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Coumarelos, C., Honey, N., Ward, A., Weeks, N., & Minter, K. (2023). Attitudes matter:
The 2021 National Community Attitudes towards Violence against Women Survey (NCAS),
Technical report. ANROWS.
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REF

Indicates a statistically significant result, meaning we can be confident (with 95%
certainty) that the difference observed in the survey sample is meaningful and
likely to represent a true difference in the Australian population (p < 0.05) that is not
negligible in size (Cohen’s d = 0.2 or equivalent)

Indicates an item was asked of one half of the sample

Indicates an item was asked of one quarter of the sample
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Key terms

Affirmative consent

Attitudes

Backlash

Benevolent and
hostile sexism

Bivariate analysis

Bystander

Bystander response
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The free choice to engage in a sexual activity involving mutual and ongoing
communication. This definition reinforces that consent cannot be presumed, must
be actively sought and actively communicated, and can be withdrawn at any point.
In practice, an individual seeking to have sex with another person must obtain clear,
expressed consent from them before (and while) engaging in a sexual act (NSW
Government Communities and Justice, 2022).

Evaluations of a particular subject (e.g. person, object, concept) that usually exist
along a continuum from less to more favourable. The NCAS measures attitudes
towards violence against women, including attitudes towards specific types of
violence such as domestic violence and sexual violence, as well as attitudes towards
gender inequality.

The resistance, hostility or aggression with which strategies to redress gender
inequality or prevent violence are met by some people in the community (typically a
minority).

Benevolent sexism encompasses attitudes towards women that are seemingly
positive but nonetheless imply women'’s inferiority to men based on perceptions
of women as fragile, emotionally sensitive or needing help and protection. Hostile
sexism encompasses overtly negative, resentful or misogynistic attitudes towards
women who violate traditional gender roles and threaten male dominance. Both
forms of sexism serve to justify and maintain the patriarchy and traditional gender
roles (Glick & Fiske, 1997).

A statistical analysis that examines the direct or straightforward relationship
between two variables only, such as an outcome of interest (e.g. understanding of
violence against women) and one other variable (e.g. a demographic factor such as
age), without taking into account the effect of any other variables.

Somebody who observes, but is not directly involved in, a harmful or potentially
harmful event and could assist or intervene (Webster et al., 2018a).

How bystanders react to witnessing a scenario such as disrespect or abuse. The
NCAS examined whether bystanders would be bothered by various scenarios and
whether they would intervene.

Prosocial bystander actions attempt to improve the situation and can include
confronting the perpetrator’s unacceptable, gendered and violence-condoning
attitudes and behaviour, as well as supporting the victim and survivor. In this report,
the two prosocial responses examined were showing disapproval then and there or
showing disapproval in private later.



Cisgender

Coercive control

Domestic violence

Elder abuse

Emotional and
psychological abuse

Family violence

Financial abuse

People who identify their gender as matching the sex that was recorded or
presumed for them at birth (Transhub, 2021).

For further information on the classification of cis and trans respondents in this
survey, see Section 2.2.

A pattern of behaviours used to manipulate, intimidate, isolate and control a partner
and create an uneven power dynamic in the relationship (Council of Australian
Governments [COAG], 2022; Meeting of Attorneys-General, 2022). Coercive control

is often a significant part of a person’s experience of domestic violence. A focus on
coercive control reflects a shift from specific, isolated incidents (of primarily physical
violence) to a recognition that individual acts can be used by perpetrators to form

a broader pattern of abusive behaviours that reinforce and strengthen the control
and dominance of one person over another (COAG, 2022).

Refers to violence within current or past intimate partner relationships, which
causes physical, sexual or psychological harm. Domestic violence can include
physical, sexual, emotional, psychological and financial abuse, and often occurs as
a pattern of behaviour involving coercive control. The term “domestic violence” is
often used interchangeably with “intimate partner violence”. “Domestic violence” is
used in this report, as many historical NCAS items use this terminology to describe
violence between partners. (Note: some broader definitions of domestic violence in
the literature include violence between other family members.)

The abuse or neglect of an elderly person that causes them harm or distress and
occurs within relationships of trust that usually involve a power imbalance, including
relationships with family, carers, friends and acquaintances (Australian Institute of
Health and Welfare [AIHW], 2019b; Qu et al., 2021; World Health Organization [WHO],
2022a). Often the elderly person is dependent on their abuser, such as for assistance
with health and care needs, finances or affairs, or to avoid isolation, which creates

a power imbalance that can maintain the abuse and deter help-seeking (Adib et al.,
2019; Joosten et al., 2017).

Forms of abuse that may include verbal, non-verbal or physical acts by the
perpetrator that are intended to exercise dominance, control or coercion over the
victim; degrade the victim’'s emotional or cognitive abilities or sense of self-worth; or
induce feelings of fear and intimidation in the victim (National Family and Domestic
Violence Bench Book, 2022).

A broader term than “domestic violence”. Refers not only to violence between
intimate partners but also to violence between family members. For Aboriginal and/
or Torres Strait Islander peoples and communities, “family violence” encapsulates
the broader issue of violence within extended families, kinship networks and
community relationships, as well as intergenerational issues. “Family” may also refer
to “chosen families”, as found in LGBTQ+ communities.

Also termed economic abuse. A type of violence that often occurs alongside other
types of domestic violence, such as physical or emotional abuse. It involves using
money in ways to cause harm, such as by withholding funds, preventing a person
being involved in financial decisions that affect them, preventing them from getting
a job, controlling all household spending and many other tactics to restrict a victim's
and survivor's freedom and independence.

13
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Gendered drivers
of violence

Gender equality

Gender-ignoring

Gender norms and

stereotypes

Gender-transformative
approaches

Hegemonic masculinity

Heteronormativity
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The socially constructed and learned roles, norms, behaviours, activities and
attributes that a society considers appropriate for people, usually based on their
biological sex. Gender has historically been constructed as a binary between “man”
and “woman” or “masculinity” and “femininity”, and as a hierarchy of “men” over
“women”. These binaries and hierarchies can produce inequalities and discrimination
based on gender. As a social construct, gender is not fixed: the acceptable roles and
behaviours associated with “man” and “woman” can vary from society to society and
can change over time. Gender identities of “man” and “woman” are often associated
with the social expectations for members of the biological sex categories “male”
and “female”. Where people identify their gender as matching their biological sex
assigned or presumed for them at birth, this is called “cisgender”. However, many
people do not subscribe to cisgender norms and describe their gender identity

in terms that do not accord with the rigidity of the gender binary. For further
information on how gender is used in the NCAS survey and this report, see

Section 2.2.

The underlying causes that create the necessary conditions in which violence against
women occurs. The drivers relate to the particular structures, norms and practices
arising from gender inequality in public and private life, as well as from other forms
of social discrimination and oppression against certain groups of women, including
racism, classism, ableism, ageism, heteronormativity and cissexism, etc.

Relates to equal opportunities for all genders to access social, economic and
political resources, including legislative protection. Effectively, it describes equality
of opportunity.

A perspective that focuses on the importance of being “fair” by treating everyone
the same but fails to recognise the gendered norms and gendered differences within
structures and systems that drive gender-based inequalities and violence.

Shared standards of acceptable behaviour and overgeneralised concepts that
are associated with genders within a community, culture or group (The Good
Society, 2022).

Approaches that challenge and attempt to change problematic gender stereotypes,
scripts, norms, the gender binary and the gender hierarchy, which facilitate and
maintain gender inequality (Our Watch, 2019b, 2021a).

A type of masculinity that perpetuates unequal relations between men and women.
It involves adhering to and exaggerating stereotypically masculine traits, including
aggression and men’s domination (Messerschmidt, 2019).

