total 78,988 95.8 3,442 4.2 82,430 

 

Of the 3,818 individuals who have been a DV perpetrator, 676 (17.7%) have 

also been the victim of child maltreatment (refer to Figure 6.1). In comparison, only 3.5 

per cent of individuals who had not been a DV perpetrator were a victim of child 

maltreatment. Therefore, those who had been a DV perpetrator were significantly more 

likely than those who have not to have been a victim of child maltreatment. Although 

being a victim of child maltreatment increased the likelihood of DV perpetration, most 

child maltreatment victims did not perpetrate DV (80.4%). Of the 676 who have been 

both a DV perpetrator and a victim of child maltreatment, 431 (63.8%) were male, 245 

(36.2%) were female, and 334 (49.4%) were Indigenous Australian. 
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Figure 6.1 

The Overlap Between Domestic Violence Perpetrators and Victims of Child 

Maltreatment (CM)  

 

 

A 2x2 chi-square analysis was performed to examine whether individuals who 

have been a victim of DV are more likely than non-victims to have been the victim of 

child maltreatment. As shown in Table 6.2, the chi-square test for independence 

indicated a significant association between being a victim of DV and a victim of child 

maltreatment (𝜒2 (1, N = 82,430) = 1,780.24, p <.001, phi = .15). 
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Table 6.2 

Victims of Domestic Violence by Victims of Child Maltreatment (N = 82,430) 

  Victim of Child Maltreatment  

  No Yes Total  

  n % n %  

 V
ic

ti
m

 o
f 

D
V

 

No  75,841 96.5 2,773 3.5 78,614 

Yes 3,147 82.5 669 17.5 3,816 

 Total 78,988 95.8 3,442 4.2 82,430 

 

Of the 3,816 individuals who have been a victim of DV, 669 (17.5%) have also 

been the victim of child maltreatment (refer to Figure 6.2). Conversely, only 3.5 per 

cent of individuals who had not been a victim of DV were a victim of child 

maltreatment. Therefore, those who had been a victim of DV were significantly more 

likely than those who have not, to have also been a victim of child maltreatment. 

Although child maltreatment victimisation increased the likelihood of being a DV 

victim, most individuals who were the victim of child maltreatment had not been a 

victim of DV (80.6%). Of the 669 who have been both a victim of DV and a victim of 

child maltreatment, 515 (77.0%) were female, 154 (23.0%) were male, and 307 (45.9%) 

were Indigenous Australian. 
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Figure 6.2 

The Overlap Between Victims of Domestic Violence and Victims of Child Maltreatment 

(CM)  

 

 

As a significant relationship between being a DV perpetrator and a victim of 

child maltreatment was found, further exploration of the difference between the 

experience of child maltreatment by those who have been a DV perpetrator and those 

who have not been a DV perpetrator is needed. A hierarchical binary logistic regression 

was performed to assess the impact of seven independent variables (number of 

substantiations, neglect, emotional harm, sexual harm, physical harm, multitype, and 

age of first victimisation) on the likelihood that an individual who has been a victim of 

child maltreatment would also appear as a DV perpetrator. A hierarchical binary logistic 

regression was used to control for the demographic variables (gender and Indigenous 

status).  
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Before the hierarchical binary logistic regression was performed, a preliminary 

analysis was conducted to ensure there was no violation of outliers or multicollinearity. 

The assumption of multicollinearity was violated for the variables of multitype and 

emotional harm (r = .69). The analysis was performed both with and without the 

multitype variable to determine if the multicollinearity between these two variables 

influenced the results. The multicollinearity of these variables was found to influence 

the results; therefore, multitype was removed from the analysis. Further, the assumption 

of outliers was violated for the variable of number of substantiations. To correct this 

violation appropriate transformations were performed on this variable. There was no 

difference in interpretation for any outcome in the hierarchical binary logistic regression 

when comparing non-transformed and transformed variables; therefore, analysis using 

the non-transformed values is presented for ease of interpretation. 

Demographic variables were entered at Step One explaining 15.4 per cent 

(Nagelkerke R squared) of the variance between being a victim of child maltreatment 

who has not been a DV perpetrator and being a victim of child maltreatment who has 

been a DV perpetrator (𝜒2 = (2, N = 3,442) = 350.30, p <.001). The model correctly 

classified 79.7 per cent of cases. As presented in Table 6.3, both variables made a 

significant contribution to the model. Indigenous status was the strongest predictor of 

being both a victim of child maltreatment and a DV perpetrator, with Indigenous 

victims of child maltreatment (39.3%) being 4.37 times more likely than their non-

Indigenous counterparts (13.2%), to also be a DV perpetrator. Gender was also 

statistically significant, with male victims of child maltreatment (27.0%) being 2.5 

times more likely than female victims of child maltreatment (13.2%) to also appear as a 

DV perpetrator. 
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Table 6.3 

Summary of Logistic Regression Analysis for Predicting the Likelihood of Victims of 

Child Maltreatment also being a Domestic Violence Perpetrator (n = 3,442) 

 Variable B S.E Wald df 

Odds 

Ratio 

95.0% C.I for 

Odds Ratio 

Step 1       Lower Upper 

 
Male 0.92*** .09 97.36 1 2.50 2.08 3.00 

 
Indigenous 1.47*** .09 249.81 1 4.37 3.64 5.24 

 
Constant -2.38*** .08 833.55 1 0.09   

Step 2         

 
Male 0.96*** .10 95.51 1 2.62 2.16 3.17 

 
Indigenous  1.41*** .10 214.13 1 4.09 3.39 4.94 

 
Physical harm  0.33** .11 9.34 1 1.38 1.12 1.70 

 
Emotional harm -0.21* .10 4.15 1 0.81 0.67 0.99 

 
Neglect  0.24* .11 4.72 1 1.27 1.02 1.59 

 
Sexual harm 0.10 .13 0.65 1 1.11 0.87 1.41 

 Number of 

substantiations 
0.08** .03 8.86 1 1.09 1.03 1.15 

 Age of first 

substantiation 
0.04*** .01 15.10 1 1.04 1.02 1.06 

 
Constant -3.08*** .17 333.80 1 0.05   

Note. *p <.05. **p <.01. ***p < .001. 

After entry of the six independent variables at Step Two the total variance 

explained by the model significantly increased to 17.1 per cent (𝜒2 = (8, N = 3,442) = 

392.61, p <.001). Therefore, these six variables explained an additional 1.7 per cent of 

the variance in being both a victim of child maltreatment and a DV perpetrator (𝜒2 = (6, 

N = 3,442) = 42.31, p <.001). As shown in Table 6.3, seven of the variables made a 

significant contribution to the final model (gender, Indigenous status, number of 
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substantiations, neglect, physical harm, emotional harm, and age of the first 

victimisation). 

Physical harm, emotional harm, and neglect had a significant effect on being 

both a victim of child maltreatment and DV perpetrator. Victims of child maltreatment 

who had experienced substantiated physical harm (22.2%) were 1.38 times more likely 

than those who had never experienced physical harm (16.9%) to be a DV perpetrator. 

Victims of child maltreatment who had experienced neglect (23.3%) were 1.27 times 

more likely than those who had never experienced neglect (15.5%) to be a DV 

perpetrator. Further, victims of child maltreatment who had experienced emotional harm 

(18.9%) were 1.24 times less likely that than those who had never experienced 

emotional harm (20.4%) to be a DV perpetrator.  

The number of substantiations was also statistically significant for predicting 

whether a victim of child maltreatment would also be a DV perpetrator. For each 

additional substantiation, victims of child maltreatment were 1.09 times more likely to 

be a DV perpetrator. Lastly, the age at which the first substantiation occurred had a 

significant effect on being both a victim of child maltreatment and a DV perpetrator. 

The results indicate that the older the victim of child maltreatment was at the age of 

their first substantiation the more likely they were to be a DV perpetrator, with the 

likelihood of being a perpetrator increasing by 1.04 times per year of age. 

 

As a significant relationship was found between being a victim of DV and a 

victim of child maltreatment, further exploration of the difference between the 

experience of child maltreatment by those who have been a victim of DV and those who 

have not been a victim of DV was needed. A hierarchical binary logistic regression was 
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performed to assess the impact of seven independent variables (number of 

substantiations, neglect, emotional harm, sexual harm, physical harm, multitype, and 

age of first victimisation) on the likelihood that an individual who has been a victim of 

child maltreatment would also appear as a victim of DV. A hierarchical binary logistic 

regression was used to control for the demographic variables (gender and Indigenous 

status).  

Before the hierarchical binary logistic regression was performed, a preliminary 

analysis was conducted to ensure there was no violation of outliers or multicollinearity. 

Like the hierarchical binary logistic regression performed in Research Question 1d, 

multicollinearity was found between multitype and emotional harm (r = .67). Again, 

analyses were performed both with and without the multitype variable to determine if 

the multicollinearity between these two variables influenced the results. The 

multicollinearity was found to influence the results; therefore, multitype was removed 

from the analysis. The assumption of outliers was again violated for the variable of 

number of substantiations. To correct this violation appropriate transformations were 

performed on this variable. Again, there was no difference in the interpretation for any 

outcome in the hierarchical binary logistic regression when comparing non-transformed 

and transformed variables; therefore, analysis using the non-transformed values is 

presented for ease of interpretation. 

Demographic variables were entered at Step One explaining 17.5 per cent 

(Nagelkerke R squared) of the variance between being a victim of child maltreatment 

who has not been a victim of DV and being a victim of child maltreatment who has 

been a victim of DV (𝜒2 = (2, N = 3,442) = 399.55, p <.001). The model correctly 

classified 81.7 per cent of cases. As seen in Table 6.4, both variables made a significant 

contribution to the model. Gender was the strongest predictor of being both a victim of 

child maltreatment and a victim of DV, with female victims of child maltreatment 
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(27.9%) being 4.15 times more likely than male victims of child maltreatment (9.6%) to 

also appear as a victim of DV. Additionally, Indigenous status was also found to be 

predictive with Indigenous victims of child maltreatment (36.1%) being 4.03 times 

more likely than their non-Indigenous counterparts (14.0%) to also be a victim of DV.  

Table 6.4 

Summary of Logistic Regression Analysis for Predicting the Likelihood of Victims of 

Child Maltreatment also being a Victim of Domestic Violence (n = 3,442) 

 Variable B S.E Wald df 

Odds 

Ratio 

95.0% C.I for 

Odds Ratio 

Step 1       Lower Upper 

 
Male -1.42*** .10 187.61 1 0.24 0.20 0.30 

 
Indigenous 1.39*** .10 208.09 1 4.03 3.33 4.87 

 
Constant -1.34*** .06 463.21 1 0.26   

Step 2         

 
Male -1.45*** .11 181.86 1 0.23 0.19 0.29 

 
Indigenous  1.30*** .10 169.29 1 3.65 3.00 4.44 

 
Physical harm  0.19 .11 3.02 1 1.20 0.98 1.48 

 Emotional 

harm 
-0.02 .10 0.02 1 0.99 0.81 1.20 

 
Neglect 0.44*** .11 15.38 1 1.55 1.25 1.93 

 
Sexual harm  -0.06 .12 0.25 1 0.94 0.75 1.19 

 Number of 

substantiations 
0.08** .03 7.49 1 1.08 1.02 1.14 

 Age of first 

substantiation 
0.04*** .01 16.19 1 1.04 1.02 1.06 

 
Constant -2.09*** .15 182.96 1 0.12   

Note. *p <.05. **p <.01. ***p < .001. 

After entry of the six independent variables at Step Two the total variance 

explained by the model significantly increased to 19.6 per cent (𝜒2 = (8, N = 3,442) = 
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450.87, p <.001). These six variables explained an additional 2.1 per cent of the 

variance in being both a victim of child maltreatment and a victim of DV (𝜒2 = (6, N = 

3,442) = 51.33, p <.001). As shown in Table 6.4, five of the variables made a significant 

contribution to the final model (gender, Indigenous status, number of substantiations, 

neglect, and age of the first victimisation). Neglect was the only maltreatment type that 

had a significant effect on being both a victim of child maltreatment and a victim of 

DV. Victims of child maltreatment who had experienced neglect (23.1%) were 1.55 

times more likely than those who had never experienced neglect (15.3%) to also be a 

victim of DV.  

The number of substantiations was also statistically significant for predicting 

whether a victim of child maltreatment would also be a victim of DV. For each 

additional substantiation, victims of child maltreatment were 1.08 times more likely to 

be a victim of DV. Lastly, the age at which the first substantiation occurred had a 

significant effect on being both a victim of child maltreatment and a victim of DV. The 

results indicate that the older the victim of child maltreatment was at the age of their 

first substantiation the more likely they were to be a victim of DV, with the likelihood 

of being a victim increasing by 1.04 times per year of age. 

 

As a significant relationship between being a DV perpetrator and a victim of 

child maltreatment was found, further exploration of the difference between the 

experience of DV perpetration by those who have and have not been a victim of child 

maltreatment was needed. A hierarchical binary logistic regression was performed to 

assess the impact of two independent variables (aggrieved person and number of DVOs) 

on the likelihood that an individual who has been a DV perpetrator would have also 
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been a victim of child maltreatment. A hierarchical binary logistic regression was used 

to control for the demographic variables (gender and Indigenous status).  

Before the hierarchical binary logistic regression was performed, a preliminary 

analysis was conducted to ensure there was no violation of outliers or multicollinearity. 

No violations of multicollinearity were found; however, the assumption of outliers was 

violated for the variable of number of DVOs. To correct this violation appropriate 

transformations were performed on this variable. There was no difference in 

interpretation for any outcome in the hierarchical binary logistic regression when 

comparing the non-transformed and transformed variables; therefore, analysis using the 

non-transformed values is presented for ease of interpretation.  

Demographic variables were entered at Step One explaining 5.4 per cent 

(Nagelkerke R squared) of the variance between being a DV perpetrator and being a DV 

perpetrator as well as a victim of child maltreatment (𝜒2 = (2, N = 3,818) = 128.27, p 

<.001). The model correctly classified 82.3 per cent of cases. As seen in Table 6.5, 

gender and Indigenous status made a significant contribution to the model. Indigenous 

status was the strongest predictor of being both a DV perpetrator and a victim of child 

maltreatment, with Indigenous perpetrators (25.7%) being 2.13 times more likely than 

their non-Indigenous counterparts (13.6%) to have been the victim of child 

maltreatment. Gender was also statistically significant, with female perpetrators (25.8%) 

being 1.88 times more likely than male perpetrators (15.0%) to have been a victim of 

child maltreatment.  
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Table 6.5 

Summary of Logistic Regression Analysis for Predicting the Likelihood of Domestic 

Violence Perpetrators also being a Victim of Child Maltreatment (n = 3,818) 

 

Variable B S.E Wald df 

Odds 

Ratio 

95.0% C.I for 

Odds Ratio 

Step 1       Lower Upper 

 Male -0.63*** .09 47.09 1 0.53 0.44 0.64 

 Indigenous 0.76*** .09 75.94 1 2.13 1.80 2.53 

 Constant -1.39*** .09 260.69 1 0.25   

Step 2         

 Male -0.63*** .11 33.02 1 0.53 0.43 0.66 

 
Indigenous 0.68*** .09 58.85 1 1.98 1.66 2.35 

 
Aggrieved 0.12 .10 1.45 1 1.13 0.93 1.38 

 Number of 

DVOs (as 

respondent) 

0.18*** .05 15.16 1 1.20 1.09 1.31 

 
Constant -1.69*** .12 190.59 1 0.18   

Note. *p <.05. **p <.01. ***p < .001. 

After entry of the two independent variables at Step Two the total variance 

explained by the model significantly increased to 6.2 per cent (𝜒2 = (4, N = 3,818) = 

146.51, p <.001). These two variables explained an additional 0.8 per cent of the 

variance in being both a DV perpetrator and a victim of child maltreatment (𝜒2 = (2, N = 

3,818) = 18.24, p <.001). As shown in Table 6.5, three variables made a significant 

contribution to the full model (gender, Indigenous status, and number of DVOs). The 

number of DVOs was the only statistically significant independent variable for 

predicting whether a DV perpetrator was likely to be a victim of child maltreatment. For 

each additional DVO, perpetrators were 1.20 times more likely to have been the victim 

of child maltreatment.  
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As a significant relationship between being a victim of DV and a victim of child 

maltreatment was found, further exploration of the difference between the experience of 

DV victimisation by those who have and have not been a victim of child maltreatment 

was explored. A hierarchical binary logistic regression was performed to assess the 

impact of two independent variables (respondent and number of DVOs) on the 

likelihood that an individual who has been a victim of DV would have also been a 

victim of child maltreatment. A hierarchical binary logistic regression was used to 

control for the demographic variables (gender and Indigenous status).  

Before the hierarchical binary logistic regression was performed, a preliminary 

analysis was conducted to ensure there was no violation of outliers or multicollinearity. 

No violations of multicollinearity were found; however, the assumption of outliers was 

violated for the variable of number of DVOs. To correct this violation appropriate 

transformations were performed on this variable. There was no difference in 

interpretation for any outcome in the hierarchical binary logistic regression when 

comparing the non-transformed and transformed variables; therefore, analyses using the 

non-transformed values is presented for ease of interpretation.  

Demographic variables were entered at Step One explaining 3.7 per cent 

(Nagelkerke R squared) of the variance between being a victim of DV and being a 

victim of DV as well as a victim of child maltreatment (𝜒2 = (2, N = 3,816) = 85.34, p 

<.001). The model correctly classified 82.5 per cent of cases. As seen in Table 6.6, only 

Indigenous status made a significant contribution to the model. Indigenous victims of 

DV (26.4%) were 2.25 times more likely than their non-Indigenous counterparts 

(13.7%) to have been the victim of child maltreatment.  
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Table 6.6 

Summary of Logistic Regression Analysis for Predicting the Likelihood of Victims of 

Domestic Violence also being a Victim of Child Maltreatment (n = 3,816) 

 

Variable B S.E Wald df 

Odds 

Ratio 

95.0% C.I for 

Odds Ratio 

Step 1       Lower Upper 

 Male -0.12 .10 1.41 1 0.89 0.73 1.08 

 Indigenous 0.81*** .09 86.06 1 2.25 1.89 2.67 

 Constant -1.81*** .06 879.59 1 0.16   

Step 2         

 Male -0.25* .12 4.39 1 0.78 0.62 0.98 

 
Indigenous 0.64*** .09 49.79 1 1.90 1.60 2.27 

 
Respondent 0.44*** .10 19.08 1 1.55 1.27 1.89 

 Number of 

DVOs (as 

aggrieved) 

0.31*** .06 31.26 1 1.36 1.22 1.52 

 
Constant -2.36*** .10 552.04 1 0.10   

Note. *p <.05. **p <.01. ***p < .001. 

After entry of the two independent variables at Step Two the total variance 

explained by the model significantly increased to 6.3 per cent (𝜒2 = (4, N = 3,816) = 

149.40, p <.001). These two variables explained an additional 2.6 per cent of the 

variance in being both a victim of DV and a victim of child maltreatment (𝜒2 = (2, N = 

3,816) = 64.06, p <.001). As shown in Table 6.6, all four variables made a significant 

contribution to the full model (gender, Indigenous status, respondent, and number of 

DVOs). Contrary to Step One of the model, gender was found to be significant at Step 

Two. Female victims of DV (17.9%) were 1.28 times more likely than male victims of 

DV (16.4%) to have been the victim of child maltreatment. Victims of DV who had also 

been a DV perpetrator (22.1%) when compared to those who had not been a DV 

perpetrator (14.6%) were 1.55 times more likely to have also been a victim of child 
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maltreatment. Additionally, the number of DVOs was statistically significant for 

predicting whether a victim of DV was likely to be a victim of child maltreatment. For 

each additional DVO, victims of DV were 1.36 times more likely to have been the 

victim of child maltreatment.  

 

In this chapter, seven research questions were presented that addressed the 

primary question of Study One, which was 

as either a 

Descriptive statistics, chi-square tests for independence, and hierarchical 

binary logistic regressions were utilised to provide insight into the prevalence of being 

the victim of child maltreatment, the likelihood of victims of child maltreatment also 

being involved with DV and how the nature of the child maltreatment and DV differs 

for those only involved with one type of violence and those involved with both DV and 

child maltreatment. 

These results show a significant overlap between individuals who have been the 

victim of child maltreatment and those involved with DV, both as a victim and 

perpetrator. For all analyses, Indigenous status was found to be predictive of having 

experienced both DV (as either a victim or perpetrator) and child maltreatment 

victimisation. The results also show that gender has a significant effect on the 

relationship between being a victim of child maltreatment and involvement with DV. 

Male victims of child maltreatment were more likely than female victims of child 

maltreatment to be a DV perpetrator, whereas, female victims of child maltreatment 

were more likely than male victims of child maltreatment to be a victim of DV. 

Interestingly, both female victims of DV and female perpetrators of DV were more 

likely than their male counterparts to have been the victim of child maltreatment.  
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The results show that individuals involved with DV who have a history of child 

maltreatment were more likely to appear on a higher number of DVOs. Similarly, it was 

found that victims of child maltreatment who experience a higher frequency of 

maltreatment were more likely to be involved with DV as either a victim or perpetrator. 

Further, victims of DV who had been a victim of child maltreatment were more likely 

than those who had not been a victim of child maltreatment to also be a perpetrator of 

DV. Experiencing neglect during childhood was also found to be predictive of future 

involvement with DV (both victimisation and perpetration), whereas, experiencing 

physical and emotional harm during childhood was only predictive for being a DV 

perpetrator and not a victim of DV. Furthermore, the age at which child maltreatment 

was first experienced was predictive of later involvement with DV, with the results 

showing that children who first experienced harm later in childhood were more likely to 

be either a victim of DV or a DV perpetrator. Further interpretation of these results will 

be presented in Chapter Ten. Presented in the next chapter, Chapter Seven, are the 

results of the second study of this thesis which addressed the primary research question 

of What experience do individuals involved with domestic violence (as either a victim or 

perpetrator) have with criminal offending?  
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Within this chapter is an overview of the results of the second study which 

examined the primary question: What experience do individuals involved with domestic 

violence (as either a victim or perpetrator) have with criminal offending? Seven 

research questions guided this study: 

Research Question 2a: Who appears in the courts (youth and adult) for criminal 

offending?  

Research Question 2b: Are domestic violence perpetrators more likely than non-

perpetrators to offend?  

Research Question 2c: Are domestic violence victims more likely than non-

victims to offend?  

Research Question 2d: For those who offend, is there a difference in the nature 

of the criminal offending between perpetrators and non-perpetrators of domestic 

violence? 

Research Question 2e: For those who offend, is there a difference in the nature 

of the criminal offending between victims and non-victims of domestic violence? 

Research Question 2f: For domestic violence perpetrators, is there a difference 

in the nature of the domestic violence perpetrated between offenders and non-offenders? 

Research Question 2g: For domestic violence victims, is there a difference in the 

nature of the domestic violence experienced between offenders and non-offenders? 
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Within the cohort, 2,857 (3.5%) individuals had at least one guilty finalisation 

with the youth courts between the age of 10 and 16 years. These 2,857 individuals were 

responsible for 8,531 guilty finalisations, with the maximum number of guilty 

finalisations for one individual being 27 (M = 2.99, SD = 3.15). Of the 2,857 

individuals, 2,223 (77.8%) were male, 634 (22.2%) were female, and 1,095 (27.1%) 

were Indigenous Australian.  

 

Within the cohort, 17,627 (21.4%) individuals had at least one guilty finalisation 

in the adult courts between the age of 17 and 30 years. These 17,627 individuals were 

responsible for 61,334 guilty finalisations, with the maximum number of guilty 

finalisations in the adult courts for an individual being 81 (M = 3.48, SD = 4.76). Of 

these 17,627 individuals, 13,417 (76.1%) were male, 4,210 (23.9%) were female, and 

3,095 (17.6%) were Indigenous Australian.  

 

When examining both the youth and adult courts collectively 18,125 (22.0%) 

out of the 82,430 individuals in the cohort, had had at least one guilty finalisation with 

either the youth or adult courts. Most (n = 2,359, 82.6%) of the 2,857 individuals who 

had a guilty contact with the youth courts went on to also have a guilty contact with the 

adult courts. These 18,125 individuals accounted for 69,865 guilty finalisations, with 

the maximum number of finalisations for an individual being 83 (M = 9.95, SD = 9.55). 

The average age of an individual’s first finalisation for a guilty contact was 20.32 years 

(SD = 3.82, range = 10-30 years). Of the 18,125 individuals, 13,729 (75.7%) were male, 

4,396 (24.3%) were female, and 3,180 (17.5%) were Indigenous Australian. Under one-
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half (n = 8,099, 44.7%) had been found guilty of a violent offence, while 9,553 (52.7%) 

had been a generalist offender and 2,669 (3.2%) had received at least one custodial 

sentence.  

 

A 2x2 chi-square analysis was performed to examine whether individuals who 

have been a DV perpetrator are more likely than individuals who have not been a DV 

perpetrator to be an offender. The results are presented in Table 7.1. The chi-square test 

for independence indicated a significant association between being a DV perpetrator 

and an offender (𝜒2 (1, N = 82,430) = 8,841.75, p <.001, phi = .33).  

Table 7.1 

Domestic Violence Perpetrators by Offenders (N = 82,430) 

  Offender  

  No Yes Total  

  n % n %  

D
V

 P
er

p
et

ra
to

r 

No  63,677 81.0 14,935 19.0 78,612 

Yes 628 16.4 3,190 83.6 3,818 

 Total 63,305 78.0 18,125 22.0 82,430 

 

Of the 3,818 individuals who have been a DV perpetrator, 3,190 (83.6%) have 

also been an offender (refer to Figure 7.1). Conversely, 19.0 per cent of individuals who 

had not been a DV perpetrator were an offender. Therefore, those who had been a DV 

perpetrator were significantly more likely than those who have not to be an offender. 

Although DV perpetration increased the risk of criminal offending, most individuals 

who were an offender had not been a DV perpetrator (82.4%). Of the 3,190 who have 
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been both a DV perpetrator and an offender, 2,515 (78.8%) were male, 675 (21.2%) 

were female, and 1,219 (38.2%) were Indigenous Australian.  

Figure 7.1 

The Overlap Between Domestic Violence Perpetrators and Offenders 

 
 

A 2x2 chi-square analysis was performed to examine whether individuals who 

have been a victim of DV are more likely than individuals who have not been a victim 

of DV to be an offender. The results are presented in Table 7.2. The chi-square test for 

independence indicated a significant association between being a victim of DV and an 

offender (𝜒2 (1, N = 82,430) = 3119.16, p <.001, phi = .20).  
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Table 7.2 

Victims of Domestic Violence by Offenders (N = 82,430) 

  Offender  

  No Yes Total  

  n % n %  

V
ic

ti
m

 o
f 

D
V

 

No  62,724 79.8 15,890 20.2 78,614 

Yes 1,581 41.4 2,235 58.6 3,816 

 Total 64,305 78.0 18,125 22.0 82,430 

 

Of the 3,816 individuals who have been a victim of DV, 2,235 (58.6%) had also 

been an offender (refer to Figure 7.2). Conversely, only 20.2 per cent of individuals 

who had not been a victim of DV were an offender. Therefore, those who had been a 

victim of DV were significantly more likely than those who have not to have been an 

offender. Although DV victimisation increased the risk of criminal offending, most 

individuals who were an offender had not been a victim of DV (87.7%). Of the 2,235 

who have been both a victim of DV and an offender, 796 (35.6%) were male, 1,439 

(64.4%) were female, and 930 (41.6%) were Indigenous Australian. 
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Figure 7.2 

The Overlap Between Victims of Domestic Violence and Offenders 

 

 

As a significant relationship between being a DV perpetrator and an offender 

was found, further exploration of the difference between the type, timing, and frequency 

of the criminal offending by those who have been a DV perpetrator and those who have 

not been a DV perpetrator was needed. A hierarchical binary logistic regression was 

performed to assess the impact of five independent variables (number of finalisations, 

violence, custodial sentence, generalist offending, and age of first guilty finalisation) on 

the likelihood that an individual who has been an offender would also appear as a DV 

perpetrator. A hierarchical binary logistic regression was used to control for the 

demographic variables (gender and Indigenous status).  
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Before the hierarchical binary logistic regression was performed, a preliminary 

analysis was conducted to ensure there was no violation of outliers or multicollinearity. 

The assumption of multicollinearity was violated for the variables of custodial sentence 

and number of guilty finalisations (r = .60). The analysis was performed both with and 

without the custodial sentence variable to determine if the multicollinearity between 

these two variables influenced the results. The multicollinearity of these variables was 

found to influence the results; therefore, custodial sentence was removed from the 

analysis. Further, the assumption of outliers was violated for the variables of number of 

guilty finalisations and age of first guilty finalisation. To correct this violation 

appropriate transformations were performed on these variables. There was no difference 

in interpretation for any outcome in the hierarchical binary logistic regression when 

comparing the non-transformed and transformed variables; therefore, analysis using the 

non-transformed values is presented for ease of interpretation. 

Demographic variables were entered at Step One explaining 9.3 per cent 

(Nagelkerke R squared) of the variance between being an offender who has not been a 

DV perpetrator and being an offender who has been a DV perpetrator (𝜒2 = (2, N = 

18,125) = 1,054.95, p <.001). The model correctly classified 82.4 per cent of cases. As 

seen in Table 7.3, both variables made a significant contribution to the model. 

Indigenous status was the strongest predictor of being both an offender and a DV 

perpetrator, with Indigenous offenders (38.3%) being 4.36 times more likely than their 

non-Indigenous counterparts (13.2%) to also be a DV perpetrator. Gender was also 

statistically significant, with male offenders (18.3%) being 1.54 times more likely than 

female offenders (15.4%) to also appear as a DV perpetrator. 
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Table 7.3 

Summary of Logistic Regression Analysis for Predicting the Likelihood of Offenders 

also being a Domestic Violence Perpetrator (n =18,125) 

 Variable B S.E Wald df 

Odds 

Ratio 

95.0% C.I for 

Odds Ratio 

Step 1       Lower Upper 

 
Male 0.43*** .05 74.19 1 1.54 1.39 1.69 

 
Indigenous 1.47*** .05 1,087.87 1 4.36 3.99 4.76 

 
Constant -2.23*** .05 2,158.96 1 0.11   

Step 2         

 
Male 0.15** .05 7.28 1 1.16 1.04 1.29 

 
Indigenous 0.77*** .05 226.89 1 2.16 1.95 2.39 

 
Violence 0.24*** .05 26.35 1 1.27 1.16 1.39 

 Generalist 

offending  
1.23*** .06 438.69 1 3.41 3.04 3.82 

 Number of 

finalisations 
0.11*** .01 519.82 1 1.11 1.10 1.12 

 Age of first 

finalisation 
0.07*** .01 108.97 1 1.07 1.06 1.09 

 
Constant -4.70*** .17 768.73 1 0.01   

Note. *p <.05. **p <.01. ***p < .001. 

After entry of the four independent variables at Step Two the total variance 

explained by the model significantly increased to 25.0 per cent (𝜒2 = (6, N = 18,125) = 

2,969.91, p <.001). These four variables explained an additional 15.7 per cent of the 

variance in being both an offender and a DV perpetrator (𝜒2 = (4, N = 18,125) = 

1,914.96, p <.001). As shown in Table 7.3, all six of the variables made a significant 

contribution to the final model (Indigenous status, gender, number of guilty 

finalisations, violence, generalist offending, and age of first guilty finalisation).  

Being a generalist offender was predictive of DV perpetration. Offenders who 

had been found guilty of two or more offence types (28.0%) were 3.41 times more 
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likely than offenders who were only found guilty of one offence type (6.0%) to also be a 

DV perpetrator. Violent offending was also predictive of DV perpetration, with violent 

offenders (25.0%) being 1.27 times more likely than non-violent offenders (12.0%) to 

be a DV perpetrator. The number of guilty finalisations also significantly impacted how 

likely an offender was to also be a DV perpetrator, with the likelihood of being a DV 

perpetrator increasing by 1.11 times for each additional finalisation.  

Surprisingly, the older an offender was at their first finalisation was predictive of 

being a DV perpetrator, with the likelihood of being a perpetrator increasing by 1.07 

times per year of age of onset. Although a positive relationship was found for a later age 

of onset of offending and DV perpetration, this finding is counterintuitive and differs to 

previous research, which has shown that the earlier the age of onset of offending the 

more likely DV perpetration is also to occur (Straus & Ramirez, 2004). Similarly, an 

interpretation of the mean age of onset of offending between individuals who had only 

been an offender (M = 20.57, SD = 3.69) and those who had been both an offender and a 

DV perpetrator (M = 19.17, SD = 4.19), show that on average individuals who appear 

across both systems, in comparison to those who only offend, are more likely to offend 

earlier, therefore disagreeing with the direction found in the regression. Due to this 

discrepancy between the direction found in the regression and the means, as well as the 

low odds ratio for this variable, these results will not be interpreted. 

 

As a significant relationship between being a victim of DV and an offender was 

found, further exploration of the difference between the frequency, type, and timing of 

the criminal offending by those who have been a victim of DV and those who have not 

been a victim of DV was needed. A hierarchical binary logistic regression was 
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performed to assess the impact of five independent variables (number of finalisations, 

violence, custodial sentence, generalist offending, and age of first guilty finalisation) on 

the likelihood that an individual who has been an offender would also appear as a victim 

of DV. A hierarchical binary logistic regression was used to control for the 

demographic variables (gender and Indigenous status).  

Before the hierarchical binary logistic regression was performed, a preliminary 

analysis was conducted to ensure there was no violation of outliers or multicollinearity. 

The assumption of multicollinearity was again violated for the variables of custodial 

sentence and number of guilty finalisations (r = .62). The analysis was performed both 

with and without the custodial sentence variable to determine if the multicollinearity 

between these two variables influenced the results. The multicollinearity of these 

variables was found to influence the results; therefore, custodial sentence was removed 

from the analysis. Further, the assumption of outliers was violated for the variables of 

number of guilty finalisations and age of first guilty finalisation. To correct this 

violation appropriate transformations were performed on these variables. There was no 

difference in interpretation for any outcome in the hierarchical binary logistic regression 

when comparing the non-transformed and transformed variables; therefore, analysis 

using the non-transformed values is presented for ease of interpretation. 

Demographic variables were entered at Step One explaining 24.7 per cent 

(Nagelkerke R squared) of the variance between being an offender who has not been a 

victim of DV and being an offender who has been a victim of DV (𝜒2 = (2, N = 18,125) 

= 2,527.34, p <.001). The model correctly classified 88.6 per cent of cases. As seen in 

Table 7.4, both variables made a significant contribution to the model. Gender was the 

strongest predictor of being both an offender and a victim of DV, with female offenders 

(32.7%) being 7.46 times more likely than male offenders (5.8%) to also be a victim of 

DV. Indigenous status was also statistically significant, with Indigenous offenders 
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(29.3%) being 3.88 times more likely than non-Indigenous offenders (8.7%) to also 

appear as a victim of DV. 

Table 7.4 

Summary of Logistic Regression Analysis for Predicting the Likelihood of Offenders 

also being a Victim of Domestic Violence (n =18,125) 

 Variable B S.E Wald df 

Odds 

Ratio 

95.0% C.I for 

Odds Ratio 

Step 1       Lower Upper 

 
Male -2.01*** .05 1,609.60 1 0.13 0.12 0.15 

 
Indigenous 1.36*** .05 656.52 1 3.88 3.50 4.31 

 
Constant -1.11*** .04 882.90 1 0.33   

Step 2         

 
Male -2.35*** .06 1,803.40 1 0.10 0.09 0.11 

 
Indigenous 0.87*** .06 219.79 1 2.38 2.12 2.66 

 
Violence -0.09 .06 2.67 1 0.91 0.82 1.02 

 Generalist 

offending 
1.14*** .06 314.98 1 3.12 2.75 3.53 

 Number of 

finalisations 
0.06*** .01 188.04 1 1.06 1.06 1.07 

 Age of first 

finalisation 
0.05*** .01 51.08 1 1.06 1.04 1.07 

 
Constant -2.81*** .18 252.83 1 0.06   

Note. *p <.05. **p <.01. ***p < .001. 