The belief that heterosexuality is the preferred and “natural” sexual orientation,
which assumes that gender is binary (i.e. men and women). Heteronormativity
functions to legitimise social and legal institutions that devalue, marginalise and
discriminate against people who deviate from this normative principle (e.g. gay men,
lesbians, bisexuals, trans people; American Psychological Association, 2022). The
dominance of heteronormative and cisnormative models of domestic and family
violence also makes it harder to recognise this violence in LGBTQ+ communities.
This bias can contribute to a culture of silence that leads to LGBTQ+ people staying
in abusive relationships and not accessing services and other vital support (LGBTIQ+
Health Australia, 2022).



Heterosexual
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regression analysis
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Socially constructed frameworks or “scripts” that guide sexual activity and sexual
behaviour. These scripts dictate what one should be doing as a sexual partner
(Simon & Gagnon, 1986) and reinforce the widely and implicitly accepted standards
for what sex “should” be and look like (Pham, 2016). While individuals shape their
own sex scripts in light of their own identity and experiences, sex script theory
argues that sexual partners perform sexual encounters according to highly
gendered “roles” within the dominant script. More traditional heterosexual sex
scripts position men as the active and aggressive initiators of sex, while positioning
women as passive sex objects and gatekeepers. In so doing, these scripts privilege
men'’s sexuality by prioritising men'’s sexual gratification and penile-vaginal
penetrative sex as the sex act or “real” sex (S. Jackson, 2006; Medley-Rath, 2007).

See "Benevolent and hostile sexism".

An aspect of dominant masculinity whereby men are perceived as having high sex
drives and are expected to be sexually demanding and dominant in their sexual
relationships with women to demonstrate their masculinity. Hypersexuality is linked
to objectifying attitudes towards women and beliefs that privilege men'’s entitlement
to sex with women.

The interactions between multiple systems and structures of oppression (such as
sexism, racism, classism, ageism, ableism, heteronormativity and cissexism), which
can be reflected in policy, practices, services and legal contexts. Intersectionality
acknowledges that some people are subject to multiple forms of oppression and the
experience is not just the sum of its parts. An intersectional approach is a lens for
seeing how various forms of inequality can often operate together and exacerbate
each other (Kimberlé Crenshaw quoted in K. Steinmetz, 2020).

A term relating to people born with a variation of sex characteristics that do not fit
typical definitions of male or female bodies (Intersex Human Rights Australia, 2022).
For further information on the intersex item in this survey, see Section 2.2.

A gender identity. In this report, the term is used for respondents who identified as
men when asked to state how they describe their gender.

Everyday, subtle and sometimes overt, intentional or unintentional interactions or
behaviours that communicate some type of bias towards historically marginalised
groups, including women. People who enact microaggressions may not even be
aware of their bias.

A strong dislike of or contempt for women.

A statistical analysis that examines the relationship of a (continuous) outcome
variable of interest (e.g. understanding of violence against women) to multiple
factors (or input variables) considered together (e.g. multiple demographic
characteristics). Unlike bivariate analysis, multiple regression analysis has the
advantage that it can determine which of multiple factors:

» areindependently related to or “predict” the outcome variable, after accounting for
any relationships between the factors

» are mostimportant in predicting the outcome variable.

A form of multiple regression where the outcome variable is a dichotomous rather
than continuous variable.
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A type of statistical analysis that examines the interrelationships between three or
more variables.

A gender identity that sits outside the gender binary of “men” and “women”. The
term is often used as an umbrella term that encompasses a range of diverse gender
identities. In this report, “non-binary” is used as a collective term for respondents
who, when asked to state how they describe their gender:

» explicitly identified as non-binary
» provided another response that was consistent with a gender identity outside the
gender binary.

The latter group of respondents was very small (n = 3). Because this group was too
small to be reported on separately, this cohort of respondents has been included
within the umbrella term “non-binary” for the purposes of this report.

Forms of violence and abuse which do not involve inflicting or threatening physical
harm. These forms can include coercive control, financial abuse, psychological or
emotional abuse, spiritual abuse or technology-facilitated abuse, among others.

Where violence is seen and treated as normal or is rationalised or excused as part of
everyday life.

The use or threat of physical force with the intent to cause physical or psychological
harm, such as physical injury, intimidation or fear. "Violence against women” is
broader than “physical violence” and can include other forms of abuse and coercive
control.

A bystander who chooses a prosocial action in response to witnessing disrespect or
abuse. See "Bystander" and "Bystander response”.

A sample of respondents whose demographic profile is similar enough to that of the
broader population to be confident that conclusions about the sample apply to the
broader population. Random selection is typically used as a means of achieving a
representative sample.

A psychometrically validated group of survey items that measure aspects of

the same construct or topic. In the NCAS, scales are used to summarise and
demonstrate understanding and attitudes at an overall or broad level. In this
report, the scales are used to measure or assess overall change in understanding
or attitudes over time, relationships between understanding and attitudes, and
relationships between understanding or attitudes and other factors (such as
demographic factors).

Attitudes, stereotypes, prejudice and other cultural elements that promote
discrimination based on gender. See also "Benevolent and hostile sexism".

A form of sexual violence. Sexual activity that happens where consent is not freely
given or obtained, is withdrawn or the person is unable to consent due to their
age or other factors. Sexual assault occurs any time a person is forced, coerced

or manipulated into any sexual activity, including coercing a person to engage in
sexualised touching, kissing, rape and pornography.



Sexual harassment

Sexuality

Sexual violence

Significant

Social norms

Split-sampling

Stalking
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Subscale

A form of sexual violence. An unwelcome sexual advance, sexualised comment,
intrusive sexualised question, request for sexual favours or other unwelcome
conduct of a sexual nature that makes a person feel offended, humiliated or
intimidated. Can include, but is not limited to, staring or leering, indecent texts,
emails or posts, indecent exposure, inappropriate comments, non-consensual
sharing of intimate images and unwanted touching.

The experience of sexual attraction, behaviour and identity (Carman et al., 2021).
In this report, when sexuality is discussed in relation to NCAS results, it refers to
responses to the item, “How would you describe your sexuality?”, with the stated
options of “heterosexual/straight, “lesbian”, “gay”, “bisexual or pansexual”, “queer”,

"ou

“another term (please specify)”, “prefer not to say”.

An umbrella term that encompasses sexual activity without consent being obtained
or freely given. It occurs any time a person is forced, coerced or manipulated into
any unwanted sexual activity, such as touching, sexual harassment and intimidation,
forced marriage, trafficking for the purpose of sexual exploitation, sexual abuse,
sexual assault and rape.

Throughout this report, “significant” is used to refer to “statistically significant”
results where we can be confident (with 95% certainty) that the difference observed
in the survey sample is meaningful and likely to represent a true difference in the
Australian population (p < 0.05) that is not negligible in size (Cohen’s d =2 0.2 or
equivalent). Significant findings in this report are denoted by the * symbol.

Shared standards of acceptable behaviour that may be an informal understanding
within groups or across broader society that govern behaviour, or may take the form
of codified rules and conduct expectations.

A method of maximising the range of topics explored in the survey. It involves
randomly allocating or “splitting” the sample into groups and asking these groups
specific sets of items to allow more items to be asked in total. The present sample
was randomly allocated into four subsets of respondents. Key items were asked of
the whole sample. However, certain items were asked of only one of the subsets (i.e.
one quarter of the sample) or two of the subsets (i.e. one half of the sample).

A form of violence that can occur in person or via the use of technology. It involves a
pattern of repeated behaviour with the intent to maintain contact with, or exercise
power and control over, another person. Examples of stalking behaviours include
tracking or following someone (in person or online) and loitering.

An ABS measure of the socioeconomic conditions in geographic areas in terms of
people’s access to material and social resources, and their opportunity to participate
in society (SEIFA quintiles; ABS, 2018).