After entry of the four independent variables at Step Two the total variance 

explained by the model significantly increased to 31.1 per cent (𝜒2 = (6, N = 18,125) = 

3,237.25, p <.001). These four variables explained an additional 6.4 per cent of the 

variance in being both an offender and a victim of DV (𝜒2 = (4, N = 18,125) = 709.91, p 

<.001). As shown in Table 7.4, five of the variables made a significant contribution to 
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the final model (Indigenous status, gender, number of guilty finalisations, generalist 

offending, and age of first guilty finalisation).  

Being a generalist offender was predictive of DV victimisation. Offenders who 

had been found guilty of two or more offence types (17.1%) were 3.12 times more 

likely than offenders who were only found guilty of one offence type (7.1%) to also be a 

victim of DV. The number of finalisations an offender was found guilty for also 

significantly impacted how likely they were to also be a victim of DV, with the 

likelihood of being a victim increasing by 1.06 times for each additional finalisation. 

Lastly, the older an offender was at their first finalisation was predictive of 

being a victim of DV, with the likelihood of being a victim increasing by 1.06 times per 

year of age of onset. Again, these results are counterintuitive, and a comparison of the 

mean for the age of onset of offending between individuals who have only been an 

offender (M = 20.38, SD = 3.72) and those who have been both an offender and a victim 

of DV (M = 19.96, SD = 4.40) show that on average individuals who appear across both 

systems in comparison to those who only offend are more likely to offend earlier, 

therefore, disagreeing with the direction found in the regression. Due to this discrepancy 

between the direction found in the regression and the means, as well as the low odds 

ratio for this variable, these results will not be interpreted.  

 

As a significant relationship between being a DV perpetrator and an offender 

was found, further exploration of the difference between the experience of DV 

perpetration by those who have and have not been an offender was needed. A 

hierarchical binary logistic regression was performed to assess the impact of two 

independent variables (aggrieved person and number of DVOs) on the likelihood that an 
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individual who has been a DV perpetrator would have also been an offender. A 

hierarchical binary logistic regression was used to control for the demographic variables 

(gender and Indigenous status).  

Before the hierarchical binary logistic regression was performed, a preliminary 

analysis was conducted to ensure there was no violation of outliers or multicollinearity. 

No violations of multicollinearity were found; however, the assumption of outliers was 

violated for the variable of number of DVOs. To correct this violation appropriate 

transformations were performed on this variable. There was no difference in the 

interpretation for any outcome in the hierarchical binary logistic regression when 

comparing the non-transformed and transformed variables; therefore, analysis using the 

non-transformed values is presented for ease of interpretation.  

Demographic variables were entered at Step One explaining 14.1 per cent 

(Nagelkerke R squared) of the variance between being a DV perpetrator and being a DV 

perpetrator as well as an offender (𝜒2 = (2, N = 3,818) = 332.32, p <.001). The model 

correctly classified 83.6 per cent of cases. As seen in Table 7.5, gender and Indigenous 

status made a significant contribution to the model. Indigenous status was the strongest 

predictor of being both the DV perpetrator and an offender, with Indigenous 

perpetrators (93.8%) being 4.87 times more likely than their non-Indigenous 

counterparts (78.3%) to have been an offender. Gender was also statistically significant, 

with male perpetrators (87.7%) being 3.43 times more likely than female perpetrators 

(71.1%) to have been an offender.  
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Table 7.5 

Summary of Logistic Regression Analysis for Predicting the Likelihood of Domestic 

Violence Perpetrators also being an Offender (n = 3,818) 

 

Variable B S.E Wald df 

Odds 

Ratio 

95.0% C.I for 

Odds Ratio 

Step 1       Lower Upper 

 Male 1.23*** .10 165.37 1 3.43 2.84 4.13 

 Indigenous 1.58*** .13 153.60 1 4.87 3.79 6.26 

 Constant 0.40*** .08 25.15 1 1.50   

Step 2         

 Male 1.22*** .12 107.85 1 3.38 2.68 4.25 

 
Indigenous 1.39*** .13 114.22 1 4.02 3.12 5.20 

 
Aggrieved 0.18 .12 2.34 1 1.19 0.95 1.49 

 Number of 

DVOs (as 

respondent) 

1.16*** .13 83.40 1 3.19 2.49 4.09 

 
Constant -1.05*** .18 35.35 1 0.35   

Note. *p <.05. **p <.01. ***p < .001. 

After entry of the two independent variables at Step Two the total variance 

explained by the model significantly increased to 20.0 per cent (𝜒2 = (4, N = 3,818) = 

480.29, p <.001). These two variables explained an additional 5.9 per cent of the 

variance in being both a DV perpetrator and an offender (𝜒2 = (2, N = 3,818) = 147.97, p 

<.001). As shown in Table 7.5, three variables made a significant contribution to the full 

model (gender, Indigenous status, and number of DVOs). The number of DVOs was the 

only statistically significant independent variable for predicting whether a DV 

perpetrator was likely to be an offender. For each additional DVO, perpetrators were 

3.19 times more likely to have been an offender.  
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As a significant relationship between being a victim of DV and an offender was 

found, further exploration of the difference between the experience of DV victimisation 

by those who have and have not been an offender was needed. A hierarchical binary 

logistic regression was performed to assess the impact of two independent variables 

(respondent and number of DVOs) on the likelihood that an individual who has been a 

victim of DV would have also been an offender. A hierarchical binary logistic 

regression was used to control for the demographic variables (gender and Indigenous 

status).  

Before the hierarchical binary logistic regression was performed, a preliminary 

analysis was conducted to ensure there was no violation of outliers or multicollinearity. 

No violations of multicollinearity were found; however, the assumption of outliers was 

violated for the variable of number of DVOs. To correct this violation appropriate 

transformations were performed on this variable. There was no difference in 

interpretation for any outcome in the hierarchical binary logistic regression when 

comparing the non-transformed and transformed variables; therefore, analysis using the 

non-transformed values will be presented for ease of interpretation.  

Demographic variables were entered at Step One explaining 23.4 per cent 

(Nagelkerke R squared) of the variance between being a victim of DV and being a 

victim of DV as well as an offender (𝜒2 = (2, N = 3,816) = 728.71, p <.001). The model 

correctly classified 69.3 per cent of cases. As seen in Table 7.6, both gender and 

Indigenous status made a significant contribution to the model. Gender was the 

strongest predictor of being an offender with male victims of DV (84.6%) being 6.13 

times more likely than female victims of DV (50.1%) to have been an offender. 
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Indigenous victims of DV (79.5%) were also 4.45 times more likely than their non-

Indigenous counterparts (54.4%) to have been an offender.  

Table 7.6 

Summary of Logistic Regression Analysis for Predicting the Likelihood of Victims of 

Domestic Violence also being an Offender (n = 3,816) 

 

Variable B S.E Wald df 

Odds 

Ratio 

95.0% C.I for 

Odds Ratio 

Step 1       Lower Upper 

 Male 1.81*** .10 324.31 1 6.13 5.03 7.47 

 Indigenous 1.49*** .09 304.50 1 4.45 3.76 5.26 

 Constant -0.43*** .05 90.10 1 0.65   

Step 2         

 Male 1.43*** .11 164.50 1 4.16 3.35 5.18 

 
Indigenous 1.29*** .09 204.73 1 3.62 3.03 4.31 

 
Respondent 1.16*** .09 166.77 1 3.20 2.67 3.80 

 Number of 

DVOs (as 

aggrieved) 

0.56*** .07 73.41 1 1.74 1.53 1.98 

 
Constant -1.42*** .10 216.23 1 0.24   

Note. *p <.05. **p <.01. ***p < .001. 

After entry of the two independent variables at Step Two the total variance 

explained by the model significantly increased to 32.3 per cent (𝜒2 = (4, N = 3,816) = 

1,046.95, p <.001). These two variables explained an additional 8.9 per cent of the 

variance in being both a victim of DV and an offender (𝜒2 = (2, N = 3,816) = 318.25, p 

<.001). As shown in Table 7.6, all four variables made a significant contribution to the 

full model (gender, Indigenous status, respondent, and number of DVOs). Victims of 

DV who had also been a DV perpetrator (81.9%) were 3.20 times more likely than those 

who had not been a DV perpetrator (43.9%) to have also been an offender. Additionally, 
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the number of DVOs was statistically significant for predicting whether a victim of DV 

was likely to be an offender. For each additional DVO, victims of DV were 1.74 times 

more likely to have been an offender.  

 

In this chapter, seven research questions were presented that addressed the 

overarching question of Study Two, What experience do individuals involved with 

domestic violence (as either a victim or perpetrator) have with criminal offending? 

Descriptive statistics, chi-square tests for independence, and hierarchical binary logistic 

regressions were utilised to provide insight into the prevalence of being an offender, the 

likelihood of individuals who have been involved with DV also offending, and how the 

type, frequency, and timing of the offending and DV differs between those only 

involved with one system and those involved with both DV and criminal offending. 

These results found a significant overlap between individuals who had offended 

and those involved in DV (as either a victim or perpetrator). For all analyses, 

Indigenous status was found to be predictive of the co-occurrence between DV and 

criminal offending. The results also show that gender has a significant effect on the 

relationship between criminal offending and DV involvement. Male offenders were 

more likely than female offenders to also be a DV perpetrator, whereas, female 

offenders were more likely than male offenders to appear as a victim of DV. Both male 

victims and perpetrators were more likely than their female counterparts to offend.  

The results show that individuals who are involved with DV and offend are 

more likely than those who are only involved in one system to have a higher number of 

DVOs and court finalisations. Further, victims of DV who had offended were more 

likely than those who had not offended to have been a perpetrator of DV. Generalist 

offending was found to be predictive of being a victim of DV or a DV perpetrator. 

Additionally, violent offending was found to be predictive of being a DV perpetrator 
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but was not predictive for being a victim of DV. Further interpretation of these results 

will be presented in Chapter Ten. Presented in the next chapter, Chapter Eight, are the 

results of the third study of this thesis which addressed the overarching research 

question of What experience do individuals involved with domestic violence (as either a 

victim or perpetrator) have with perpetrating child maltreatment?  
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Within this chapter is an overview of the results of the third study which 

examined the question: What experience do individuals involved with domestic violence 

(as either a victim or perpetrator) have with perpetrating child maltreatment? Eight 

additional research questions guided this study: 

Research Question 3a: Who is responsible for child maltreatment? 

Research Question 3b: Are perpetrators of child maltreatment more likely than 

non-perpetrators to be parents?  

Research Question 3c: Are domestic violence perpetrators more likely than non-

perpetrators to perpetrate child maltreatment? 

Research Question 3d: Are domestic violence victims more likely than non-

victims to perpetrate child maltreatment? 

Research Question 3e: For child maltreatment perpetrators, is there a difference 

in the nature of the maltreatment perpetrated between perpetrators and non-perpetrators 

of domestic violence?  

Research Question 3f: For child maltreatment perpetrators, is there a difference 

in the nature of the maltreatment perpetrated between victims and non-victims of 

domestic violence? 

Research Question 3g: For domestic violence perpetrators, is there a difference 

in the nature of the domestic violence perpetrated between perpetrators and non-

perpetrators of child maltreatment? 

Research Question 3h: For domestic violence victims, is there a difference in the 

nature of the domestic violence experienced between perpetrators and non-perpetrators 

of child maltreatment? 
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Within the cohort, 1,843 (2.2%) had been a perpetrator of child maltreatment by 

the age of 30 years. These individuals accounted for 7,024 substantiations of child 

maltreatment, with the highest number of substantiations as a perpetrator being 39 (M = 

3.81, SD = 4.10). The mean age of first substantiation was 23.07 years (SD = 4.05), 

ranging from 11 to 30 years of age. Of the 1,843 perpetrators, 1,038 (56.3%) were 

female, 805 (43.7%) were male, and 721 (39.1%) were Indigenous Australian. Of the 

child maltreatment perpetrators, 1,444 (78.4%) had been a biological parent before their 

first substantiation of child maltreatment. Additionally, 1,155 (62.7%) had been found 

responsible for emotional harm, 1,102 (59.8%) had been found responsible for neglect, 

827 (44.9%) had been responsible for physical harm, 137 (7.4%) have been found 

responsible for sexual harm, and 994 (53.9%) had been responsible for two or more 

harm types. 

 

As there are known differences between perpetrators of child maltreatment who 

are and are not a biological parent (Sedlak et al., 2010), it is important to determine if 

perpetrators of child maltreatment are more likely than non-perpetrators to be parents. A 

2x2 chi-square analysis was performed to examine whether perpetrators of child 

maltreatment were significantly more likely to be a biological parent than those who 

have not been a perpetrator of child maltreatment. The results, shown in Table 8.1, 

found a significant relationship between perpetrators of child maltreatment and parental 

status (𝜒2 (1, N = 82,430) = 1,202.27, p < .001, phi = .12). Therefore, perpetrators of 

child maltreatment were significantly more likely than those who have not been a 

perpetrator of child maltreatment to be a biological parent.  
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Table 8.1 

Perpetrators of Child Maltreatment by Parents (N = 82,430) 

  Parent  

  No Yes Total 

  n % n %  

P
er

p
et

ra
to

r 
o

f 
C

h
il

d
 

M
al

tr
ea

tm
en

t 

No 49,623 61.6 30,964 38.4 80,587 

Yes 399 21.6 1,444 78.4 1,843 

 Total 50,002 60.7 32,408 39.3 82,430 

 

Of the 1,843 perpetrators of child maltreatment, 1,444 (78.4%) were a biological 

parent before their first substantiation of child maltreatment. Conversely, only 38.4 per 

cent of individuals who had not been a perpetrator of child maltreatment were a 

biological parent. Therefore, those who had been a perpetrator of child maltreatment 

were significantly more likely than those who had not been a perpetrator to be a 

biological parent. Of the 1,444 perpetrators of child maltreatment who were parents, 

498 (34.5%) were male, 946 (65.5%) were female, and 554 (38.4%) were Indigenous 

Australian. 

A binary logistic regression was conducted to examine if there was a difference 

between perpetrators of child maltreatment who were and were not parents in the 

frequency, timing, and type of the maltreatment perpetrated. The model contained nine 

independent variables (gender, Indigenous status, number of substantiations, neglect, 

emotional harm, sexual harm, physical harm, multitype, and age of first substantiation). 

Before the binary logistic regression was performed, a preliminary analysis was 

conducted to ensure there was no violation of outliers and multicollinearity. The 

assumption of multicollinearity was violated for the variables of multitype and 

emotional harm (r = .60), as well as for the variables of multitype and physical harm (r 



143 

 

= .60). The analysis was performed both with and without the multitype variable, to 

determine if the multicollinearity influenced the results. Multicollinearity was found to 

influence the results; therefore, the variable multitype was removed from the analysis. 

The assumption of outliers was violated for the variable of number of substantiations. 

To correct this violation appropriate transformations were performed on this variable. 

There was no difference in interpretation for any outcome in the logistic regression 

when comparing the non-transformed and transformed variables; therefore, analysis 

using the non-transformed values is presented for ease of interpretation. 

As seen in Table 8.2, the full model containing all predictors was statistically 

significant, 𝜒2 = (8, N = 1,843) = 421.95, p <.001, indicating that the model was able to 

distinguish between perpetrators who were a parent and perpetrators who were not a 

parent. The model explained 31.6 per cent (Nagelkerke R squared) of the variance 

between being a parent at the time of maltreatment and not being a parent at the time of 

maltreatment. The model correctly classified 82.7 per cent of cases. 
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Table 8.2 

Summary of Logistic Regression Analysis for Predicting the Likelihood of a Perpetrator 

of Child Maltreatment being a Parent (n = 1,843) 

Variable B S.E Wald df 

Odds 

Ratio 

95.0% C.I for 

Odds Ratio 

      Lower Upper 

Male -1.70*** .15 126.00 1 0.18 0.14 0.25 

Indigenous  -0.11 .13 0.65 1 0.90 0.69 1.17 

Physical harm -0.45** .14 9.97 1 0.64 0.49 0.85 

Emotional harm  -0.07 .15 0.20 1 0.94 0.70 1.25 

Neglect 0.10 .15 0.46 1 1.11 0.82 1.50 

Sexual harm  -1.58*** .24 45.0 1 0.21 0.13 0.33 

Number of 

substantiations 
0.08*** .02 13.31 1 1.09 1.04 1.14 

Age of first 

substantiation 
0.16*** .02 76.66 1 1.17 1.13 1.21 

Constant -1.16** .44 6.92 1 0.31   

Note. *p <.05. **p <.01. ***p < .001. 

Gender, sexual harm, physical harm, number of substantiations, and age of first 

substantiation were found to differ significantly between parents and those who were 

not parents. Gender was the strongest predictor of being a parent, with females who had 

been a perpetrator of child maltreatment (91.1%) being 5.46 times more likely than their 

male counterparts (61.9%) to be a parent. Further, individuals who had been found 

responsible for sexual harm (34.3%) were 4.85 times less likely than those who had not 

been responsible for sexual harm (81.9%) to be a parent. Additionally, perpetrators who 

had been found responsible for physical harm (75.6%) were 1.56 times less likely than 

perpetrators who have not been found responsible for physical harm (80.6%) to be a 

parent. Age of first substantiation was found to be significant; the older the perpetrator 



145 

 

of child maltreatment was at the age of their first substantiation the more likely they 

were to be a parent, with the likelihood of being a parent increasing by 1.17 times per 

year of age. Lastly, the number of substantiations was also significant, with individuals 

with more substantiations of child maltreatment being more likely to be a parent, with 

the likelihood of being a parent increasing by 1.09 times per additional substantiation. 

As these results show a significant difference between parents and those who were not 

parents, further analysis on the overlap of DV and child maltreatment perpetration 

consider the impact on parental status. Therefore, the nuance of parenting and 

perpetrating child maltreatment is acknowledged and accounted for throughout this 

study.  