A component of a psychometrically validated scale that taps into a particular
aspect of the construct underlying the scale, such as an aspect of understanding
or attitudes towards violence against women or gender inequality. Factor analyses
were used to subdivide items within a scale into subscales based on which items
were answered most similarly to one another by respondents, most likely
because they are more conceptually related. Subscales were also validated using
Rasch analysis.
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Technology-facilitated An umbrella term used to refer to forms of abuse where technology is the conduit
abuse or means of enacting or exercising abuse. Examples of technology-facilitated abuse
include harassment, stalking, impersonation and threats via technology, as well
as image-based abuse and other forms of abuse online (eSafety Commissioner
[eSafety] 2022a; Powell & Henry, 2019).

Time series analysis Comparison of results over several waves of the NCAS. The results are compared
at the scale level and the individual item level. Where possible, the results are
compared across four waves of the NCAS: 2009, 2013, 2017 and 2021.

Thematic examination A type of analysis used to draw out qualitative themes in survey items. This
approach is based on identifying and interpreting patterns of meaning within data.

Transgender “Trans” is an inclusive umbrella term meaning people whose gender is different from
the sex recorded or presumed for them at birth and is not contingent on how they
socially, medically or legally affirm their gender (Transhub, 2021).

For further information on the classification of cis and trans respondents in this
report, see Section 2.2.

Trauma-informed care A strengths-based framework that is grounded in an understanding of and
responsiveness to the impact of trauma. It emphasises the physical, psychological
and emotional safety of victims and survivors, as well as first responders and
service providers, and creates opportunities for survivors to rebuild a sense of
control and empowerment (Hopper et al., 2010).

Univariate analysis The data analysis of a single variable or item. For example, the frequency
distribution of gender.

Victims and survivors Refers to those who have experienced violence. We use this term to recognise both
the harm experienced and the resilience of those who experience violence. The term
recognises the diverse experiences of violence, although we acknowledge that not
all people who experience violence will use this term to describe themselves.

Violence against women Violence that is specifically directed against a woman because she is a woman or
that affects women disproportionately. It includes any act of violence based on or
driven by gender that causes, or could cause, physical, sexual or psychological harm
or suffering to women, including threats of harm or coercion, in public or in private
life.

Women A term describing a gender identity. In this report, the term is used for respondents
who identified as women when asked to state how they describe their gender.



About this report

This report details the results from the 2021 National Community
Attitudes towards Violence against Women Survey (NCAS). It
presents findings for the Australian community as a whole and
considers them in the context of related research. This report

also includes information about the research design and presents
implications for research, policy and practice. The 2021 NCAS report
will interest stakeholders tasked with responding to, reducing

and preventing violence against women, including policymakers,
practitioners, practice designers, educators, researchers, community
organisations and media.
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This report is one among a suite of ANROWS resources
produced for the 2021 NCAS. Other reports and
documents on NCAS findings include:

Minter, K., Carlisle, E., & Coumarelos, C. (2021). “Chuck
her on a lie detector”: Investigating Australians’ mistrust
in women’s reports of sexual assault (Research report,
04/2021). Sydney: ANROWS.

Carlisle, E., Coumarelos, C., Minter, K., & Lohmeyer, B.
(2022). “It depends on what the definition of domestic
violence is”: How young Australians conceptualise
domesticviolence and abuse (Research report, 09/2022).
ANROWS.

Coumarelos, C., Weeks, N., Bernstein, S., Roberts, N,
Honey, N., Minter, K., & Carlisle, E. (2023). Attitudes
Matter: The 2021 National Community Attitudes towards
Violence against Women Survey (NCAS), Summary for
Australia. ANROWS.

Coumarelos, C., Honey, N., Ward, A., Weeks, N., &
Minter, K. (2023). Attitudes matter: The 2021 National
Community Attitudes towards Violence against Women
Survey (NCAS), Technical report. ANROWS.

Attitudes matter: The 2021 National Community Attitudes
towards Violence against Women Survey (NCAS), Findings
for Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander respondents
(forthcoming).

Attitudes matter: The 2021 National Community Attitudes
towards Violence against Women Survey (NCAS), Findings
for Australian states and territories (forthcoming).
Attitudes matter: The 2021 National Community Attitudes
towards Violence against Women Survey (NCAS), Findings
for people from non-English speaking backgrounds
(forthcoming).

Attitudes matter: The 2021 National Community Attitudes
towards Violence against Women Survey (NCAS), Findings
for young Australians (forthcoming).



Executive summary

The National Community Attitudes towards Violence against

Women Survey (NCAS) is a periodic, representative survey of the
Australian population that is conducted every four years. The survey
benchmarks the community’s understanding and attitudes regarding
violence against women and gender inequality and how these
change over time. Poor understanding and problematic attitudes
regarding violence against women at the population level reflect

a culture that allows this violence to perpetuate. Thus, the NCAS

has been a key means of monitoring progress against the National
Plan to Reduce Violence against Women and their Children 2010-2022
(Council of Australian Governments [COAG], 2010b) and will continue
to examine progress against the current National Plan to End Violence
against Women and Children 2022-2032 (COAG, 2022).

This NCAS evidence informs policy and programs aimed at

prevention of violence against women by highlighting:

* any gaps in the community’s understanding of violence
against women

* any problematic areas in the community’s attitudes towards
gender inequality and violence against women

* changes in this understanding and these attitudes over time

» demographic, attitudinal and contextual factors that may
contribute to and perpetuate violence against women.

The present report discusses findings for the 2021 NCAS, the most
recent wave of the survey.
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Research design and analysis

The survey sample consisted of 19,100 Australians
aged 16 years or over, who were interviewed via mobile
telephone. Most mobile numbers in the final sample
were selected via random digit dialling (81%), and the
remainder were listed mobile numbers.

The 2021 instrument included:

* demographic items

e items measuring understanding of the nature of
violence against women

¢ items measuring attitudes towards violence against
women and gender inequality

e scenario-baseditems examining bystander responses
when witnessing abuse or disrespect against women.

Most items were retained from the 2017 NCAS (Webster
et al., 2018a) to ensure reliable measurement of changes
over time. Some new items were introduced on key
and emerging topics of interest, such as technology-
facilitated abuse and forms of domestic violence shaped
by intersecting inequalities, including disability, ethnicity
and sexuality.

Understanding and attitude items were grouped into
nine psychometric scales, validated via Rasch analysis
and factor analysis. The 2021 NCAS reports on three
main scales, namely:

* the Understanding of Violence against Women Scale
(UVAWS), which measures recognition of problematic
behaviours as violence and understanding of the
gendered nature of violence against women

¢ the Attitudes towards Gender Inequality Scale (AGIS),
which measures rejection of problematic attitudes
regarding gender inequality

* the Attitudes towards Violence against Women Scale
(AVAWS), which measures rejection of problematic
attitudes regarding violence against women.

The main scales include subscales that measure different
thematic aspects of the broad concepts underlying the
scales. In addition, the 2021 NCAS included five scales
to measure and allow comparisons between attitudes
towards each of five types of violence. These five scales
are the Domestic Violence Scale (DVS), the Sexual
Violence Scale (SVS), the Sexual Assault Scale (SAS), the
Sexual Harassment Scale (SHS) and the Technology-
Facilitated Abuse Scale (TFAS).

Respondents’scores on each scale were used to calculate
the average level of understanding of violence against
women and rejection of problematic attitudes, as well
as changes in understanding and attitudes over time.
The proportion of respondents with “advanced” versus
“developing” understanding or attitudes according
to each scale is also reported. Respondents were
classified as having “advanced” understanding if they
recognised that all the behaviours measured by a scale
“always” or “usually” constitute domestic violence or
violence against women. They were classified as having
“advanced” attitudes if they “strongly” or “somewhat”
disagreed with all the problematic attitudes measured
by a scale.? Bivariate and regression analyses were also
conducted to examine the factors significantly related to
understanding and attitudes regarding violence against
women and gender inequality, including demographic
factors and particular aspects of understanding and
attitudes.

Key findings and implications

Benchmarking understanding and attitudes
over time

Understanding and attitudes regarding violence
against women are improving slowly, but further
progress is needed.

There has generally been slow but statistically significant
improvement in community understanding of violence
against women and attitudinal rejection of gender
inequality and violence against women since 2013,
according to all NCAS scales. Most scales also showed
statistically significant improvement between 2017
and 2021, indicating improvement in understanding of
violence (UVAWS), rejection of gender inequality (AGIS)
and rejection of sexual violence (SVS). However, although
rejection of domestic violence (DVS) was stronger in 2021
compared to 2013, it plateaued between 2017 and 2021.

There is room for further progressive change across
the Australian population, as fewer than half of the
respondents demonstrated “advanced” understanding
of violence against women or “advanced” rejection of
problematic attitudes regarding gender inequality and
violence against women.

Further, while there was high recognition that violence
against women is a problem in Australia (91%), there
was less understanding that violence against women
is a problem in one’s own suburb or town (47%). This
finding suggests a misconception that violence tends

a See Chapter 2 for further details about the criteria used to determine the “advanced” and “developing” categories for each scale.



to occur generally outside one’s own networks, rather
than everywhere, which may impede recognition that
violence is a community-wide problem requiring action
at all levels of society.

Implications

Improvement in understanding and attitudes
regarding violence against women is possible
with consistent effort. Primary prevention and
early intervention strategies are critical, as
problematic attitudes are difficult to shift.

A cohesive national solution to end violence
against women must be implemented at every
level of society, from individual relationships
through to organisations, institutions and broader
social structures. As part of this national solution,
violence against women should be “personalised”
as a community-wide social problem that can
occur in any family, community, workplace or
institution. As such, prevention and calling out
violence should be seen as a community-wide
responsibility at all levels of society.

Understanding of violence against women

Understanding of the diverse forms of violence
against women has slowly improved but there is
less recognition of non-physical abuse and coercive
control than physical forms of violence.

Most respondents correctly recognised that both the
physical and non-physical behaviours examined “always’
constitute domestic violence or violence against women
(66-92%). Behaviours threatening physical injury or a
forced medical procedure, such as forced contraception
or abortion, were the most readily recognised as being
domestic violence “always” (81-92%). However, there
was less recognition of non-physical forms of domestic
violence involving financial and emotional abuse or
control, including tracking via technology (66-75%).
Violence involving the exploitation of aspects of a
partner’s identity or experience, such as chronic health
conditions, sexual diversity, religion and migrant status,
were also less well recognised (66-73%). Similarly, there
is room to further improve understanding that broader
violence against women (outside intimate and domestic
relationships) includes electronic harassment and abuse,
such as via texts, emails, social media and sending
unwanted sexual images (68-78% of respondents
recognised these as “always” forms of violence against
women).

U

Understanding of the gendered nature of
domestic violence lags behind recognition of
individual violent behaviours.

Contrary to evidence from police, court and hospital
admissions data and victimisation surveys, considerable
proportions of respondents incorrectly believed that
men and women equally perpetrate domestic violence
(41%) and equally experience physical harm (21%) and
fear (28%) from domestic violence. Thus, a concerning
portion of the population may be conceptualising
domestic violence through a “gender-ignoring” lens,
which focuses on the importance of being fair by
apportioning blame equally to each gender but fails
to recognise the gendered norms and biases within
practices, structures and systems that facilitate gender-
based inequalities and violence against women.

Implications

Develop nationally consistent definitions of
domestic violence and coercive control. Increase
recognition of the many forms of domestic
violence and violence against women more
broadly, including non-physical forms of violence,
coercive control and technology-facilitated abuse.

Increase awareness of the gendered nature of
domestic violence and the norms, practices,
systems and structures that perpetuate gendered
violence and gender inequality, including through
strategies that address “gender-ignoring” bias. For
example, increase understanding of the structural
inequalities, including gender inequality, that
drive violence against women.

Attitudes towards gender inequality

Community attitudes towards gender inequality are
slowly improving but some attitudes that support
gender inequality persist in a sizeable minority of
the population.

Most Australians reject attitudes that perpetuate gender
inequality, including attitudes that reinforce rigid gender
roles, limit women'’s personal autonomy in relationships,
undermine women'’s leadership in public life, normalise
sexism and deny gender inequality experiences.
However, some problematic attitudes persist in all
these areas for a concerning minority of Australians.
For example, a sizeable minority agreed that women
mistakenly interpret innocent remarks as sexist (41%),
that women prefer men to be in charge in relationships
(19%) and that there is no harm in sexist jokes (15%).
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Demographic factors and understanding of violence
explain only some of the differences in people’s
attitudes towards gender inequality.

Lessthan half of the variationin attitudes towards gender
inequality was explained by understanding of violence
against women and demographic factors, suggesting
that other factors are more influential in determining
these attitudes. Higher understanding of violence
against women was associated with significantly higher
rejection of gender inequality.

Implications

Shift rigid gendered expectations and
stereotypes and address all forms of sexism,
which limit women’s opportunities and autonomy
in private and public life and facilitate violence
against women. Challenge attitudes condoning
gender inequality wherever they occur across the
population and address “backlash” or resistance
towards gender equality. For example, change
problematic attitudes via gender-transformative
and strength-based approaches and education
about respectful relationships.

Attitudes towards violence against women

Community attitudes towards violence against
women are improving very slowly but some attitudes
condoning this violence persist in a sizeable minority
of the population.

Overall, attitudes rejecting violence against women have
significantly improved since 2009 and 2013. However,
between 2017 and 2021, despite a significant increase in
the rejection of sexual violence, there was no significant
improvement in overall rejection of violence against
women, largely reflecting a plateau in the rejection of
domestic violence.

Nonetheless, most Australians reject attitudes that
support violence, including attitudes that minimise
violence and shift blame away from perpetrators,
mistrust women'’s reports of violence, and objectify
women and disregard their consent. However, some
problematic attitudes persist in all these areas for a
concerning minority of Australians. For example, sizable
minorities of respondents agreed with attitudes that:

* mistrust women’s reports of violence, agreeing that
women make up or exaggerate claims of domestic
violence to gain an advantage in custody battles (37%)
or use sexual assault allegations as a way of “getting

back at men” or due to regretting consensual sex
(24-34%)

* objectify women and disregard consent, agreeing that
a sexually aroused man may not realise the woman
doesn’t want to have sex (25%) and that a woman who
gives her partner a naked picture of herself is partly
responsible if he shares it without her consent (21%)

* minimise violence against women and shift blame,
agreeing that much of what is called domestic
violence is a normal reaction to day-to-day stress and
frustration (23%) and that a woman can make a man
so angry he “accidentally” hits her (19%).

Attitudes towards violence against women are closely
related to attitudes towards gender inequality and
modestly related to understanding of violence and
demographic factors.

Attitudes towards gender inequality (AGIS scores) were
the strongest significant predictor of attitudes towards
violence against women (AVAWS scores). These results
indicate that people with higher rejection of gender
inequality also tend to have higher rejection of violence
against women. Although understanding of violence
against women and demographic factors were also
significant predictors of attitudes towards violence, their
contribution was smaller.

Implications

Across the population and at all levels throughout
society, it is important to:

* Raise awareness that problematic attitudes
towards gender inequality and violence
against women normalise and perpetuate
this violence, including attitudes that mistrust
women, objectify women and minimise the
seriousness of violence.

* Foster trust in women'’s reports of violence
victimisation; respond with trauma-informed,
victim-centred and culturally safe support;
and address legislative and service barriers to
reporting of violence and recovery of victims
and survivors.