 

A 2x2 chi-square analysis was performed to examine whether individuals who 

have been a DV perpetrator are more likely than non-perpetrators to have also been the 

perpetrator of child maltreatment. As shown in Table 8.3, the chi-square test for 

independence indicated a significant association between being a DV perpetrator and a 

perpetrator of child maltreatment (𝜒2 (1, N = 82,430) = 7,471.41, p <.001, phi = .30). 

Table 8.3 

Domestic Violence Perpetrators by Perpetrators of Child Maltreatment (N = 82,430) 

  Perpetrator of Child Maltreatment  

  No Yes Total  

  n % n %  

D
V

 P
er

p
et

ra
to

r 

No  77,626 98.7 986 1.3 78,612 

Yes 2,961 77.6 857 22.4 3,818 

 Total 80,587 97.8 1,843 2.2 82,430 
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Of the 3,818 individuals who have been a DV perpetrator, 857 (22.4%) had also 

been the perpetrator of child maltreatment (refer to Figure 8.1). Conversely, only 1.3 per 

cent of individuals who had not been a DV perpetrator were a perpetrator of child 

maltreatment. Therefore, those who had been a DV perpetrator were significantly more 

likely than those who have not to have been a perpetrator of child maltreatment. Of the 

857 who have been both a DV perpetrator and a perpetrator of child maltreatment, 524 

(61.1%) were male, 333 (38.9%) were female, 417 (48.7%) were Indigenous Australian, 

and 651 (76.0%) were a parent. 

Figure 8.1 

The Overlap Between Domestic Violence Perpetrators and Child Maltreatment (CM) 

Perpetrators 
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A 2x2 chi-square analysis was performed to examine whether individuals who 

have been a victim of DV are more likely than non-victims to have also been the 

perpetrator of child maltreatment. As shown in Table 8.4, the chi-square test for 

independence indicated a significant association between being a victim of DV and a 

perpetrator of child maltreatment (𝜒2 (1, N = 82,430) = 7,093.26, p <.001, phi = .29).  

Table 8.4 

Victims of Domestic Violence by Perpetrators of Child Maltreatment (N = 82,430) 

  Perpetrator of Child Maltreatment  

  No Yes Total  

  n % n %  

V
ic

ti
m

 o
f 

D
V

 

No  77,608 98.7 1,006 1.3 78,614 

Yes 2,979 78.1 837 21.9 3,816 

 Total 80,587 97.8 1,843 2.2 82,430 

 

Of the 3,816 individuals who have been a victim of DV, 837 (21.9%) had also 

been the perpetrator of child maltreatment (refer to Figure 8.2). Conversely, only 1.3 per 

cent of individuals who had not been a victim of DV were a perpetrator of child 

maltreatment. Therefore, those who had been a victim of DV were significantly more 

likely than those who have not been a victim of DV to have also been a perpetrator of 

child maltreatment. However, the majority of victims of DV were not perpetrators of 

child maltreatment. Of the 837 who have been both a victim of DV and a perpetrator of 

child maltreatment, 203 (24.3%) were male, 634 (75.7%) were female, 402 (48.0%) 

were Indigenous Australian, and 717 (85.7%) were a parent. 
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Figure 8.2 

The Overlap Between Victims of Domestic Violence and Child Maltreatment (CM) 

Perpetrators 

 

 

 

As a significant relationship between being a DV perpetrator and a perpetrator of 

child maltreatment was found, further exploration of the difference between the child 

maltreatment perpetration by those who have been a DV perpetrator and those who have 

not been a DV perpetrator was examined. A hierarchical binary logistic regression was 

performed to assess the impact of seven independent variables (number of 

substantiations, neglect, emotional harm, sexual harm, physical harm, multitype, and 

age of first perpetration) on the likelihood that an individual who has been a perpetrator 

of child maltreatment would also be a perpetrator of DV. A hierarchical binary logistic 
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regression was used to control for the demographic variables (gender, Indigenous status, 

and parental status).  

Before the hierarchical binary logistic regression was performed, a preliminary 

analysis was conducted to ensure there was no violation of outliers or multicollinearity. 

The assumption of multicollinearity was violated for the variables of multitype and 

emotional harm (r = .60), as well as, for the variables of multitype and physical harm (r 

= .60). The analysis was performed both with and without the multitype variable, to 

determine if the multicollinearity influenced the results. Multicollinearity was found to 

influence the results; therefore, multitype was removed from the analysis. Further, the 

assumption of outliers was violated for the variable of number of substantiations. To 

correct this violation appropriate transformations were performed on this variable. 

There was no difference in interpretation for any outcome in the hierarchical binary 

logistic regression when comparing the non-transformed and transformed variables; 

therefore, analysis using the non-transformed values is presented for ease of 

interpretation. 

Demographic variables were entered at Step One explaining 18.2 per cent 

(Nagelkerke R squared) of the variance between being a perpetrator of child 

maltreatment who has not been a DV perpetrator and being a perpetrator of child 

maltreatment who has been a DV perpetrator (𝜒2 = (3, N = 1,843) = 270.35, p <.001). 

The model correctly classified 66.7 per cent of cases. As seen in Table 8.5, all three 

variables made a significant contribution to the model. Gender was the strongest 

predictor of being both a perpetrator of child maltreatment and DV, with male 

perpetrators of child maltreatment (65.1%) being 4.56 times more likely than female 

perpetrators of child maltreatment (32.1%) to also be a perpetrator of DV. Indigenous 

Australian perpetrators of child maltreatment (57.8%) were 2.20 times more likely than 

their non-Indigenous Australian counterparts (39.3%) to also be a DV perpetrator. 
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Parental status was also statistically significant, with parents (45.1%) being 1.51 times 

more likely than those who were not parents (51.6%) to also appear as a DV perpetrator. 

Table 8.5 

Summary of Logistic Regression Analysis for Predicting the Likelihood of Perpetrators 

of Child Maltreatment also being a Domestic Violence Perpetrator (n = 1,843) 

 Variable B S.E Wald df 

Odds 

Ratio 

95.0% C.I for 

Odds Ratio 

Step 1       Lower Upper 

 
Male 1.52*** .11 187.88 1 4.56 3.67 5.66 

 
Indigenous 0.79*** .10 58.41 1 2.20 1.80 2.70 

 
Parent 0.41** .13 9.81 1 1.51 1.17 1.95 

 
Constant -1.45*** .15 96.47 1 0.24   

Step 2         

 
Male 1.56*** .12 161.00 1 4.76 3.74 6.05 

 
Indigenous  0.78*** .11 50.91 1 2.18 1.76 2.70 

 
Parent 0.05 .15 0.10 1 1.05 0.79 1.39 

 
Physical harm 0.19 .12 2.67 1 1.21 0.96 1.51 

 
Emotional harm 0.72*** .12 35.38 1 2.06 1.62 2.62 

 
Neglect -0.21 .13 2.75 1 0.81 0.63 1.04 

 
Sexual harm -0.74** .23 10.52 1 0.48 0.31 0.75 

 Number of 

substantiations 
0.07*** .02 18.73 1 1.07 1.04 1.10 

 Age of first 

substantiation 
0.08*** .01 31.80 1 1.08 1.05 1.11 

 
Constant -3.61*** .38 89.61 1 0.03   

Note. *p <.05. **p <.01. ***p < .001. 

After entry of the six independent variables at Step Two the total variance 

explained by the model significantly increased to 27.3 per cent (𝜒2 = (9, N = 1,843) = 
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421.97, p <.001). These six variables explained an additional 9.1 per cent of the 

variance in being both a perpetrator of child maltreatment and a DV perpetrator (𝜒2 = (6, 

N = 1,843) = 151.63, p <.001). As shown in Table 8.5, six of the variables made a 

significant contribution to the final model (gender, Indigenous status, number of 

substantiations, emotional harm, sexual harm, and age of the first perpetration). 

Contrary to Step One of the model, parental status was found to be insignificant at Step 

Two after controlling for the type of harm, the number of substantiations, and age of 

first substantiation. 

Both sexual harm and emotional harm had a significant effect on being both a 

perpetrator of child maltreatment and a DV perpetrator. Sexual harm was negatively 

associated with being a perpetrator of both child maltreatment and DV, with 

perpetrators responsible for sexual harm (34.3%) being 2.08 times less likely than 

perpetrators who had not been responsible sexual harm (47.5%) to also be a perpetrator 

of DV. Further, perpetrators of child maltreatment who had been responsible for 

emotional harm (54.3%) were 2.06 times more likely that than those who had never 

been responsible for emotional harm (33.4%) to also be a DV perpetrator.  

The age at which the first substantiation occurred had a significant effect on 

being both a perpetrator of child maltreatment and a DV perpetrator. The results 

indicate that the older the perpetrator of child maltreatment was at the age of their first 

substantiation the more likely they were to be a DV perpetrator, with the likelihood of 

being a perpetrator increasing by 1.08 times per year of age. Lastly, the number of 

substantiations was also statistically significant for predicting whether a perpetrator of 

child maltreatment would also be a DV perpetrator. For each additional substantiation, 

perpetrators of child maltreatment were 1.07 times more likely to be a DV perpetrator.  
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As parental status was found to significantly impact the overlap between child 

maltreatment perpetration and DV perpetration, further analysis was conducted to 

determine if parental status influenced the experience of child maltreatment perpetration 

by individuals involved with both DV and child maltreatment. A binary logistic 

regression was conducted to examine if there was a difference in the perpetration of 

child maltreatment between perpetrators of child maltreatment and DV who were and 

were not parents. The model contained eight independent variables (gender, Indigenous 

status, number of substantiations, neglect, emotional harm, sexual harm, physical harm, 

and age of first substantiation).  

Before the logistic regression was performed, a preliminary analysis was 

conducted to ensure there was no violation of outliers and multicollinearity. No 

violations of multicollinearity were found; however, the assumption of outliers was 

violated for the variable assessing number of substantiations. To correct this violation 

appropriate transformations were performed on this variable. There was no difference in 

interpretation for any outcome in the logistic regression when comparing the non-

transformed and transformed variables; therefore, analysis using the non-transformed 

values is presented for ease of interpretation.  

As seen in Table 8.6, the full model containing all predictors was statistically 

significant, 𝜒2 = (8, N = 857) = 161.57, p <.001, indicating that the model was able to 

distinguish between individuals who had been both the perpetrator of DV and child 

maltreatment who were a parent and perpetrators of both who were not a parent. The 

model explained 25.7 per cent (Nagelkerke R squared) of the variance and the model as 

a whole correctly classified 78.8 per cent of cases. 
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Table 8.6 

Summary of Logistic Regression Analysis for Predicting the Likelihood of a Perpetrator 

of Child Maltreatment and a Domestic Violence Perpetrator being a Parent (n = 857) 

Variable B S.E Wald df 

Odds 

Ratio 

95.0% C.I for 

Odds Ratio 

      Lower Upper 

Male -1.73*** .24 50.68 1 0.18 0.11 0.29 

Indigenous  -0.20 .18 1.20 1 0.82 0.58 1.17 

Physical harm -0.28 .19 2.17 1 0.75 0.52 1.10 

Emotional harm 0.19 .22 0.72 1 1.20 0.78 1.85 

Neglect  0.26 .20 1.62 1 1.30 0.87 1.94 

Sexual harm -1.11** .37 8.85 1 0.33 0.16 0.69 

Number of 

substantiations 
0.05 .03 3.25 1 1.05 1.00 1.11 

Age of first 

substantiation 
0.16*** .03 41.23 1 1.17 1.12 1.23 

Constant -1.45* .66 4.83 1 0.23   

Note. *p <.05. **p <.01. ***p < .001. 

Gender, sexual harm, and age of first substantiation were found to differ 

significantly between parents and those who were not parents. Gender was the strongest 

predictor of being a parent, with females who had been a perpetrator of both DV and 

child maltreatment (91.9%) being 5.61 times more likely than their male counterparts 

(65.8%) to be a parent. Further, individuals who had been found responsible for sexual 

harm (78.2%) were 3.03 times less likely than those who had not been responsible for 

sexual harm (38.3%) to be a parent. Lastly, age of first substantiation was found to be 

significant, with the older the perpetrator of child maltreatment was at the age of their 

first substantiation the more likely they were to be a parent, with the likelihood of being 

a parent increasing by 1.17 times per year of age. 
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As a significant relationship between being a victim of DV and a perpetrator of 

child maltreatment was found, further exploration of the difference between the child 

maltreatment perpetration by those who have been a victim of DV and those who have 

not been a victim of DV was needed. A hierarchical binary logistic regression was 

performed to assess the impact of seven independent variables (number of 

substantiations, neglect, emotional harm, sexual harm, physical harm, multitype, and 

age of first perpetration) on the likelihood that an individual who has been a perpetrator 

of child maltreatment would also be a victim of DV. A hierarchical binary logistic 

regression was used to control for the demographic variables (gender, Indigenous status, 

and parental status).  

Before the hierarchical binary logistic regression was performed, a preliminary 

analysis was conducted to ensure there was no violation of outliers or multicollinearity. 

The assumption of multicollinearity was violated for the variables of multitype and 

emotional harm (r = .59), as well as, for the variables of multitype and physical harm (r 

= .63). The analysis was performed both with and without the multitype variable, to 

determine if the multicollinearity influenced the results. Multicollinearity was found to 

influence the results; therefore, multitype was removed from the analysis. Further, the 

assumption of outliers was violated for the variable assessing the number of 

substantiations. To correct this violation appropriate transformations were performed on 

this variable. There was no difference in interpretation for any outcome in the 

hierarchical binary logistic regression when comparing the non-transformed and 

transformed variables; therefore, analysis using the non-transformed values is presented 

for ease of interpretation. 
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Demographic variables were entered at Step One explaining 21.2 per cent 

(Nagelkerke R squared) of the variance between being a perpetrator of child 

maltreatment who has not been a victim of DV and being a perpetrator of child 

maltreatment who has been a victim of DV (𝜒2 = (3, N = 1,843) = 317.63, p <.001). The 

model correctly classified 67.5 per cent of cases. As seen in Table 8.7, all three 

variables made a significant contribution to the model. Gender was the strongest 

predictor of being both a perpetrator of child maltreatment and a victim of DV, with 

female perpetrators of child maltreatment (61.1%) being 4.81 times more likely than 

male perpetrators of child maltreatment (25.2%) to also be a victim of DV. Indigenous 

Australian perpetrators of child maltreatment (55.8%) were 2.43 times more likely than 

their non-Indigenous Australian counterparts (38.8%) to also be a victim of DV. 

Parental status was also statistically significant, with parents (49.7%) being 1.32 times 

more likely than those who were not parents (30.1%) to also appear as a victim of DV. 
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Table 8.7 

Summary of Logistic Regression Analysis for Predicting the Likelihood of Perpetrators 

of Child Maltreatment also being a Victim of Domestic Violence (n = 1,843) 

 Variable B S.E Wald df 

Odds 

Ratio 

95.0% C.I for 

Odds Ratio 

Step 1       Lower Upper 

 
Male -1.57*** .11 192.70 1 0.21 0.17 0.26 

 
Indigenous 0.89*** .11 69.01 1 2.43 1.97 3.00 

 
Parent 0.28* .14 4.03 1 1.32 1.01 1.73 

 
Constant -0.11 .15 0.55 1 0.90   

Step 2         

 
Male -1.65*** .12 170.38 1 0.19 0.15 0.25 

 
Indigenous  0.89*** .11 64.61 1 2.44 1.96 3.03 

 
Parent -0.01 .15 0.01 1 0.99 0.74 1.32 

 
Physical harm -0.06 .12 0.23 1 0.95 0.75 1.19 

 
Emotional harm 0.56*** .12 20.66 1 1.75 1.37 2.22 

 
Neglect 0.04 .13 0.11 1 1.04 0.81 1.35 

 
Sexual harm -0.36 .26 2.02 1 0.70 0.42 1.15 

 Number of 

substantiations  
0.07*** .02 17.83 1 1.07 1.04 1.10 

 Age of first 

substantiation 
0.09*** .01 39.19 1 1.09 1.06 1.13 

 
Constant -2.52*** .39 42.40 1 0.08   

Note. *p <.05. **p <.01. ***p < .001. 

After entry of the six independent variables at Step Two the total variance 

explained by the model significantly increased to 26.8 per cent (𝜒2 = (9, N = 1,843) = 

411.78, p <.001). These six variables explained an additional 5.6 per cent of the 

variance in being both a perpetrator of child maltreatment and a victim of DV (𝜒2 = (6, 
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N = 1,843) = 94.15, p <.001). As shown in Table 8.7, five of the variables made a 

significant contribution to the final model (gender, Indigenous status, number of 

substantiations, emotional harm, and age of the first perpetration). Contrary to Step One 

of the model, parental status was found to be insignificant at Step Two. Emotional harm 

was found to have a significant effect on being a perpetrator of child maltreatment and a 

victim of DV, with perpetrators of child maltreatment who had been responsible for 

emotional harm (50.7%) being 1.75 times more likely that than those who had never 

been responsible for emotional harm (36.6%) to also be a victim of DV.  

The age at which the first substantiation occurred had a significant effect on 

being both a perpetrator of child maltreatment and a victim of DV. The results indicate 

that the older the perpetrator of child maltreatment was at the age of their first 

substantiation the more likely they were to be a victim of DV, with the likelihood of 

being a victim increasing by 1.09 times per year of age. Lastly, the number of 

substantiations was also statistically significant for predicting whether a perpetrator of 

child maltreatment would also be a victim of DV. For each additional substantiation, 

perpetrators of child maltreatment were 1.07 times more likely to be a victim of DV.  

 

As parental status was found to significantly impact the overlap between child 

maltreatment perpetration and DV victimisation, further analysis was conducted to 

determine if parental status influenced the experience of child maltreatment perpetration 

by individuals involved with both DV victimisation and child maltreatment 

perpetration. A binary logistic regression was conducted to examine if there was a 

difference in the perpetration of child maltreatment between perpetrators of child 

maltreatment and victims of DV who were and were not parents. The model contained 
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eight independent variables (gender, Indigenous status, number of substantiations, 

neglect, emotional harm, sexual harm, physical harm, and age of first substantiation).  

Before the logistic regression was performed, a preliminary analysis was 

conducted to ensure there was no violation of outliers and multicollinearity. No 

violations of multicollinearity were found; however, the assumption of outliers was 

violated for the variable of number of substantiations. To correct this violation 

appropriate transformations were performed on this variable. There was no difference in 

interpretation for any outcome in the logistic regression when the comparing non-

transformed and transformed variables; therefore, analysis using the non-transformed 

values is presented for ease of interpretation. As seen in Table 8.8, the full model 

containing all predictors was statistically significant, 𝜒2 = (8, N = 837) = 145.09, p 

<.001, indicating that the model was able to distinguish between perpetrators of child 

maltreatment and victims of DV who were a parent and those who were not a parent. 

The model explained 28.4 per cent (Nagelkerke R squared) of the variance and the 

model as a whole correctly classified 87.0 per cent of cases. 
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Table 8.8 

Summary of Logistic Regression Analysis for Predicting the Likelihood of a Perpetrator 

of Child Maltreatment and a Victim of Domestic Violence being a Parent (n = 837) 

Variable B S.E Wald Df 

Odds 

Ratio 

95.0% C.I for 

Odds Ratio 

      Lower Upper 

Male -1.90*** .25 56.21 1 0.15 0.09 0.25 

Indigenous  -0.24 .23 1.09 1 0.79 0.51 1.23 

Physical harm -0.29 .24 1.45 1 0.75 0.47 1.20 

Emotional harm -0.21 .28 0.57 1 0.81 0.47 1.40 

Neglect 0.06 .26 0.04 1 1.06 0.63 1.77 

Sexual harm -1.82*** .49 13.63 1 0.16 0.06 0.43 

Number of 

substantiations 
0.10** .04 8.26 1 1.11 1.03 1.19 

Age of first 

substantiation 
0.18*** .03 31.96 1 1.20 1.13 1.28 

Constant -1.59 .82 3.75 1 0.20   

Note. *p <.05. **p <.01. ***p < .001. 

Gender, sexual harm, number of substantiations, and age of first substantiation 

were found to differ significantly between parents and those who were not parents. 

Gender was the strongest predictor of being a parent, with females who had been a 

perpetrator of child maltreatment and victim of DV (92.1%) being 6.67 times more 

likely than their male counterparts (65.5%) to be a parent. Further, individuals who had 

been found responsible for sexual harm (87.3%) were 6.13 times less likely than those 

who had not been responsible for sexual harm (41.4%) to be a parent. The number of 

substantiations was also significant, as individuals with more substantiations of child 

maltreatment being more likely to be a parent, with the likelihood of being a parent 

increasing by 1.11 times per additional substantiation. Lastly, age of first substantiation 
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was found to be significant, with the older the perpetrator of child maltreatment was at 

the age of their first substantiation the more likely they were to be a parent, with the 

likelihood of being a parent increasing by 1.20 times per year of age. 

 

As a significant relationship between being a DV perpetrator and a perpetrator of 

child maltreatment was found, further exploration of the difference between the 

experience of DV perpetration by those who have and have not been a perpetrator of 

child maltreatment was examined. A hierarchical binary logistic regression was 

performed to assess the impact of two independent variables (aggrieved person and 

number of DVOs) on the likelihood that an individual who was a DV perpetrator was 

also a perpetrator of child maltreatment. A hierarchical binary logistic regression was 

used to control for the demographic variables (gender, Indigenous status, and parental 

status).  

Before the hierarchical binary logistic regression was performed, a preliminary 

analysis was conducted to ensure there was no violation of outliers or multicollinearity. 

A violation of multicollinearity was found for being a perpetrator of child maltreatment 

and being a parent (r = .84). Due to this high correlation, parental status was removed 

from the analysis. The assumption of outliers was violated for the variable of number of 

DVOs. To correct this violation appropriate transformations were performed on this 

variable. There was no difference in interpretation for any outcome in the hierarchical 

binary logistic regression when comparing the non-transformed and transformed 

variables; therefore, analysis using the non-transformed values is presented for ease of 

interpretation.  
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Demographic variables were entered at Step One explaining 7.7 per cent 

(Nagelkerke R squared) of the variance between being a DV perpetrator and being a DV 

perpetrator as well as a perpetrator of child maltreatment (𝜒2 = (2, N = 3,818) = 198.18, 

p <.001). The model correctly classified 77.6 per cent of cases. As seen in Table 8.9, 

gender and Indigenous status made a significant contribution to the model. Gender was 

the strongest predictor of being both a perpetrator of DV and a perpetrator of child 

maltreatment with female perpetrators of DV (35.1%) being 2.33 times more likely than 

male perpetrators of DV (18.3%) to have been a perpetrator of child maltreatment. 

Indigenous status was also predictive of being both a DV perpetrator and a perpetrator 

of child maltreatment, with Indigenous perpetrators of DV (32.1%) being 2.15 times 

more likely than their non-Indigenous counterparts (17.5%) to have been the perpetrator 

of child maltreatment.  
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Table 8.9 

Summary of Logistic Regression Analysis for Predicting the Likelihood of Domestic 

Violence Perpetrators also being a Perpetrator of Child Maltreatment (n = 3,818) 

 

Variable B S.E Wald df 

Odds 

Ratio 

95.0% C.I for 

Odds Ratio 

Step 1       Lower Upper 

 Male -0.85*** .09 99.65 1 0.43 0.36 0.51 

 Indigenous 0.77*** .08 90.92 1 2.15 1.84 2.52 

 Constant -0.94*** .08 145.81 1 0.39   

Step 2         

 Male -0.80*** .10 61.56 1 0.45 0.37 0.55 

 
Indigenous 0.59*** .08 50.07 1 1.81 1.53 2.13 

 
Aggrieved 0.44*** .09 21.66 1 1.55 1.29 1.86 

 Number of 

DVOs (as 

respondent) 

0.44*** .04 99.30 1 1.55 1.42 1.69 

 
Constant -1.79*** .12 241.74 1 0.17   

Note. *p <.05. **p <.01. ***p < .001. 

After entry of the two independent variables at Step Two the total variance 

explained by the model significantly increased to 13.1 per cent (𝜒2 = (4, N = 3,818) = 

342.51, p <.001). These two variables explained an additional 5.4 per cent of the 

variance in being both a DV perpetrator and a perpetrator of child maltreatment (𝜒2 = (2, 

N = 3,818) = 144.34, p <.001). As shown in Table 8.9, all four variables made a 

significant contribution to the full model (gender, Indigenous status, aggrieved, and 

number of DVOs). The number of DVOs was statistically significant for predicting 

whether a DV perpetrator was likely to be a perpetrator of child maltreatment. For each 

additional DVO, perpetrators of DV were 1.55 times more likely to have been the 

perpetrators of child maltreatment. Additionally, perpetrators of DV who had also been 
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the victim of DV (32.0%) were 1.55 times more likely than those who have not been the 

victim of DV (16.4%) to also appear as a perpetrator of child maltreatment. 

 

As a significant relationship between being a victim of DV and a perpetrator of 

child maltreatment was found, further exploration of the difference between the 

experience of DV victimisation by those who have and have not been a perpetrator of 

child maltreatment was needed. A hierarchical binary logistic regression was performed 

to assess the impact of two independent variables (respondent and number of DVOs) on 

the likelihood that an individual who has been a victim of DV would have also been a 

perpetrator of child maltreatment while controlling for the impact of demographic 

variables (gender and Indigenous status).  

Before the hierarchical binary logistic regression was performed, a preliminary 

analysis was conducted to ensure there was no violation of outliers or multicollinearity. 

No violations of multicollinearity were found; however, the assumption of outliers was 

violated for the variable of number of DVOs. To correct this violation appropriate 

transformations were performed on this variable. There was no difference in 

interpretation for any outcome in the hierarchical binary logistic regression when 

comparing the non-transformed and transformed variables; therefore, analysis using the 

non-transformed values is presented for ease of interpretation.  

Demographic variables were entered at Step One explaining 5.7 per cent 

(Nagelkerke R squared) of the variance between being a victim of DV and being a 

victim of DV as well as a perpetrator of child maltreatment (𝜒2 = (2, N = 3,816) = 

144.68, p <.001). The model correctly classified 78.1 per cent of cases. As seen in Table 

8.10, only Indigenous status made a significant contribution to the model with 
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Indigenous victims of DV (34.4%) being 2.27 times more likely than their non-

Indigenous counterparts (16.6%) to have been the perpetrator of child maltreatment.  

Table 8.10 

Summary of Logistic Regression Analysis for Predicting the Likelihood of Victims of 

Domestic Violence also being a Perpetrator of Child Maltreatment (n = 3,816) 

 

Variable B S.E Wald df 

Odds 

Ratio 

95.0% C.I for 

Odds Ratio 

Step 1       Lower Upper 

 Male -0.04 .09 0.19 1 0.96 0.80 1.15 

 Indigenous 0.98*** .08 146.48 1 2.66 2.27 3.12 

 Constant -1.62*** .06 804.96 1 0.20   

Step 2         

 Male -0.32** .11 8.71 1 0.72 0.59 0.90 

 
Indigenous 0.72*** .09 70.12 1 2.05 1.73 2.42 

 
Respondent 0.88*** .09 87.58 1 2.42 2.01 2.91 

 Number of 

DVOs (as 

aggrieved) 

0.53*** .06 93.48 1 1.70 1.53 1.89 

 
Constant -2.62*** .10 666.65 1 0.07   

Note. *p <.05. **p <.01. ***p < .001. 

After entry of the two independent variables at Step Two the total variance 

explained by the model significantly increased to 14.6 per cent (𝜒2 = (4, N = 3,816) = 

380.14, p <.001). These two variables explained an additional 8.9 per cent of the 

variance in being both a victim of DV and a perpetrator of child maltreatment (𝜒2 = (2, 

N = 3,816) = 325.46, p <.001). As shown in Table 8.10, all four variables made a 

significant contribution to the full model (gender, Indigenous status, respondent, and 

number of DVOs). Contrary to Step One of the model, gender was found to be 

significant at Step Two. Female victims of DV (22.1%) were 1.39 times more likely 
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than male victims of DV (21.6%) to have been the perpetrator of child maltreatment. 

Victims of DV who were also a perpetrator of DV (32.0%) when compared to those 

who were not a perpetrator of DV (15.6%) were 2.42 times more likely to perpetrate 

child maltreatment. Additionally, the number of DVOs was statistically significant for 

predicting whether a victim of DV was likely to be a perpetrator of child maltreatment. 

For each additional DVO, victims of DV were 1.70 times more likely to have been the 

perpetrator of child maltreatment. 

 

Chapter Eight, presented the eight research questions used to address the 

overarching question of Study Three, which was What experience do individuals 

involved with domestic violence (as either a victim or perpetrator) have with 

perpetrating child maltreatment? Descriptive statistics, chi-square tests for 

independence, and hierarchical binary logistic regressions were utilised to provide 

insight into the prevalence of being a perpetrator of child maltreatment, the likelihood of 

being a perpetrator of child maltreatment and a parent, the impact parental status has on 

child maltreatment perpetration, and the likelihood of individuals who have been 

involved with DV also being a perpetrator of child maltreatment. Further, how the type, 

timing, and frequency of child maltreatment and DV differs for those only involved 

with one type of violence and those involved with both DV and child maltreatment 

perpetration was examined. 

The analysis of the parental status of perpetrators of child maltreatment found 

that perpetrators were more likely than non-perpetrators to be parents. Female 

perpetrators of child maltreatment were more likely than male perpetrator to be parents 

and parents were also less likely than those who were not parents to be found 

responsible for both physical and sexual harm. Parents were found to be more likely to 

have a higher number of substantiations and more likely to have their first substantiation 
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at an older age. Additional results found a significant overlap between individuals who 

have been the perpetrator of child maltreatment and those involved in DV (both as a 

perpetrator and victim). All analyses found that Indigenous status was predictive of the 

co-occurrence between DV and child maltreatment perpetration. The results also 

indicated that gender had a significant effect on the relationship between DV 

involvement and child maltreatment perpetration. Men who had been perpetrators of 

child maltreatment were more likely than women perpetrators of child maltreatment to 

also be a DV perpetrator, whereas, women who had been perpetrators of child 

maltreatment were more likely than men who had been perpetrators of child 

maltreatment to be a victim of DV. Both female victims and perpetrators of DV were 

more likely than their male counterparts to have also been a perpetrator of child 

maltreatment.  

The results show that individuals who have been involved with both DV and 

child maltreatment perpetration are more likely than individuals only involved with one 

to have a higher frequency of involvement with each type of violence. Further, victims 

of DV, who had also been a perpetrator of child maltreatment, were more likely than 

those who had not been a perpetrator of child maltreatment to also have been a 

perpetrator of DV. The reverse was also found with DV perpetrators who had been a 

perpetrator of child maltreatment being more likely than those who have not, to be a 

victim of DV. Being found responsible for emotional harm was predictive for appearing 

as both a victim and a perpetrator of DV, whereas a negative relationship was found 

between being found responsible for sexual harm and being the perpetrator of DV. 

Furthermore, the age at which an individual was first the perpetrator of child 

maltreatment was predictive of involvement with DV, with the results showing that 

those who first perpetrated child maltreatment at an older age were more likely to 

appear as either a victim or a perpetrator of DV.  
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Parental status had a significant impact on perpetrators of child maltreatment 

also appearing as a victim and a perpetrator of DV, with perpetrators who were parents 

being more likely to also perpetrate or be the victim of DV. When comparing 

perpetrators of child maltreatment and DV who were parents and those who were not 

parents, parents were more likely to be female, less likely to be responsible for sexual 

harm, and more likely to have their first substantiation at a later age. When comparing 

perpetrators of child maltreatment and victims of DV who were parents and those who 

were not parents, parents were more likely to be female, less likely to be responsible for 

sexual harm, more likely to have a higher number of substantiations, and more likely to 

have their first substantiation at a later age. Further interpretation of these results will be 

presented in Chapter Ten. The results of the fourth study of this thesis, which addressed 

the primary research question of What are the overlaps of being involved in domestic 

violence (as a victim and perpetrator), child maltreatment (as a victim and perpetrator), 

and criminal offending?, are presented in the following chapter. 
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Presented in this chapter are the results for the fourth and final study of this 

thesis which addressed the primary question: What are the overlaps of being involved in 

domestic violence (as a victim and perpetrator), child maltreatment (as a victim and 

perpetrator), and criminal offending? Specifically, this thesis aimed to identify the 

involvement of individuals across DV, child maltreatment, and criminal offending. Two 

research questions were addressed to gain an understanding of the likelihood of 

individuals being involved with multiple forms of violence: 

Research Question 4a: How many individuals have had any involvement with 

government systems for domestic violence, child maltreatment, or criminal offending? 

Research Question 4b: How many individuals had multiple forms of 

involvement with government systems for domestic violence, child maltreatment, and 

criminal offending? 

Within these analyses there are five types of involvement an individual can 

have, including 1) DV perpetration, 2) DV victimisation, 3) child maltreatment 

perpetration, 4) child maltreatment victimisation, and 5) criminal offending. 

Consequently, a person could have five types of involvement with the three systems. As 

the first three studies of this thesis demonstrated that race and gender both have a 

significant impact on multisystem contact, this study will explore the differences in the 

number of types of involvement by race and gender.  
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As seen in Table 9.1, 60,767 individuals (73.7%) of the 82,430 distinct 

individuals within the cohort had never had any system involvement resulting from 1) 

DV perpetration, 2) DV victimisation, 3) child maltreatment perpetration, 4) child 

maltreatment victimisation, and/or 5) criminal offending. Therefore, of the 82,430 

individuals in the cohort, 21,663 (26.3%) individuals have interacted with at least one of 

the three systems as either a victim or a perpetrator, and therefore have appeared on a 

DVO as an aggrieved person or respondent, been found responsible for harm to a child, 

been the victim of child maltreatment, or had a guilty court finalisation before the age of 

30 years. A 4x2 chi-square analysis was conducted to examine if there was a 

relationship between groups based on demographic characteristics and whether these 

groups (Indigenous males, non-Indigenous males, Indigenous females and non-

Indigenous females) had ever been involved with one of the three systems as a victim or 

perpetrator. The results indicated that there is a relationship between system 

involvement and demographics (𝜒 2 = (3, N = 82,430) = 9,582.51, p <.001, phi(c) = .34).
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Table 9.1 

Summary of Involvement vs. No Involvement with DV, Child Maltreatment, and Criminal Offending by Gender and Indigenous Status (N = 

82,430) 

 Non-Indigenous Males Indigenous Males Non-Indigenous Females Indigenous Female Total 

 
n % z n % z n % z n % z n % 

No 

Involvement 
27,206 68.4 -33.2 418 16.3 -67.0 32,445 85.5 71.0 698 32.1 -44.6 60,767 73.7 

Involvement 12,546 31.6 33.2 2,142 83.7 67.0 5,501 14.5 -71.0 1,474 67.9 44.6 21,663 26.3 

Total 39,752 100.0  2,560 100.0  37,946 100.0  2,172 100.0  82,430 100.0 
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To identify which of the four subgroups had significantly different percentages, 

adjusted residual z -score were analysed. Not being involved with any of the systems 

significantly varied by both gender and Indigenous status. The results indicate that 

Indigenous males had a significantly higher percentage of involvement with either DV, 

child maltreatment, and/or criminal offending with 83.7 per cent of Indigenous males 

being involved with at least one system. Similarly, Indigenous females (67.9%) and 

non-Indigenous males (31.6%) also had a significantly higher percentage of 

involvement with at least one of the three systems. Non-Indigenous females were the 

only demographic who had a significantly lower percentage of involvement, with only 

14.5 per cent being involved with one of the three systems as a victim or perpetrator. 