» Strengthen attitudes supporting gender
equality and improve understanding
of violence against women to improve
attitudes towards violence against women,
including through primary prevention,
early intervention with at-risk groups and
interventions with perpetrators.



Types of violence against women

Attitudes towards diverse types of violence show
some improvement, but challenges remain.

Australians’ attitudinal rejection of sexual violence,
including sexual assault and sexual harassment,
improved between 2017 and 2021. Although attitudinal
rejection of domestic violence was higher in 2021 than
in 2013, there was no significant improvement between
2017 and 2021. Nonetheless, in 2021 all types of violence
examined by the NCAS were rejected to a similar
degree. Concerningly, however, various myths and
misconceptions about each type of violence are held by
a minority of the community, as outlined below.

Domestic violence

Misconceptions about domestic violence are evident
among a minority of the community.

These misconceptions include:

e violence can be justified or excused in certain
circumstances (6-23%)

e itis easy to leave violent relationships (6-25%)

* domestic violence is a matter that should be handled
privately or within the family (2-12%).

Many Australians do not know how to access
domestic violence services.

Two in five respondents indicated they would not know
where to go if they needed outside support for someone
experiencing domestic violence.

Implications

Correct myths and misconceptions about
domestic violence, including by assisting
perpetrators to accept responsibility, raising
awareness of the barriers to leaving violent
relationships and the unacceptability of domestic
violence in all situations, and by promoting
accurate media reporting of domestic violence.

“Personalise” domestic violence as a community-
wide problem to be actively tackled by the whole
community and raise awareness of available
support services.

Sexual assault

Problematic myths and stereotypes about sexual
assault, sexual consent, and victims and survivors are
evident among a sizeable minority of respondents.

For example, some respondents agreed with:

* hostile gendered stereotypes of women as malicious,
vengeful and untrustworthy, who lie about sexual
assault as a way of “getting back at men” (34%)
or because they later regret consensual sexual
interactions (24%)

e problematic heterosexual sex scripts that privilege
men’s entitlement to sex and position women as
the “gatekeepers” who must resist men’s advances,
including attitudes that disregard consent because an
aroused man “may not realise” the woman does not
want to have sex (25%)

e rape myths that sexual assault is primarily committed
by strangers (18%) or that “genuine” sexual assault
victims immediately report their assault to police (7%)
and have evidence of physical injuries (5%).

Implications

Develop nationally consistent legal definitions
of sexual assault and affirmative and ongoing
sexual consent that do not permit perpetrators
to escape accountability by claiming “mistaken”
or assumed consent. Increase community
understanding of affirmative and ongoing
consent.

Shift problematic heterosexual sex scripts that
privilege men’s entitlement to sex, as these place
responsibility on women to refuse consent and
excuse men who disregard consent.

Challenge the objectification of women and
normalisation of sexual violence.

Correct myths and misconceptions about the
nature of sexual assault and “genuine” victims,
including among police and service providers,
and correct hostile gendered stereotypes of
women as malicious and untrustworthy.

Raise awareness that false sexual assault
allegations are extremely rare.

Ensure trauma-informed and victim- and survivor-
centred protocols are standard across Australia.
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Sexual harassment

Misunderstanding of sexual harassment as flattering,
benign or warranted persists among some Australians.

Some respondents shifted blame to victims and
survivors for sexually harassing behaviours involving
non-consensual sharing of an intimate image (21%) or
touching (10%) or minimised the seriousness of sexual
harassment. In addition, a minority of respondents
agreed that some non-consensual sexual behaviours
that objectify women and disregard consent are
“flattering” and desirable, including cat calls (13%) and
the uninvited persistent pursuit of a woman (13%).

Implications

Promote the message that sexual harassment,
both in person and online, is serious and
unacceptable. Educate the community about
the need for consent and shift problematic
heterosexual scripts that privilege men’s
entitlement to sex.

Ensure workplaces, educational institutions and
other locations are safe and respectful spaces
for all people by not only responding to single
acts of sexual harassment but also transforming
toxic organisational cultures to prevent sexual
harassment.

Technology-facilitated abuse

A minority of Australians do not appreciate the
gravity and impacts of technology-facilitated abuse.

Most Australians (89%) are aware that it is a criminal
offence to post or share a sexual picture of an ex-
partner on social media without their consent.
However, the seriousness and psychological impact of
technology-facilitated abuse on victims and survivors
is not appreciated by some Australians. For example, a
minority of respondents:

* minimised the seriousness of technology-facilitated
abuse, agreeing that consent could be disregarded in
some circumstances, such as when a woman sends an
intimate image to her partner and he shares it without
her consent (21%)

* did not recognise some forms of technology-facilitated
abuse, such as sending an unwanted sexual picture
(9%) and targeting women on social media (6%).

Implications

Increase understanding that all forms of
technology-facilitated abuse are serious forms
of violence that may attract criminal, civil and
regulatory penalties. Increase digital literacy
to facilitate recognition and reporting of
technology-facilitated abuse.

Prevent technology-facilitated abuse through
safety-by-design principles across digital and
online services and platforms and through
responsive legislative frameworks that respond
appropriately to emerging forms of technology-
facilitated abuse.

Stalking: Technology-facilitated and in person

Most, but not all, Australians recognise stalking
behaviour.

Most respondents recognised technology-facilitated and
in-person stalking as violence always or usually (83-89%).
However, a minority did not recognise this behaviour as
violence against women or domestic violence (4-7%).

Implications

Raise awareness of the different forms of in-
person and technology-facilitated stalking and its
serious impacts.

Support victims and survivors of stalking
to seek assistance and increase perpetrator
accountability.



Bystander responses

Most Australians would intend to intervene
prosocially in response to witnessing abuse and
disrespect but prosocial bystander intervention is
context-dependent.

The NCAS asked respondents how they would react
if they witnessed a sexist joke or verbal abuse. Most
respondents indicated they would respond prosocially
by saying something to show their disapproval when
witnessing a friend verbally abusing their partner (92%)
or if a work friend (59%) or boss (63%) told a sexist joke.
However, prosocial bystander responses depended on:

* the type of behaviour, with virtually all respondents
being bothered by verbal abuse (99%) but significantly
fewer respondents being bothered by sexist jokes
told by a friend (69%) or a boss (86%)

e the presence of a power differential between the
bystander and the perpetrator, with significantly
fewer respondents saying they would show public
disapproval to a boss (35%) than a friend (58-64%),
despite more being bothered by the boss scenario

e anticipated peer support, with significantly more
respondents saying they would show public
disapproval if they anticipated peer support rather
than criticism or silence

e the gender composition of respondents’ networks,
with respondents, particularly men, who had men-
dominated occupations and social networks being
significantly less likely to report prosocial bystander
responses

» gttitudes and understanding, with respondents being
significantly more likely to be bothered by sexist jokes
if they had higher rejection of gender inequality and
recognised that violence against women is a problem
in Australia.

Prosocial bystander responses can be impeded by
multiple barriers, including personal, context-specific
and structural barriers.

The most commonly reported barriers by respondents
who said they would be bothered by the abuse or
disrespect but would not intervene included fear of
negative consequences (75-91%), feeling uncomfortable
(75-79%), not knowing what to say (60-62%), feeling it
would make no difference (34-52%) and feeling that it
was not one’s business to intervene (30-58%). These
barriers reflect context-specific and structural barriers,
as well as personal skills such as confidence and
competence to intervene.

Implications

Boost bystander intention and competence to
intervene prosocially when witnessing violence or
disrespect against women in a range of contexts,
including by challenging everyday hostile sexism,
increasing identification with positive group
norms that reject gender inequality and violence
against women, removing barriers and negative
consequences to speaking out and promoting the
advantages of intervening.