 

As seen in Table 9.2, 15,662 (72.3%) of the 21,663 individuals who have had one 

type of involvement with either 1) DV perpetration, 2) DV victimisation, 3) child 

maltreatment perpetration, 4) child maltreatment victimisation, and/or 5) criminal 

offending had only had one type of involvement with these systems as a victim or a 

perpetrator. Further, only 164 (0.8%) individuals had all five types of involvement. As 

there was a significant association between having any system involvement for each 

demographic group (Indigenous males, non-Indigenous males, Indigenous females, and 

non-Indigenous females), a 4x5 chi-square analysis was conducted to examine if there 

was an association between the number of different types of involvement with the three 

systems and demographics. A significant difference was found between demographic 

groups highlighting the difference in the number of types of involvement with the three 

systems (𝜒 2 = (12, N = 21,663) = 2,490.52, p <.001, phi(c) = .34).
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Table 9.2 

Summary of Number of Types of Involvement with DV, Child Maltreatment, and Criminal Offending by Gender and Indigenous Status (n = 

21,663) 

 Non-Indigenous Males Indigenous Males Non-Indigenous Females Indigenous Female Total 

 
n % z n % z n % z n % z n % 

One Involvement 10,123 80.7 32.4 1,001 46.7 -27.9 3,953 71.9 -0.8 585 39.7 -29.0 15,662 72.3 

Two Involvements 1,666 13.3 -15.0 604 28.2 15.3 944 17.2 1.5 363 24.6 8.7 3,577 16.5 

Three Involvements 593 4.7 -18.4 358 16.7 17.0 393 7.1 -1.3 288 19.5 18.1 1,632 7.5 

Four Involvements 142 1.1 -18.2 150 7.0 11.9 167 3.0 0.4 172 11.7 20.8 628 2.9 

Five Involvements 22 0.2 -11.6 29 1.4 3.4 47 0.9 1.0 66 4.5 17.1 164 0.8 

Total 12,546 100.0  2,142 100.0  5,501 100.0  1,474 100.0  21,663 100.0 
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When comparing the four subgroups on having one type of involvement with 

either 1) DV perpetration, 2) DV victimisation, 3) child maltreatment perpetration, 4) 

child maltreatment victimisation, and/or 5) criminal offending, the analysis found that 

both Indigenous males and Indigenous females had a significantly lower percentage of 

having only one type of involvement in the three systems as a victim or perpetrator, 

with 46.7 per cent of Indigenous males and 39.7 per cent of Indigenous females having 

only one type of involvement. In contrast, non-Indigenous males (80.7%) had a 

significantly higher percentage of having only one type of involvement with these 

systems. Non-Indigenous females (71.9%) showed no significant differences from the 

expected percentage.  

Significant differences were also found when comparing the four subgroups on 

having two types of involvement with three systems as a victim or a perpetrator. 

Indigenous males (28.2%) and Indigenous females (24.6%) had a significantly higher 

percentage of having two types of involvement. In comparison, non-Indigenous males 

had a significantly lower percentage of having two types of involvement, with only 13.3 

per cent of non-Indigenous males having two types of involvement. Again, non-

Indigenous females (17.2%) showed no significant differences from the expected 

percentage.  

Similar results were found for the comparison between the subgroups on having 

three, four, or five types of involvement with DV, child maltreatment, and criminal 

offending. Both Indigenous males and Indigenous females had a significantly higher 

percentage of having three, four, and five types of involvement. In contrast, non-

Indigenous males had a significantly lower percentage of having three, four, and five 

types of involvement and non-Indigenous females showed no significant differences 

from the expected percentage of having three, four, and five types of involvement with 

DV, child maltreatment, and criminal offending.  
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Presented in this chapter where the two research questions used to address the 

primary question of Study Four, which was What are the overlaps of being involved in 

domestic violence (as a victim and perpetrator), child maltreatment (as a victim and 

perpetrator), and criminal offending? The results from this study found that there is a 

substantial amount of overlap of involvement among 1) DV perpetration, 2) DV 

victimisation, 3) child maltreatment perpetration, 4) child maltreatment victimisation, 

and/or 5) criminal offending. Further, there was a significant difference between the 

number of types of involvement by Indigenous males, non-Indigenous males, 

Indigenous females and non-Indigenous females. Indigenous males, Indigenous 

females, and non-Indigenous males were significantly more likely to have an 

involvement with one of the three systems than non-Indigenous females. However, 

when examining the number of types of involvement, Indigenous males and Indigenous 

females were significantly less likely than their non-Indigenous counterparts to have 

only one type of involvement with the three systems. However, they were more likely 

than their non-Indigenous counterparts to have two or more different types of 

involvement. Presented in the following chapter is a discussion of the four studies 

included in this research thesis. The discussion includes an interpretation of the key 

results, a consideration of the implications of the results for theory, policy, and practice, 

a discussion of the limitations of this research as well as directions for future research. 

  



175 

 

 

The research presented in this thesis was guided by DLC, DST, and cumulative 

harm frameworks and aimed to examine how individuals who are involved with DV 

also experience child maltreatment and criminal offending. This was achieved through 

the examination of cross-system contacts (both as a victim and a perpetrator) across 

three government systems (the civil justice system, the criminal justice system, and the 

welfare system). This aim was addressed through four separate but interrelated studies, 

each focusing on a specific form of co-occurrence of DV with child maltreatment and 

criminal offending. 

The first study addressed the primary research question: What experience do 

individuals involved with domestic violence (as either a victim or perpetrator) have with 

child maltreatment victimisation? Drawing upon the theory of the intergenerational 

transmission of violence, this study aimed to examine the overlap of being a victim of 

child maltreatment and later involvement with DV, as either a perpetrator or a victim. 

Additionally, it examined the differences in the type, timing, and frequency of DV and 

child maltreatment victimisation between individuals who experienced one form of 

violence and those who experienced both.  

The second study addressed the primary research question: What experience do 

individuals involved with domestic violence (as either a victim or perpetrator) have with 

criminal offending? Drawing upon the generality and specificity literature, this study 

aimed to explore the co-occurrence of criminal offending and involvement with DV as 

either a perpetrator or a victim. The differences in the type, timing, and frequency of 

DV and criminal offending between individuals who experienced one type of system 

contact and those who experienced both were also explored. 

The third study addressed the primary research question: What experience do 

individuals involved with domestic violence (as either a victim or perpetrator) have with 
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perpetrating child maltreatment? Drawing again upon the generality and specificity 

literature, this study aimed to explore the likelihood that an individual involved with 

DV (as either a perpetrator or a victim) is also a perpetrator of child maltreatment. 

Further, the type, timing, and frequency of the DV and child maltreatment perpetration 

by individuals involved in one form of violence were compared to those involved in 

both forms. 

Lastly, the fourth study addressed the primary research question: What are the 

overlaps of being involved in domestic violence (as a victim and perpetrator), child 

maltreatment (as a victim and perpetrator), and criminal offending? This study aimed 

to identify the involvement of individuals across multiple forms of violence within the 

family. Five forms of involvement were examined across the three systems, including 1) 

DV perpetration, 2) DV victimisation, 3) child maltreatment perpetration, 4) child 

maltreatment victimisation, and 5) criminal offending. Additionally, this study 

examined the impact of gender and race on the involvement of individuals across 

multiple forms of violence within the family. Presented in the remainder of this chapter 

is a summary and interpretation of the results of the four studies of this thesis, along 

with a discussion of the implications of these results for theory, practice, and policy. 

Further, the limitations of the studies and recommendations for future research are 

presented. This chapter is concluded with a summary of the key contributions of this 

thesis.  

 

Each of the four separate but inter-related studies provide a significant 

contribution to research regarding the co-occurrence of DV with other forms of 

violence. There are nine key findings from this thesis: 1) the high co-occurrence of 

individuals appearing within and across systems, 2) the impact of Indigenous status on 

cross-system contact, 3) the impact of gender on cross-system contact, 4) the high 
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frequency of contacts of those who appear across systems, 5) the impact of age of first 

contact on cross-system contact, 6) the impact of DV history on cross-system contact, 7) 

the impact of maltreatment harm types on cross-system contact, 8) the impact of 

offending types on cross-system contact, and 9) the impact of parenting status on cross-

system contact. Each key finding is discussed in turn.  

 

One of the central aims of this thesis was to determine the extent to which 

individuals are likely to appear within and across the government systems that respond 

to violence within and outside of the family. A key finding of this thesis is that a 

substantial number of individuals are likely to have multiple types of involvement with 

either the civil justice, criminal justice, or welfare systems. Findings indicate that most 

Queenslanders (73.7%) had no contact with the systems. However, over one-quarter of 

all Queenslanders (26.3%) were involved with at least one system. Of these individuals, 

the majority (72.3%) only had contact with one system. However, seven per cent of 

Queenslanders had multiple types of involvement with the three systems examined. 

This is a considerable proportion of individuals (n = 6,001) who have experienced 

multiple types of involvement with multiple systems and therefore experiencing 

multiple types of violence or deviance.  

These results are supported by the guiding frameworks of this thesis: DST, 

DLC, and cumulative disadvantage. Specifically, theories of development and 

cumulative disadvantage highlight the snowballing nature of disadvantage and violence, 

in which one form of disadvantage or violence can lead to another, which in turn makes 

it more likely to experience additional disadvantage and violence (Kurlychek & 

Johnson, 2019). These theories can be applied to the results of this thesis, as there was a 

significant proportion of individuals who experienced multiple forms of violence by the 

age of 30. Both DST and DLC highlight the need to examine the entire life-course and 
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to understand the nuance of an individual’s experience (Lerner, 2002; Sampson & Laub, 

1993). The longitudinal nature of these results demonstrates the true extent of system 

contacts and multiple system contacts by individuals throughout their life-course, 

establishing a more concerning picture of the prevalence of these types of contact than 

previous cross-sectional studies have shown.  

To better understand how system contacts co-occur, and the nature of these 

contacts, specific dual-system involvements were examined. Study One examined the 

co-occurrence of being involved with DV (as either a perpetrator or victim) and being a 

victim of child maltreatment. The results indicated that there was a significant overlap 

between being a victim of child maltreatment and having involvement with DV with 18 

per cent of DV perpetrators, and 18 per cent of victims of DV, having a history of child 

maltreatment victimisation. Additionally, 20 per cent of child maltreatment victims later 

appeared as a perpetrator of DV, and 19 per cent of child maltreatment victims later 

appeared as a victim of DV. This finding supports previous empirical research on the 

intergenerational transmission of violence, as individuals in the cohort who experienced 

violence in childhood (child maltreatment) were more likely than those who did not 

experience maltreatment in childhood to be either be the victim or perpetrator of DV 

(Millett et al., 2013; Smith-Marek et al., 2015).  

Study Two focused on the overlap of being involved with DV (as either a 

perpetrator or a victim) and appearing as an offender. A significant overlap was found 

between the involvement in these two systems with 84 per cent of DV perpetrators and 

59 per cent of DV victims, also appearing as an offender. Conversely, 18 per cent of 

offenders also perpetrated DV, and 12 per cent of offenders also appeared as the victim 

of DV. These findings highlight the significant overlap between criminal offending and 

DV, especially with over four out of five perpetrators of DV having an offending 

history. These findings can be interpreted in two ways. First, they support the previous 
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empirical research that DV perpetrators do not specialise in DV perpetration and are 

likely to also offend outside of the family (Bouffard & Zedaker, 2016; Moffitt et al., 

2000; Piquero et al., 2006). Second, these results may indicate that perpetrators of DV 

are likely to appear within the criminal justice system for an offence related to DV. 

A high co-occurrence was also found between criminal offending and DV 

victimisation, which provides longitudinal support for the previous anecdotal and cross-

sectional evidence of this overlap (Day et al., 2018; Lynch et al., 2017). This finding is 

aligned with the DST concept of change and relative plasticity and the capacity for an 

individual to change roles throughout their life-course (Lerner, 2002). Specifically, the 

roles of offender and victim are not exclusive, and an individual can shift between them. 

Additionally, it also highlights the likelihood of the cumulative nature of disadvantage 

experienced by individuals involved with the criminal justice system and the civil 

justice system (Kurlychek & Johnson, 2019).  

Lastly, Study Three analysed the overlap of involvement of either DV 

perpetration or DV victimisation with the perpetration of child maltreatment. A 

significant overlap was found for the perpetration of child maltreatment and DV 

involvement. Results indicated that 22 per cent of both DV perpetrators and victims of 

DV had also appeared as a perpetrator of child maltreatment. Comparatively, 47 per 

cent of perpetrators of child maltreatment had been DV perpetrators, and 45 per cent of 

perpetrators of child maltreatment have been a victim of DV. The findings from this 

study are consistent with previous findings indicating that there is a high overlap 

between the perpetration of child maltreatment and the perpetration of DV (Dixon et al., 

2007; Ross, 1996) and the high overlap between the perpetration of child maltreatment 

and DV victimisation (Juby et al., 2014).  

The high co-occurrence of child maltreatment and DV perpetration can be 

interpreted in two ways. First, it may be that individuals who perpetrate DV are also 
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likely to be responsible for a separate incident in which harm to a child occurs. This 

interpretation is supported by Barton and Baglio (1993), Holden and Ritchie (1991) and 

Rossman (1998), who argue that risk factors such as family adversity, family stress, and 

poor family functioning can lead to abusive behaviour against both the other parent and 

their child. Additionally, these findings may also support the hypothesis that the 

perpetration against both a partner and child reflects their usual mode of interpersonal 

control for their family members (Salzinger et al., 2002). Secondly, the overlap in the 

perpetration of DV and child maltreatment may be due to a higher number of DV 

perpetrators being responsible for exposure to DV, which is regarded as a form of 

emotional harm in Queensland (Department of Child Safety, Youth and Women, 

2018c). This interpretation proposes that the co-occurrence of individuals in the civil 

justice and welfare systems is due to the perpetration of an event that includes an adult 

and child victim instead of the perpetration of separate events against a child or an adult. 

This explanation is supported by previous research that demonstrates the high number 

of children who are exposed to DV (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2017; Hamby et al., 

2010; Taylor, 2006).  

 

Both DST and DLC acknowledge that life-course research must consider the 

impact of race on experiencing violence (Farrington & Loeber, 2013; Lerner, 2002). 

Additionally, research has highlighted the disproportionate rates of system involvement 

by Indigenous Australians compared to non-Indigenous Australians across the civil 

justice, criminal justice, and welfare systems (Anthony, 2017; Australian Institute of 

Health and Welfare, 2020a; Department of Social Services, 2016). Therefore, the 

impact of race on appearing within and across multiple systems was examined in this 

thesis. A significant impact was found for both Indigenous males and Indigenous 

females appearing within any of the three service systems. Approximately 85 per cent of 
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Indigenous males and 70 per cent of Indigenous females had appeared in at least one 

system, meaning that most Indigenous Australians are likely to appear in at least one of 

the civil justice, criminal justice, or welfare systems. Further, Indigenous males and 

females were both over-represented for having multiple types of system contacts; with 

approximately 43 per cent of Indigenous Australians had two or more types of system 

contact. Although past cross-sectional research has shown that Indigenous Australians 

are disproportionately represented in the civil justice, criminal justice, and welfare 

systems (Anthony, 2017; Australian Institute of Health and Welfare, 2020a; Department 

of Social Services, 2016), the longitudinal examination of these contacts shows a more 

concerning picture of the extensive contact Indigenous Australians have with these 

systems.  

When specifically examining the overlap of appearing in the civil justice system 

with appearing in the criminal justice or welfare systems, Indigenous status was found 

to increase the likelihood of co-occurrence between systems significantly. Previous 

research had highlighted the significant over-representation of Indigenous Australians 

within these individual systems (Anthony, 2017; Australian Institute of Health and 

Welfare, 2020a; Department of Social Services, 2016). However, there was a dearth of 

research examining the impact of race on appearing across multiple systems. Indigenous 

Australians who had been involved with DV, as both the victim or perpetrator, were 

more likely than non-Indigenous perpetrators and victims of DV to also appear as either 

a victim of child maltreatment, perpetrator of child maltreatment, or an offender. The 

reverse relationship was also seen as Indigenous individuals who had been involved in 

child maltreatment, as a perpetrator or victim, or criminal offending were more likely 

than their non-Indigenous counterparts to be involved with DV.  

These findings are not surprising due to the known over-representation of 

Indigenous Australians within each of these systems. The results support the theory of 
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cumulative disadvantage as there is a longstanding acknowledgement of the link 

between the history of trauma, including the colonisation and dispossession of 

Indigenous land, a history of forced child removal, racism, and discrimination 

experienced by Indigenous Australians and the higher rates of DV, criminal offending, 

and child maltreatment within these communities (Memmott et al., 2001; Wilkie, 1997). 

These results further demonstrate that cumulative disadvantage has a snowballing 

effect, as contact with one system was more likely to cause contact with another for 

Indigenous Australians than it was for non-Indigenous Australians. Further, the 

disproportionate rate of Indigenous Australians appearing in all systems and across 

systems could also be attributed to the over-policing and over-servicing of these 

communities and individuals by the systems (Harnett & Featherstone, 2020; McGrath, 

2016). 

 

Similar to race, DST and DLC highlight the need to examine the impact of 

gender on the experience of DV, criminal offending, and child maltreatment (Farrington 

& Loeber, 2013; Lerner, 2002). Research has demonstrated the disproportionate rates of 

male and female involvement with DV, with women commonly being the victims and 

males being the perpetrators (Australian Institute of Health and Welfare, 2019). 

Disproportionate rates for gender are also seen for criminal offending, with males being 

more likely than females to be involved in the criminal justice system (Simourd & 

Andrews, 1994). Additionally, gender has been seen to impact contact with the welfare 

system, as females are slightly more likely than males to be found responsible for harm 

to a child (Hurren et al., 2018). Therefore, the impact of gender on having contact 

across and within the three systems was examined in this thesis. 

A key finding of this thesis is that gender significantly impacted on involvement 

within and across the three systems. When examining the overall involvement in any of 
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the systems, a difference was seen between non-Indigenous males and non-Indigenous 

females. Non-Indigenous males were more likely than non-Indigenous females to 

appear within at least one of the systems. However, when examining the number of 

types of involvement, it was found that non-Indigenous females were more likely than 

non-Indigenous males to have two or more types of involvement with the systems. This 

is likely to be due to the disproportionate rates of males appearing within the criminal 

courts but then having little further involvement with the civil justice or welfare system. 

Indigenous males also had a higher percentage of system contacts than Indigenous 

females for having one or two types of involvement with the systems. In contrast, 

Indigenous females were more likely to have three or more types of involvement. When 

examining the effect of gender on the specific co-occurrence of DV involvement and 

child maltreatment or criminal offending, differences were found depending on the type 

of involvement examined. The following sections provide an interpretation of the effect 

of gender on each of the overlaps examined.  