Employ context-specific bystander initiatives
tailored to the power dynamics, social pressures,
barriers and safety considerations that may be
relevant in different situations.

People and contexts

Understanding, attitudes and bystander responses
relevant to violence against women are related to
multiple, complex factors, including demographic
factors. However, demographics explain only a
fraction of the picture.

Regression analysis revealed that demographic factors
were statistically significant predictors of respondents’
understanding of violence, attitudes towards gender
equality and towards violence against women, and
bystander responses. However, together, all the
demographic factors examined explained no more
than 20 per cent of the differences (i.e. the variance) in
respondents’ understanding, attitudes and bystander
responses, suggesting that the majority of these
differences (at least 80%) are explained by other factors.
Each individual demographic factor explained no more
than 5 per cent of these differences. Demographicfactors
were less closely related to attitudes towards violence
against women than were attitudes towards gender
inequality. The modest effect of demographic factors
in predicting understanding, attitudes and bystander
responses should be kept in mind when reviewing the
results below.

Gender was the most important demographic predictor
of understanding of violence against women and
attitudes towards gender inequality. Women and non-
binaryrespondents demonstrated higher understanding
of violence againstwomen and higher rejection of gender
inequality compared to men.

Age was the strongest significant demographic predictor
of attitudes towards violence against women, with 25-
to 34-year-old respondents demonstrating significantly
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higher rejection and respondents older than 75
demonstrating significantly lower rejection of violence
against women compared to all respondents on average.

The strongest significant demographic predictor of
being bothered by sexist jokes was gender, with
women being more likely to be bothered than men.
The strongest significant demographic predictor of
bystander intention to intervene prosocially depended
on the type of disrespect or abuse that the bystander
witnessed. When a friend told a sexist joke, respondents
with gender-balanced social networks were more likely
to intervene. When a boss told a sexist joke, younger
respondents aged 16 to 34 years were less likely to
intervene and older respondents aged 65 to 74 years
were more likely to intervene. When witnessing a friend
verbally abusing a partner, employed respondents were
more likely to intervene compared to respondents who
were retired or unable to work.

Implications

There is room to improve understanding and
attitudes towards violence against women,
attitudes towards gender inequality and prosocial
bystander responses across demographic groups
in the population and across all levels of the
social ecology.

Education and violence prevention initiatives
tailored to particular demographic groups

could consider any enablers that may facilitate
achieving effective outcomes for these groups,
as well as any barriers, including structural
inequalities faced by these groups, which may
need to be addressed to improve understanding,
attitudes and prosocial bystander responses.



1 Introduction:
Violence against women
and the need for action

The widespread and varied nature of violence against women

in Australia requires a cohesive approach to reduce and prevent
gender-based violence. Gender-based violence has profound
consequences for women and children, and across society more
broadly, but these impacts can be reduced by identifying and
appropriately responding to violence after it has occurred and by
taking decisive action to prevent it before it starts. A key dimension
of prevention is shifting the attitudes throughout the community
that condone violence against women and gender inequality. The
Australian Government responded to the unacceptable prevalence
of violence against women via a national strategy, embodied

in the National Plan to Reduce Violence Against Women and their
Children 2010-2022 (Council of Australian Governments [COAG],
2010b; hereafter National Plan 2010-2022) and the National Plan

to End Violence against Women and Children 2022-2032 (COAG, 2022;
hereafter National Plan 2022-2032).
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The National Community Attitudes towards Violence
against Women Survey (NCAS) is the world’'s longest-
running survey of such attitudes. Six iterations of the
NCAS have been conducted since its implementation in
1987, including the current iteration conducted in 2021.
As a large-scale, representative population survey, the
NCAS seeks to benchmark and elucidate the Australian
population’s understanding and attitudes regarding
violence against women,' attitudes regarding gender
inequality and the likelihood of a person intervening if
they were to witness such violence (Webster et al., 2018a).
By monitoring changes in community understanding
and attitudes over time, the NCAS provides data on key
indicators for prevention and early intervention outlined
in the National Plan 2022-2032 (COAG, 2022).

The present report details the 2021 NCAS results for
the Australian population.? This chapter provides the
background context for the NCAS results by outlining
the nature of violence against women. The chapter
discusses:

¢ the ongoing climate of violence against women in
Australia and the urgent need to reduce and prevent
this violence (Section 1.1)

* the multiple factors and intersecting modes of
discrimination and oppression that underpin the
culture that drives and perpetuates violence against
women (Section 1.2)

» the preventability of violence against women and the
role of the NCAS in informing prevention initiatives
(Section 1.3).

11 Climate of violence
against women

Across the world, violence against women, including
violence within intimate, domestic and family
relationships, is a widespread social, health and
economic problem (Our Watch, 2021a; World Health
Organization [WHQ], 2021). Violence against women
constitutes a fundamental violation of human rights and
exacts a significant cost to individuals and communities.
Violence against women takes many forms, including
physical, sexual, emotional, psychological, social, cultural,
spiritual, financial and technology-facilitated violence,
abuse or control. Violence against women also occurs
in many different contexts and can be perpetrated
by someone known to the victim and survivor or by a
stranger. These contexts include homes, workplaces,

social environments, the public domain, residential care
facilities or institutions, and the virtual or online world
(Our Watch, 2021a).

Prevalence of violence against women

Worldwide, more than one quarter (27%) of ever married
or partnered women aged 15 to 49 years report being
subjected to some form of physical or sexual violence
by their intimate partner (WHO, 2021). In the European
Union, more than one third (37%) of incidents of physical
violence against women take place at home (European
Union Agency for Fundamental Rights, 2021).

Violence against women similarly continues to be
a pervasive problem within Australia. As Figure 1-1
shows, the prevalence rates of physical violence, sexual
harassment, sexual violence and emotional abuse
against Australianwomen are alarmingly high (Australian
Bureau of Statistics [ABS] 2017; Australian Human Rights
Commission [AHRC], 2018a). One Australian woman is
murdered by her intimate partner every 10 days (Serpell
et al.,, 2022). National victimisation statistics for 2016
alsoindicate that 31 per cent of women had experienced
physical violence, with physical assault experienced by
27 per cent of women and physical threat experienced
by 10 per cent of women (ABS, 2017).

1 The NCAS items generally refer to violence against women or to intimate partner violence rather than to violence against women and girls.

2 Three forthcoming papers will focus on the 2021 NCAS results for three demographic groups identified by the National Plan 2022-2032 as being
of particular interest: young people, Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander respondents and people born in non-English speaking countries.



Figure 1-1: Estimated prevalence of distinct types of violence against women in Australia

Estimated prevalence

I 1in 2 women
I

1in 4 women

i
At
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1in 5 women

1in 6 women

1in 6 women

Type of violence experienced by women
since the age of 15 years

Sexual harassment by a man or woman

Emotional abuse by a current or
former partner

Sexual violence

Physical violence by a partner

Stalking

Note: Data from the 2016 Personal Safety Survey (PSS), based on prevalence since the age of 15 (ABS, 2017).

Gendered nature of violence against women

Across the world, population-level data confirms
domestic violence is predominantly gendered. Women
are overwhelmingly the victims of violence in intimate
relationships and men are overwhelmingly the
perpetrators of this violence (European Union Agency
for Fundamental Rights, 2014; WHO, 2021).