 

Previous research has found that the there is a significant impact of gender on 

the intergenerational transmission of violence, specifically when looking at 

experiencing child maltreatment victimisation and later involvement with DV (Forke et 

al., 2018; Smith-Marek et al., 2015). Findings indicate that female victims of child 

maltreatment are more likely than male victims of child maltreatment to later appear as 

victims of DV, and male victims of child maltreatment are more likely than female 

victims of child maltreatment to appear as perpetrators of DV (Smith-Marek et al., 

2015). The longitudinal examination conducted in Study One supports these findings 

with female victims of child maltreatment being over four times more likely than male 

victims of child maltreatment to be a victim of DV and male victims of child 
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maltreatment being over two times more likely than female victims of child 

maltreatment to be a perpetrator of DV. These findings support social learning theory’s 

assertion that children are more likely to model the behaviour of the same-sex parent, 

due to the stronger identification with this parent than the parent of the opposite sex 

(Jankowski et al., 1999). When looking at the likelihood of an individual who has been 

involved with DV having a history of child maltreatment victimisation, gender was also 

found to be significant. Female perpetrators of DV were twice as likely as male 

perpetrators of DV to have a history of child maltreatment. Similarly, female victims of 

DV were more likely than male victims of DV to have a history of maltreatment; 

however, this relationship was weak. These findings suggest that female victims and 

perpetrators of DV are more likely than their male counterparts to have a history of 

trauma, indicating that the cumulation of risk for females may be greater than that of 

males.  

 

Gender was found to significantly impact the relationship between DV (both 

victimisation and perpetration) and criminal offending. Results showed that male 

offenders are 1.5 times more likely than female offenders to perpetrate DV, whereas 

female offenders are almost eight times more likely than male offenders to be the victim 

of DV. These results support previous research that highlights the overlap in male 

perpetration of DV and criminal offending outside of the family (Moffitt et al., 2000; 

Stewart, 2000), and the less researched overlap in female victimisation of DV and 

criminal offending outside of the family (Lynch et al., 2017; Lynch et al., 2012). These 

findings do, however, build on the previous research as previously there was a gap 

concerning the gender differences in the involvement in DV and further offending.  
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Gender was significant when examining the reverse relationship, with male 

perpetrators being over three times more likely than their female counterparts to be an 

offender. Similarly, male victims of DV were six times more likely than female victims 

to be an offender. There are two possible justifications for the over-representation of 

men in both systems. First, this relationship can be attributed to the claim that a male 

offender who also perpetrate DV are likely to misuse the civil justice system and apply 

for a DVO (as an aggrieved person) as an extension of their violence and control 

(Douglas & Fitzgerald, 2013; Wangmann, 2012), therefore appearing as a victim of DV 

within the civil justice system. Second, male victims of DV may be disproportionally 

more likely to have an offending history due to their victimisation, supporting the 

hypothesis of cumulative disadvantage. These findings justify the need to examine the 

totality of violence experienced by each gender, ensuring both their perpetration and 

victimisation are addressed via a comprehensive response.  

 

Gender was a significant factor in the overlap between DV involvement and the 

perpetration of child maltreatment. The results from Study Three found that male 

perpetrators of child maltreatment were almost four times more likely than female 

perpetrators of child maltreatment also to perpetrate DV. These findings support 

previous research that has found that fathers are more likely than mothers to perpetrate 

both DV and child maltreatment (Dixon et al., 2007; Ross, 1996). Female perpetrators 

of child maltreatment were found to be six times more likely than male perpetrators of 

child maltreatment to also be a victim of DV. This builds on the current literature which 

suggests that mothers who perpetrate child maltreatment would be more likely than 

fathers who perpetrate child maltreatment to have a history of DV victimisation due to 

the long-standing ‘failure to protect’ mentality of welfare responses (Humphreys et al., 
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2006; Kaufman Kantor & Little, 2003). There are three possible explanations for these 

results. First, it may be that victimised mothers are more likely to maltreat their children 

due to their subsequent reduced capacity to take care of their child (Department of Child 

Safety, Youth and Women, 2018a). Second, victimised mothers may be more likely to 

‘lash out’ against their child due to their victimisation (Douglas & Walsh, 2010). Third, 

victimised mothers may be deemed perpetrators of child maltreatment as they are seen 

to be ‘failing to protect’ their child, against the exposure to her victimisation of DV 

(Gordon, 1988; Scourfield, 2001). These findings support the current shift in policy and 

practice to work with the victimised parent (often the mother) to keep both the 

victimised parent and the child safe and to hold the actual perpetrator responsible for 

their violence (Mandel, 2013).  

 

The results from this thesis support previous research which has highlighted that 

the higher the frequency of involvement an individual has with DV, child maltreatment, 

and criminal offending, the more likely they were to be involved with another form of 

violence (Boxall et al., 2015; Ross, 1996; Tomison, 2000). The results from this study 

demonstrate that victims of DV who appear within child protection (as a victim and a 

perpetrator) and the criminal justice system are not only likely to have a higher 

frequency of DV victimisation but also a higher frequency of child maltreatment 

victimisation, child maltreatment perpetration, and criminal offending. Further, the 

same results were found with perpetrators of DV, as perpetrators who appeared within 

other systems were more likely to have a higher frequency of DV perpetration, as well 

as, a higher frequency of child maltreatment victimisation, child maltreatment 

perpetration, and criminal offending. These results further support the theory of 

cumulative disadvantage as those who had more frequent experiences of violence (as a 

victim or perpetrator) were more likely to experience multiple types of violence (as a 
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victim or a perpetrator (Kurlychek & Johnson, 2019). This indicates that there is a 

considerable cross-system resource expenditure on a comparatively small group of 

individuals. This is an important finding for interventions of violence within and outside 

of the family as it demonstrates the need to focus intervention on the most at-risk 

individuals to better allocate resources. 

 

The age at which an individual first appeared as a victim of child maltreatment 

or a perpetrator of child maltreatment impacted the likelihood of also being involved in 

DV (as either a victim or perpetrator). For the co-occurrence of DV with child 

maltreatment, the later an individual was involved with either child maltreatment 

victimisation or child maltreatment perpetration, the more likely they were also to be 

involved as a DV perpetrator or a victim of DV. These results align with previous 

research highlighting that individuals who experience child maltreatment in adolescence 

or that experience maltreatment that continues into adolescence are more likely to 

offend in later life (Thornberry & Henry, 2012), and therefore can be hypothesised to be 

more likely to be involved with DV. Those responsible for responding to child 

maltreatment should be cognizant of the impact timing has on future involvement with 

violence and intervene appropriately. Further, no previous research has examined the 

timing of an individual’s first perpetration of child maltreatment on involvement with 

DV (perpetration or victimisation). Therefore, more research needs to be conducted on 

the impact of timing and the co-occurrence of child maltreatment perpetration and DV, 

to address the nuance of this relationship fully.  

 

Previous research has highlighted the high overlap of appearing as a victim of 

DV and a DV perpetrator (Miller, 2001). The phenomenon of cross-orders has been 

explained through two hypotheses: 1) that the complex nature of DV makes it 
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challenging for police officers responding to incidents of DV to determine who is the 

principal perpetrator and who requires protection, therefore resulting in a cross-order to 

protect both individuals, or 2) violent males misuse cross-orders as a way to continue 

their control by intimidating their partner to drop their application (Douglas & 

Fitzgerald, 2013; Wangmann, 2012). The results of this study found that 39 per cent of 

perpetrators of DV appeared as a victim of DV and 39 per cent of victims of DV 

appeared as a perpetrator of DV. These results highlight the high occurrence of role 

shifting between being a victim of DV and being a perpetrator of DV over time and 

incidents, as well as the high prevalence of cross-orders. As there was a high degree of 

overlap of the perpetration and victimisation of DV, the studies of this thesis examined 

the likelihood of role changes within DV of individuals who were also involved with 

child maltreatment and criminal offending. Victims of DV, who also appeared as a 

victim of child maltreatment, an offender, or a perpetrator of child maltreatment, were 

more likely than victims of DV who did not appear across multiple systems to also have 

a history of DV perpetration. Conversely, perpetrators of DV, who had also been a 

perpetrator of child maltreatment, were more likely than those who had not been a 

perpetrator of child maltreatment to also appear as a victim of DV. These results again 

highlight the complex nature of involvement with DV and the high impact of 

cumulative disadvantage and the need to examine the totality of the involvement with 

DV during an intervention.  

 

The type of harm an individual either experienced (as a victim) or perpetrated 

(as the person responsible) was predictive of being involved with DV, as either a victim 

or perpetrator. Importantly, research has demonstrated the need to examine the 

cumulative impact of experiencing multiple types of harm (Higgins & McCabe, 1998). 

Unfortunately, this thesis was unable to examine the effect of experiencing multiple 
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types of harm on the co-occurrence of DV and child maltreatment, due to the high 

correlation between being the victim of multiple types of harm and being the victim of 

emotional harm. Further, a high correlation was noted between being found responsible 

for multiple types of harm and both emotional harm and physical harm. Although these 

high correlations did not allow for further examination of the multi-type victimisation or 

perpetration of child maltreatment on the co-occurrence of DV, these results 

demonstrate the high likelihood of both emotional harm and/or physical harm occurring 

simultaneously or over one’s life-course, alongside the other forms of harm. These 

results support previous research that has established that maltreatment harms are 

unlikely to occur in isolation (Higgins & McCabe, 2001). Further, as exposure to DV 

within the data was categorised as emotional harm, it can be hypothesised that exposure 

to DV is likely to be co-occurring with the other forms of child maltreatment. Therefore, 

these results indicate that families that experience DV are complex and are likely 

experiencing multiple risks and harms. Further research is needed that focuses on the 

cumulative disadvantage of experiencing multiple types of harm on later DV, as well as 

the impact of being responsible for multiple types of harm on the subsequent 

perpetration or victimisation of DV.  

The intergenerational transmission of violence, namely experiencing child 

maltreatment victimisation and later involvement with DV was influenced by the harm 

type experienced. Victims of child maltreatment who had ever experienced physical 

harm or neglect were more likely than those who had not experienced these harms types 

to perpetrate DV. In contrast, individuals who experience emotional harm were found to 

be significantly less likely to appear as a perpetrator of DV. The finding of the 

significant effect of physical harm and neglect on future DV perpetration has been 

previously shown in a meta-analysis by Godbout et al. (2019). However, the results 

from the meta-analysis also supported the strong association between the other types of 
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harm, including emotional harm, and later DV perpetration. The only harm type that 

was found to have a significant impact on later DV victimisation was neglect, with 

individuals experiencing neglect being more likely to appear as a victim of DV. These 

results conflict with the previous literature that suggests that exposure to DV in 

childhood (classified as emotional harm in Queensland) would be predictive of future 

involvement of DV (Widom & Wilson, 2015). These results may be due to the 

historical policies around categorising exposure to DV changing over the time of data 

collection. Therefore, future research examining the impact of the different harm types 

on future DV involvement should explore the potential impact of historical context and 

policy shifts to understand the nuance of the intergenerational transmission of violence. 

These results highlight that different harm types can have a differential impact on the 

outcomes of intergenerational violence and that practices and policies should be 

cognizant on the differential impact of the types of harm.  

The type of harm a perpetrator of child maltreatment had been found responsible 

for was predictive of involvement with DV. Perpetrators of child maltreatment, who had 

been found responsible for emotional harm were more likely to also appear as a 

perpetrator of DV. These results can be interpreted in two ways. First, perpetrators of 

child maltreatment who are responsible for emotional harm may be more likely also to 

perpetrate DV. Second, the high overlap found may be attributable to how the 

Queensland child protection system records the types of harm. In Queensland, exposing 

a child to DV is categorised as a form of emotional harm (Department of Child Safety, 

Youth and Women, 2018c); therefore, the high level of co-occurrence between DV 

perpetration and emotional harm may reflect known exposure to DV within the home. 

The only other harm type that was significantly related to only being a perpetrator of 

child maltreatment was sexual harm; with those responsible for sexual harm being less 

likely to appear as a perpetrator of DV. The distinct nature of sexual harm compared to 
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other harm types has been previously discussed by other researchers (Stewart et al., 

2002). Additionally, perpetrators of child maltreatment, who had been found 

responsible for emotional harm were more likely to also appear as a victim of DV. This 

finding is consistent with the previous literature’s critique of the ‘villainising’ of the 

abused parent (often the mother) for ‘failing to protect’ the child from the exposure to 

DV (Humphreys et al., 2006; Kaufman Kantor & Little, 2003), which, as noted above, 

is categorised as emotional harm in Queensland.  

 

The type of offending committed by an individual was found to be predictive of 

an offender’s involvement with DV. Offenders who had also been a perpetrator of DV 

were found to be more likely than those who had not been a perpetrator of DV to be a 

generalist offender and to have a history of violent offending. This is consistent with 

previous research which has found that DV perpetrators are not only likely to criminally 

offend but are likely to commit different types of offences, including violent offences 

(Piquero et al., 2006). This is further support for the theory of cumulative disadvantage, 

as individuals involved in multiple systems demonstrated generalist and violent 

offending. Interestingly, victims of DV who had an offending history were likely to also 

be a generalist offender but were no more likely to be a violent offender than offenders 

who had not been a victim of DV, demonstrating that victimisation of DV does not 

increase violent tendencies outside of the family.  

 

Research has highlighted the disproportionate rate of parents amongst 

perpetrators of child maltreatment, with research by Sedlak et al. (2010) finding that 

80.8 per cent of maltreated children were maltreated by a biological parent. The results 

from this study again found support for the over-representation of parents as 

perpetrators of child maltreatment, with approximately 80 per cent of perpetrators of 
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child maltreatment being a biological parent. However, the results were unable to assess 

whether their biological child was the victim of the perpetrator’s child maltreatment 

perpetration. Further, the analysis found that perpetrators of maltreatment who were 

parents were more likely than those who were not parents to be female, have a higher 

number of substantiations, and start perpetrating at a later age. Additionally, parents 

were less likely than non-parents to be found responsible for physical and sexual harm.  

Research has not previously examined the impact of parenting status on 

appearing across multiple systems. The impact that parental status had on the 

involvement of victims and perpetrators of DV with the perpetration of child 

maltreatment was unable to be examined in this thesis due to the high correlation of 

individuals being involved with DV being both a parent and a perpetrator of child 

maltreatment. This high correlation indicates that individuals who have been involved 

in DV and have also been a parent are highly likely to appear as a perpetrator of child 

maltreatment. These findings support the previous findings that in families that 

experience DV, child maltreatment is also likely to occur, whether this maltreatment is 

due to exposure to DV or the perpetration of another harm type (Broady & Gray, 2018; 

Campbell & Thompson, 2015; Horton et al., 2014).  

Parenting status had a significant, although small effect on the co-occurrence of 

perpetration of child maltreatment with involvement in DV. Specifically, perpetrators of 

child maltreatment who were a parent were 1.2 times more likely than those who were 

not parents to also be a perpetrator of DV. However, this significant difference was 

nullified when additional independent variables were added to the model, indicating that 

once harm type, age of first substantiation, and number of substantiations were 

considered, parental status was not predictive of appearing across the two systems. 

When examining the differences between DV perpetrators and child maltreatment 

perpetrators who were and were not parents, those who were parents were more likely 
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than those who were not parents to be female, to start perpetrating child maltreatment 

later in life, and to be less likely found responsible for sexual harm. These results mirror 

closely to the previous differences found between perpetrators of child maltreatment 

who were and were not parents. 

Similar results in regards to parental status were found for the co-occurrence 

between perpetrating child maltreatment and being a victim of DV. Perpetrators of child 

maltreatment who were parents were 1.3 times more likely than those who were not 

parents to also be a victim of DV. Again, this difference was nullified when additional 

independent variables were added to the model, indicating that once harm type, age of 

first substantiation, and number of substantiations were considered parenting was not 

predictive of appearing across two systems. When examining the differences between 

DV victims and child maltreatment perpetrators who were and were not parents, those 

who were parents were more likely than those who were not parents to be female, 

perpetrate child maltreatment more frequently, have a later age of onset, and be less 

likely to be responsible for sexual harm.  

 

The integration of DST, DLC, and cumulative disadvantage provided an 

informative foundation for the construction and interpretation of the results of this 

thesis. These frameworks recognise the complex nature of being involved with the 

systems responsible for responding to violence. Specifically, the guiding frameworks 

posit that to understand violence and offending the entire life-course and the 

surrounding environment must be considered. DST, DLC, and cumulative disadvantage 

acknowledge the importance of examining the impact of race, gender, the frequency of 

the violence, the type of violence, and the timing of the violence on the accumulation of 

multiple types of violence over the life-course. The findings of this research support the 

need to examine an individual’s involvement with violence holistically. Not only was a 
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significant overlap found for appearing within the civil justice, criminal justice, and 

welfare systems, but race, gender, the frequency of the violence, the type of violence, 

and the timing of the violence were found to influence this co-occurrence.  

To better apply these frameworks to the research on understanding the nuance of 

the accumulation of violence, incorporation of additional information regarding other 

levels of developmental domains, such as individual, family, peer, school, and 

community is advised (Lerner, 2002; Tanner-Smith et al., 2013). The incorporation of 

factors from multiple domains is important as they have previously been shown to 

influence involvement with DV, child maltreatment, and criminal offending. As 

previously discussed, variables such as poverty, education, and alcohol and drug use 

have all be found to impact involvement with family violence (Australian Institute of 

Health and Welfare, 2019; Fergusson et al., 2005; Sedlak et al., 2010; Trevillion et al., 

2012). However, their cumulative impact on the co-occurrence of this violence has not 

been thoroughly examined.  

The additional incorporation of the feminist perspectives of DV helped provide 

clarity to the gendered nature of the violence examined. Previous research has been 

conflicted as to the gender symmetry or dissymmetry of DV. Previous studies have 

found that males and females are likely to perpetrate DV at similar rates (Straus & 

Gelles, 1990; Straus et al., 1980), whereas other studies have not supported these 

findings (Johnson, 2005, 2011). Additionally, researchers advocating for gender 

asymmetry have highlighted the difference between situational couple violence and 

intimate terrorism (Johnson, 2005). The findings of this thesis again highlight the 

gendered nature of DV, with males accounting for three-quarters of perpetrators and 

females accounting for three-quarters of victims. Additionally, the gender of the 

perpetrator or victim of DV also influenced the likely co-occurrence with child 

maltreatment and criminal offending. Due to the restrictions of the data utilised in this 
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thesis, the context, and therefore the typology, of DV was not able to be examined. 