In  Australia, population-level health data and
victimisation surveys similarly demonstrate that men
are the main perpetrators of interpersonal violence
and women are more often the victims (ABS, 2017;
Australian Institute of Health & Welfare [AIHW], 20223,
2022b; Serpell et al., 2022). Additional analysis of the
2012 Personal Safety Survey (PSS) indicated that 94 per
cent of women who experienced violence since the age
of 15 did so at the hands of a man (Diemer, 2015; The

Men’s Project & Flood, 2018). In addition, men are also
more likely to perpetrate acts that resultin serious injury
or fatality (AIHW, 2019b). Compared to Australian men,
Australian women are:

* almost three times more likely to experience violence
by a current or former partner (AIHW, 2022b)

* about four times more likely to experience sexual
violence (ABS, 2017; AIHW, 2022c¢)

¢« more than eight times more likely to experience
sexual violence by a partner (ABS, 2017)

¢ almost one and a half times more likely to experience
emotional abuse (ABS, 2017)

¢ more than six times as likely to be hospitalised as a
result of domestic violence perpetrated by a spouse
or domestic partner (AIHW, 2022a, 2022c)

¢ almost four times more likely to be murdered by a
partner (Serpell et al., 2022).3

3 The gendered nature of domestic violence is largely uncontested in contemporary research. However, some earlier studies suggested gender
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Demographic factors correlated with risk
of victimisation

The intersections of a range of structural and systemic
forms of oppression and discrimination produce
particular forms and patterns of violence against women,
increase the prevalence or severity of this violence, and
limitorundermineindividualand systemicconsequences
for the use of this violence (see also Section 1.2). A wide
range of demographic factors have been associated with
increased risk of women experiencing violence, including
cultural, ethnic, age, ability, gender and sexuality factors
(Kulkarni, 2019; K. Morgan et al., 2016; Our Watch, 2021a;
Our Watch et al., 2015; Sokoloff & Dupont, 2005; Thiara
etal., 2011).

Risk of violence: Race and ethnicity factors

All forms of violence against Aboriginal and/or Torres
Strait Islander women occur at higher rates and are more
likely to result in severe impacts than violence against
non-Indigenous Australian women (ABS, 2017; AIHW,
2018; Bartels, 2010; Closing the Gap Clearinghouse, 2013;
eSafety Commissioner [eSafety], 2017; Our Watch, 2018b;
Powell et al., 2022). In 2016-17, Aboriginal and/or Torres
Strait Islander women aged 15 and over were 34 times
more likely to be hospitalised for domestic or family
violence compared to other Australian women, with the
rate being even higher for Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait
Islander women living in remote areas (AIHW, 2019b).
Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander women also
experience online harm and abuse at much higher rates
than the general population (eSafety, 2017). Although
the internet and mobile phones are an important source
of connection and support for women living in remote
areas, inadequate support and education relating to
identifying technology-facilitated abuse and a lack of
accessible services compound their risk of victimisation
(C. Brown et al., 2021). Violence against Aboriginal and/
or Torres Strait Islander women is perpetrated by both
Indigenous and non-Indigenous men and is linked to the
impacts of colonisation, as will be discussed further in
the forthcoming 2021 NCAS Aboriginal and/or Torres
Strait Islander report.

Women from some cultural or religious backgrounds are
at heightened risk of specific forms of violence that, while
illegal and unacceptable in Australia, are still carried
out based on specific cultural or religious imperatives

in some contexts. Such culturally sanctioned forms
of violence and abuse include forced and subservient
marriage, marital rape, dowry-related violence, female
genital mutilation and child marriage (Adinkrah, 2011;
Gethin, 2019; Lyneham & Bricknell, 2018; Ogunsiji et al.,
2018; WHO, 2022b).

Forced marriage in Australia became an offence under
Commonwealth law in 2013. The number of forced
marriage referrals to the Australian Federal Police (AFP)
has been increasing with growing awareness of the issue.
In the 2018-19 financial year, there were 91 referrals
compared to 11 in 2013-2014, when the offence was
first introduced (AFP, 2019). In 2020-2021, 51 per cent of
forced marriage reports involved victims under the age
of 18 years (AFP, 2021).

Risk of violence: Age

While women can experience violence across their
lifespan, research suggests some differences in the
types of violence experienced by women at different life
stages, with increased prevalence of particular types of
violence at certain ages.

Younger women are at higher risk of many forms of
violence, including stalking, sexual harassment, sexual
assault and intimate partner violence, compared to
both younger men and older women. According to the
2016 PSS, women aged 18 to 24 had the highest rates
of experiencing stalking by male perpetrators, sexual
harassment and intimate partner violence over the
previous 12 months (ABS, 2017, 2019b). Women aged
25 to 34 are also more likely to be hospitalised for
assault by a domestic partner than women and men
of all other age groups (AIHW, 2022b). In addition, the
PSS indicated that women under the age of 35 had the
highest rates of sexual assault victimisation over the
previous 12 months (ABS, 2017; AIHW, 2019b). Similarly,
the Australian Longitudinal Study on Women's Health
found that unwanted sexual activity was more likely to
be experienced by younger women aged 18 to 23 (27%)
than women aged 62 to 67 (10%; AIHW, 2019b). Previous
studies have also shown that victimisation (and multiple
victimisation) is increasingly common among college
and university students (Cénat et al., 2021; DeKeseredy,
Schwartz, et al., 2018; Heywood et al., 2022; Sabina &
Straus, 2008; Snyder et al., 2018).

symmetry in intimate partner violence (S. K. Steinmetz, 1977). These studies were generally not population-level studies and primarily relied on
Conflict Theory and the Conflict Tactics Scale based on this theory (Straus, 1979). This scale (and its revised version) has been highly criticised
as a measure of the prevalence and causes of domestic violence as it fails to fully account for the different forms of domestic violence and for
the context and motives for violence. For example, it automatically situates physical violence as more serious than psychological and emotional
abuse. It also fails to recognise that perpetrators often use violence to control their victims, whereas women victims often use violence as a
defensive response (DeKeseredy & Schwartz, 1998; Kimmel, 2002; National Institute of Justice, 2010). A 2020 ANROWS study highlighted the
harmful impacts that can result from inappropriate use of legal sanctions against victims of domestic violence when they are misidentified as
perpetrators after using violence to defend themselves (Nancarrow et al., 2020).



Some young women are also at risk of experiencing
specific types of violence related to both their age and
cultural background, such as child or early marriage,
forced marriage or female genital mutilation (AIHW,
2018).

Elder abuse has increasingly been conceptualised as
a form of violence or abuse that can include some
distinctive features that are less likely to be evident in
forms of violence or abuse experienced at younger ages.
Elderabuseistypicallydefinedasmistreatmentorneglect
of an elderly person that causes them harm or distress
and occurs within relationships of trust that usually
involve a power imbalance, including relationships with
family, carers, friends and acquaintances (AIHW, 2019b;
Qu et al.,, 2021; WHO, 2022a). Often the elderly person
is dependent on the abuser, such as for assistance with
their health, care needs, finances or affairs, or to avoid
isolation, which creates a power imbalance that can
maintain the abuse and deter help-seeking (Adib et al.,
2019; Joosten et al.,, 2017; Qu et al., 2021). According to
the National Elder Abuse Prevalence Study, Australian
women have significantly higher rates of elder abuse of
any type compared to Australian men, although there
are differences in the prevalence of the different types
of abuse, with women being more likely to experience
neglect, sexual abuse and psychological abuse, and men
being more likely to report financial and physical abuse
(Qu et al., 2021). There is also emerging evidence that
older women may be more likely to experience specific
types of violence because of economic dependence on
male partners and lifetime economic inequalities that
lead to poverty and insecure housing (United Nations
Department of Economic and Social Affairs, 2013).

Risk of violence:
Sexuality and gender identity and experience factors

In Australia, prevalence data on violence against lesbian,
gay, bisexual, trans, queer and questioning, and other
gender- and sexuality-diverse (LGBTQ+) people has
only begun to emerge relatively recently, after the lack
of inclusion of sexuality and diverse gender identity
options in health services data and population research
and data collections such as the Census (AIHW, 2022d;
Campo & Tayton, 2015b; LGBTIQ+ Health Australia, 2021).
However, evidence over the past decade indicates that
LGBTQ+ people are more likely to experience sexual
violence and family violence and are also less likely to
recognise, report and receive appropriate support in
response (DeKeseredy et al., 2021; Edwards, Sylaska,
Barry, et al., 2015; Edwards, Sylaska, & Neal, 2015;
Horsley, 2015; Messinger, 2017; Peitzmeier et al., 2020;
Snyder et al., 2018).