Further research should continue to explore the nuanced impact of gender on DV. 

The literature on the intergenerational transmission of violence was used to 

inform and guide Study One. The findings of the first study of this thesis support the 

theory of the intergenerational transmission of violence. This theory posits that 

individuals who experience violence at an early age have a greater risk of being 

involved with further violence (as either the victim or perpetrator) than those who did 

not experience violence at an early age (Smith et al., 2011; Stith et al., 2000; Widom, 

1989). The findings from Study One support this theory as individuals with a history of 

child maltreatment victimisation were more likely than those without to be involved in 

DV as either a perpetrator or a victim. Further to this, the findings found that the timing, 

type, and frequency of the maltreatment influenced this link. Further research should 

continue to explore the impact of previous violence on future violence with a focus on 

the risk and protective factors that influence this relationship.  

Lastly, the literature around the generality versus the specificity of offending 

assisted in the development and interpretation of studies two and three. This literature 

demonstrates the need to understand the difference between offenders who specialise in 

a specific type of offence to those who are more generalist in their offending, to address 

the precise or holistic needs of the offender (Bouffard & Zedaker, 2016). In line with 

previous findings, Study Two demonstrated that DV perpetrators were more likely to 

not only criminally offend but were also likely to be generalist offenders (Piquero et al., 

2006). The findings from Study Three found support for the previously understudied co-

occurrence of the perpetration of both DV and child maltreatment (Dixon et al., 2007). 

The findings from these studies add to the literature around the specific or general 

perpetration of those involved with DV. Further research should continue to understand 

the nature of those who have generalist tendencies of perpetration.  
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The studies presented in this thesis provide overwhelming evidence of the 

overlap of individuals appearing across the civil justice, criminal justice, and welfare 

systems. Therefore, this thesis provides empirical support for the already growing 

movement for the responsible service systems to be aware of the presence and 

magnitude of this overlap, and to provide holistic and targeted responses to at-risk 

individuals and families (Hamby et al., 2011; Macvean et al., 2015). There has already 

been progress in providing holistic responses to families, specifically regarding the co-

occurrence of DV and child maltreatment. A variety of programs, especially those in 

Australia, have moved towards a Safe and Together Model approach for responding to 

families experiencing DV and child maltreatment (Humphreys & Healey, 2017). These 

programs have identified the need for collaboration between previously fragmented 

services systems to address the complex and nuanced needs of these individuals and 

families (Humphreys & Healey, 2017; Macvean et al., 2018). Since the move to an all-

inclusive response to these forms of violence are still in their infancy, there has yet to be 

an in-depth empirical review of their efficacy (Macvean et al., 2015; Statham, 2011; 

Valentine et al., 2007; White et al., 2010). This thesis highlights the potential value of 

these programs, but also highlights the necessity of large-scale evaluation to not only 

test how well these programs are adopted by the systems but also an evaluation on their 

ability to increase the safety of children and victims of DV.  

The high co-occurrence of these forms of violence demonstrates the necessity of 

screening for the multiple forms of violence that may be experienced by an individual or 

a family. As individuals are likely to be experiencing a range of types of violence, 

service practitioners responding to DV, child maltreatment, and criminal offending must 

be cognizant of this and provide effective screening for the additional types. For 

example, a response to DV must be aware of the impact of this violence on children 
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who may be present to intervene with the totality of this violence proactively. 

Alternatively, a response to child maltreatment must screen for the presence of DV 

within the family, again to ensure that a victimised parent is provided support and the 

parent responsible for the perpetration is held accountable for the full extent of their 

violence (Humphreys & Absler, 2011). Again, the current movement in this area has 

established screening for other forms of violence as a goal, but an appropriate large-

scale evaluation of the effectiveness of these assessment tools have yet to be conducted 

(Banks et al., 2008; Connolly et al., 2017; Stanley & Humphreys, 2014). Previous 

studies have demonstrated that child maltreatment practitioners have historically been 

unable to identify DV in the homes of children at risk (Banks et al., 2008).  

A key finding of this thesis was the impact of gender on the co-occurrence of 

DV and child maltreatment. This finding supports the current literature which 

hypothesises that female perpetrators of child maltreatment (commonly mothers) were 

more likely than their male counterparts to have a history of DV victimisation, due to 

historical ‘failure to protect’ mentality of the child protection system (Humphreys et al., 

2006; Kaufman Kantor & Little, 2003). Therefore, these findings advocate for models 

where the service systems responsible for responding to child maltreatment not only 

appropriately identify DV occurring in the family, but appropriately identify the 

perpetrator and victim of this DV. Further, responses should work with the victimised 

parent (often the mother) to ensure the safety of both them and their child while also 

holding the perpetrator (often the father) responsible for their actions. Again, it is 

acknowledged that programs have been developed, and are currently being developed, 

that strive to achieve this (Humphreys & Healey, 2017; Mandel, 2013).  

The high overlap found between DV and child maltreatment highlights the need 

for further understanding of the nuance of this relationship. There would be a beneficial 

contribution to research if child protection systems would separate exposure to DV as a 
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distinct form of harm. The classification of exposure to DV as a form of emotional harm 

or neglect limits the capacity of researchers to examine the true nature of the co-

occurrence of DV and child maltreatment. This separation would also allow for an 

examination into the gender and race differences in DV and child maltreatment 

perpetration and their overlaps. This has important implications for risk and safety 

assessments and future prevention and intervention efforts. 

As these results show that the role of victim and perpetrator are not fixed, the 

criminal justice system’s response to offenders should also assess for not only co-

occurring perpetration of DV and child maltreatment but should also screen for 

historical and current DV or child maltreatment victimisation. The development and 

implementation of interventions with DV perpetrators must target the range of violent 

and offending behaviours that perpetrators display (Bouffard & Zedaker, 2016). 

Additionally, these responses should also provide appropriate and holistic responses to 

these offenders that address their complex needs to reduce their future perpetration or 

victimisation. Further, the results show that those involved in multiple systems are more 

likely to have a higher frequency of involvement with each system. This indicates that 

the minority of individuals are likely responsible for the majority of contacts within the 

service systems. Therefore, these systems should be cognizant of the disproportionate 

resources allocated to the minority and strive to target those most at risk. 

Furthermore, as support for the intergenerational transmission of violence was 

provided by this thesis, service systems should work towards providing early and 

effective interventions to children who experience child maltreatment. Further, race, 

gender, the frequency of child maltreatment, type of child maltreatment, and timing of 

child maltreatment were found to significantly impact the link between child 

maltreatment and later DV involvement. Therefore, more targeted intervention should 

occur with victims of child maltreatment to reduce the risk of future family violence. 
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One of the key findings of this research was the over-representation of 

Indigenous Australians not only appearing in each system but appearing across multiple 

systems. The high prevalence of Indigenous Australians within and across the systems, 

advocates for improved system responses that acknowledge and are sensitive to the 

context in which family violence occurs within Indigenous communities. Calls for 

responses to Indigenous violence to be culturally appropriate, and developed and 

implemented with the support and guidance of members of the Indigenous community 

are not new (Andrews et al., 2018; Blagg et al., 2020; Gallant et al., 2017). However, 

further development and evaluation of the approach of the current system to the 

complexity of violence within Indigenous communities is needed (Blagg et al., 2020).  

 

The results of this study should be interpreted with regards to five main 

limitations. First, though the strengths of administrative data have previously been 

discussed, there are also limitations of this type of quantitative data. Administrative data 

cannot account for the undetected and unreported occurrences of DV, child 

maltreatment, and criminal offending (Brownell & Jutte, 2013). This is important as 

family violence is often described as ‘hidden’ and occurring behind closed doors with a 

large number of incidents never reaching the official service systems (Department of 

Communities, Child Safety and Disability Services, 2012; Mitchell, 2011). 

Additionally, the ‘dark figure of crime’ has also been well established within the 

criminological literature, indicating that a substantial amount of criminal activity is 

never reported or detected (Mosher et al., 2010). Further, data within this thesis 

regarding child maltreatment relies on only substantiated events. Therefore, it is 

acknowledged that there are instances in which genuine cases of maltreatment are not 

substantiated due to investigative challenges (Hurren et al., 2017). The data utilised in 

this thesis provide only a conservative measure of DV, child maltreatment, and criminal 
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offending, and the results should be interpreted with this understanding. As this thesis 

only relies on conservative measures, it is acknowledged that the results presented in 

this thesis may underrepresent the actuarial prevalence of DV, child maltreatment, and 

criminal offending. Additionally, these data may represent a bias in the responding 

systems, as specific types of cases or individuals may come to the attention of the 

systems more often than others.  

Second, this study is limited in that the operationalisation of criminal offending 

fails to account for police contacts that resulted in either cautioning or conferencing. 

This is a limitation as a high number of youth offenders are diverted away from the 

court system through the use of diversionary practices (Allard et al., 2009). Therefore, 

the entire range of offending experiences, especially for youths, is not accounted for 

within this study. Although diversion is common among youth offenders, serious 

offending is still adjudicated (Allard et al., 2009). Hence, this study does account for all 

serious offending that resulted in contact with a service system. 

Third, the studies of this thesis were further limited by the constraints of the data 

recording by the administrative systems. DST, DLC, and cumulative disadvantage 

theories all highlight that the impact of any factor or variable cannot be examined 

separately and that the totality of an individual’s life-course and the developmental 

system should be accounted for (Farrington & Loeber, 2013; Kurlychek & Johnson, 

2019; Lerner, 2002). However, due to the reliance on previously collected data, multiple 

variables of interest to the co-occurrence of multiple types of violence were not able to 

be examined. Administrative data is collected during the routine activities of 

practitioners and not for research (Drake & Jonson-Reid, 1999). Therefore, the variables 

collected are those relevant to the government operation and are not collected with 

research in mind (Brownell & Jutte, 2013). Variables such as poverty, mental illness, 

and substance abuse are all examples of well-established risk factors for perpetration of 
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violence, both within and external to the family (Australian Institute of Health and 

Welfare, 2019; Fergusson et al., 2005; Sedlak et al., 2010; Trevillion et al., 2012), and 

each of these could not be examined in this thesis. Without controlling for known risk 

factors such as these, it cannot be determined whether the links between DV and child 

maltreatment or criminal offending are due to one or the accumulation of these risk 

factors or whether the experience of one form of violence is in itself a risk for 

experiencing another (Fang & Corso, 2007).  

Fourth, this study was limited by the lack of data recorded relating to DV and 

DVOs. Data collection on DVOs before June 2007 were not available for analysis in 

this thesis. Therefore, the DV history of individuals within the cohort were not recorded 

until they were 22 years of age. Therefore, individuals who had been a perpetrator or 

victim of DV before the age of 22 and then had no further contact after this age are not 

accounted for in this thesis. The lack of data on DVOs before 2007 also limited this 

study by not allowing for an analysis of the impact of the timing of DV incidents on the 

co-occurrence with other types of violence. DST and DLC acknowledge the importance 

of history and therefore, the importance of examining development in temporal order 

(Lerner, 2002; Sampson & Laub, 1993). Due to the lack of DVOs before 2007, this 

study was unable to consider the temporal ordering of experiencing DV with other 

forms of violence. Future research should expand the work presented in this thesis to 

account for temporal ordering.  

Furthermore, other factors of interest relating to DV were unavailable for the 

analysis. Information on the type of DV either perpetrated or experienced by the victim 

was not recorded; therefore the influence of the type of DV (such as physical abuse, 

emotional abuse, psychological abuse, sexual abuse, and economic abuse) on the co-

occurrence with other systems could not be examined. Further, no information about the 

relationship between the perpetrator and the victim is known. While the interpretation of 
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the results has discussed DV in terms of intimate partnerships, it must be acknowledged 

that other relationships such as family members and informal care relationships can also 

appear on a DVO. Similarly, the interpretation of these results focused on heterosexual 

relationships, but it is acknowledged that same-sex couples and other non-heterosexual 

intimate relationships can appear within a DVO. The interpretation of these results has 

focused on heterosexual relationships due to the lack of data on the relationship between 

the perpetrator and victim of the DV.  

The focus on heterosexual intimate partners throughout this thesis occurred as 

the majority of DVOs reflect this relationship. According to the Queensland Courts 

(2020), three-quarters of the DVOs applied for from July 2020 to September 2020 were 

in reference to an intimate partner relationship. Additionally, during this same period, 

only 15 per cent of DVOs ordered had an aggrieved and a perpetrator of the same sex. 

Although the majority of DVOs concern a heterosexual intimate partnership, this 

research is limited by not exploring the range of relationships encompassed by a DVO. 

Additionally, due to data limitations, the impact of race could only be analysed through 

comparison of Indigenous and non-Indigenous Australians. Therefore, the studies of 

this thesis were unable to examine the impact of different ethnic or cultural groups on 

the accumulation of violent experiences.  

Fifth and finally, this study is limited by the issue of migration. Although the 

issue of migration into the state was mitigated by only examining individuals born in 

Queensland, it does not account for individuals who migrated out of the state. 

According to the Queensland Government Statistician’s Office (2019), approximately 

140,000 individuals migrated out of the state during the 2017-18 financial year, either 

overseas or interstate. It is acknowledged that this is a limitation of this thesis as it fails 

to account for those individuals who were born in Queensland but subsequently moved 

and came into contact with similar systems in another jurisdiction. This means that for 



203 

 

some individuals, their entire life-course and all incidents of violence were not 

accounted for. 

 

Future studies around the accumulation of violent experiences and cross-system 

contacts should endeavour to address the limitations of this research. As DST, DLC, 

and cumulative disadvantage call for understanding the entire context of an individual 

(Farrington & Loeber, 2013; Kurlychek & Johnson, 2019; Lerner, 2002), future 

research should consider the effects of known or hypothesised risk factors of violence 

and deviance, within and outside of the family. For example, poverty, education, out-of-

home care, bullying, substance abuse, and parenting styles have been shown to 

influence involvement with DV, child maltreatment, and criminal offending (Australian 

Institute of Health and Welfare, 2019; Gelles, 1992; Malvaso & Delfabbro, 2015; 

Sedlak et al., 2010). However, the impact of the intersection of these risk factors on the 

accumulation of violence or cross-system contacts has not been examined.  

As DST and DLC highlight the benefit of chronologically examining 

experiences (Lerner, 2002), future research should aim to account for the temporal order 

of contact with the civil justice, criminal justice, and welfare systems. This will allow 

for a better understanding of individual trajectories and pathways by those involved in 

these systems and can identify points of initial contacts, which can lead to targeted 

interventions to reduce further violence. Similarly, future research should go beyond the 

timeframe examined in this research. Specifically, research should strive to examine DV 

contacts before the age of 22 and should examine all experiences of DV, child 

maltreatment, and criminal offending beyond the age of 30. By expanding the 

timeframe, a more holistic examination of an individual’s life-course experience with 

violence can occur. Additionally, as a lack of information regarding DV limited this 

research, future research should examine the different types and experiences associated 
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with DV. For example, the differential impact of physical, sexual, emotional, and 

economical DV should be explored. 

Although some jurisdictions do consider exposure to DV as a unique form of 

child maltreatment or harm to a child, there are some jurisdictions (including 

Queensland) that do not (Department of Child Safety, Youth and Women, 2018c). 

Research regarding child maltreatment and its co-occurrence with other forms of 

violence would be benefitted by child protection systems categorising exposure to DV 

as a separate form of harm within their administrative systems. The true extent and 

nuance of exposure to DV cannot be examined if exposure to DV continues to be 

classified under neglect or emotional harm. Future research should strive to further pull 

apart the nuance between exposure to DV and the other four harm types.  

One key finding of this thesis was the high over-representation of Indigenous 

Australians both within and across the three systems. More research needs to be 

conducted into the relationship between Indigenous status and violence to better 

understand the specific challenges faced by individuals within these communities. 

Further, additional research should focus on evaluating the current effectiveness of the 

system responses to Indigenous Australians to ensure the right interventions are in place 

to lessen the disproportionate violence in these communities (Blagg et al., 2020). 

Gender was also found to have a significant impact on cross-system contacts. 

Future research should endeavour to understand the actual differences in the 

accumulation of violence by gender. Further examination should distinguish the 

differences in the type, frequency, and timing of the co-occurrence of violence 

experienced by each gender. Additionally, future research should explore the 

complexity of gender and sexuality and their relationship to violence. For example, the 

experiences of violence by trans and non-binary individuals, as well as those in non-

heterosexual relationships, should be explored. 
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Lastly, administrative data are affected by changes in legislation and policy 

(Hurren et al., 2017), which vary across time and place. Additionally, DST and DLC 

both call for the examination and comparison of different birth cohorts to ensure 

generalisability across time and place (Lerner, 2002; Sampson & Laub, 1993). 

Therefore, future research should repeat these studies on different cohorts and across 

jurisdictions to explore similarities and differences in trends.  

 

Drawing upon DST, DLC, and cumulative harm the aim of this thesis was to 

explore cross-system contacts of victims and/or perpetrators of DV (across the civil 

justice system, the criminal justice system, and the welfare system) to understand their 

experience with violence as both as a victim and a perpetrator. The results from this 

thesis found that not only are a substantial number of individuals coming into contact 

with the civil justice, criminal justice, and welfare systems, but that a significant 

number of these individuals are likely to appear across multiple systems.  

Overall, the main implication of this thesis is that experiences of violence cannot 

be understood in isolation and that the totality of the violence experienced by an 

individual must be acknowledged. Specifically, as these individuals are likely to have 

repeated contact (both as a perpetrator and victim) within and across the civil justice, 

criminal justice, and welfare systems, the practices and policies for intervening with 

these individuals should be collaborative and should respond to the complex needs of 

the individual and the family. The results of this thesis lend support for additional 

research on the accumulation of violence over the life-course to enhance understanding 

of the complexity of overlapping violence in the family.   
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