A national survey of 6,835 LGBTQ+ Australians in 2020
found that morethan4in 10 (42%) respondents reported
ever being abused in some way by their partner and
almost half (49%) reported ever being coerced or forced
into sexual acts by their partner (A. O. Hill et al., 2020).
Further, cis men were most often the perpetrators of
intimate partner violence (57%) and sexual assault (84%;
A. O. Hill et al., 2020). The Australian Longitudinal Study
on Women's Health reported that women identifying as
bisexual or as mainly or exclusively lesbian were more
likely to report having experienced sexual violence in
their lifetime than those who identified as mainly or
exclusively heterosexual (Townsend et al., 2022). Trans
and gender-diverse people aged 16 and over reported
experiencing sexual assault or coercion at rates
that were nearly four times higher than the general
Australian population (Callander et al., 2019). A national
survey in 2017 of 4,122 Australians who were active
online found that respondents who identified as lesbian,
gay or bisexual (19%) were more likely than heterosexual
respondents (11%) to have experienced image-based
abuse (eSafety, 2017). Some studies also suggest that
LGBTQ+ students, particularly trans students of colour,
as well as international students, are at an elevated risk
of experiencing sexual and intimate partner violence
(Bonistall Postel, 2020; Coulter et al., 2017; DeKeseredy
et al., 2021).

Lesbian, bisexual and trans women can experience
additional unique forms of violence as a result of their
gender identity or sexual orientation, including threats
to publicly reveal a partner’'s sexual orientation or
gender identity, and withholding of a partner’s essential
medication or hormones (A. O. Hill et al., 2020). Existing
research on the experience of violence by gender has
almost exclusively focused on men and women, and
has not recognised the full diversity of gender identities
(Donovan & Barnes, 2019; McKay et al., 2019).

In 2021, for the first time, the NCAS presents results
for non-binary and gender-diverse respondents.* In
addition to providing greater inclusivity in population-
level research, this change will contribute to the
evidence base on gender diversity and attitudes towards
interpersonal violence.

Risk of violence: Disability factors

Evidence indicates that women with disability have an
increased prevalence of certain types of violence or
abuse (Lund, 2020; Mailhot Amborski et al., 2021; Tomsa
et al., 2021). For example, 1 in 3 (32%) Australian women
with disability have experienced emotional abuse
from a current or previous partner since the age of 15,

4 Based on stakeholder advice, for ease of understanding and due to small numbers, “non-binary”is used in reporting as an umbrella term to refer
to all respondents who reported they were non-binary or another gender identity outside the gender binary.
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compared with around 1 in 5 (19%) Australian women
without disability (AIHW, 2019b). Further, ANROWS
research found that women with disability or illness
were more likely to report having experienced sexual
violence in their lifetime than those without disability
(Townsend et al., 2022).

In addition, elder abuse is also increased for elderly
people with disability or poor physical or mental health
(Qu et al., 2021).

Impacts of violence against women

Violence against women produces a profound and long-
term toll on women's health and wellbeing, on families
and communities, and on our broader society. Table
1-1 describes some of the innumerable individual and
broader societal impacts of violence against women.

These insights regarding the prevalence and adverse
impacts of violence against women reveal that
considerable progress is needed to meet the target of
the new National Plan 2022-2032 to end violence against
women and children within one generation (COAG, 2022).
The central objective of the National Plan 2010-2022
was to realise a sustained and significant reduction in
the levels of violence against women in Australia. The
new National Plan 2022-2032 seeks to go further with its
ambitious “towards zero” agenda and violence reduction
target. Unfortunately, this objective is proposed in a
context in which understanding and attitudes among
many peopleinthe nationalandinternational community
continue to facilitate, create, reinforce and normalise
violence against women, in what can be described as a
“climate of violence”.

Key events regarding violence against
women since 2017

In many ways, events since the previous iteration of
the NCAS in 2017 have amplified the focus on violence
against women in Australia and overseas. Table 1-2
presents examples of key events that attracted
media and public discussion but is not meant to be an
exhaustive list of relevant events. As detailed below, the
most noteworthy global event has been the COVID-19
pandemic. While some key events exemplify the culture
of violence against women, others constitute important
steps towards changing this culture of violence.



Table 1-1

The impacts of violence against women

Health and
wellbeing

Intimate partner violence has
significant acute and chronic
health impacts on women,
with causal links to depressive
disorders, anxiety disorders,
alcohol use disorders, early
pregnancy loss, physical injury,
homicide, self-inflicted injuries
and suicide

(AIHW, 20190)

In Australia, over 29,000 people
(68% of whom were women)
were hospitalised for family
and domestic violence between
2010-11and 2017-18

(AIHW, 2021b)

In 2016-17, almost 2 in 3 (63% or
2,200) hospitalisations of women
due to assault by a partner were
for injuries to the head or neck,
including brain injuries

(AIHW, 20190)

In Australia, one woman is
murdered by her intimate
partner every 10 days
(Serpell et al., 2022)

Social and
psychological

Violence against women
engenders significant social and
psychological costs for victims
and survivors, their families and
the broader community

(KPMG, 2016)

The potential consequences of
violence against women include
child abuse and neglect, and
adverse impacts on emotional
wellbeing, cognitive functioning,
learning and the ability to develop
positive relationships

(AIHW, 2019a; Australia's National Research
Organisation for Women's Safety [ANROWS],
2018)

A study of women who had
experienced intimate partner
violence found they had increased
risk of perpetrating child abuse
if their own victimisation had
resulted in post-traumatic stress
disorder, emphasising the need
for timely support for victims
and survivors of intimate partner
violence

(R. E. Anderson et al., 2018)

Children exposed to domestic and
family violence have increased
risk of both perpetrating and
experiencing such violence as

an adult, as well as experiencing
adverse psychological health
outcomes

(Agliero et al., 2022; Orr et al., 2022; Reading,
2008; Wagner et al., 2019)

Both nationally and internationally,
domestic and family violence

is among the leading causes of
financial and housing instability,
including homelessness, for
women and children

(Baker et al., 2010; Postmus et al., 2020; Warren
& McAuliffe, 2021)

Economic

The total economic cost of
violence against women

in Australia in 2015-16 was
estimated to be at least

$22 billion, and possibly as
much as $26 billion, given

the under-representation in
national prevalence estimates
of Aboriginal and/or Torres
Strait Islander women, pregnant
women, women with disability
and homeless women

(KPMG, 2016)

The total cost includes costs
related to pain, suffering

and premature mortality;
consumption-related activities
(e.g. replacing damaged
property, defaulting on debts,
moving costs); production and
employment; health services;
justice and other services;
transfer payments (e.g. tax
and social welfare costs); and
impacts on children witnessing
or experiencing domestic and
family violence

(KPMG, 2016).

Victims and survivors are likely
to bear about half ($11.3 billion)
the total cost

(KPMG, 2016)

Experiencing intimate partner
violence impedes women'’s
progress in employment and
their long-term career prospects
because of time off work and
the need to relocate frequently
to preserve safety

(A. Adams et al., 2012; Franzway et al., 2015;
S. Meyer, 2016)
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Table 1-2

Chronology of key events
exemplifying the climate of
violence in Australia since 2017

2017

NCAS: the fieldwork for the
2017 NCAS was conducted

Russia decriminalised acts
of domestic violence that do
not cause severe injuries or
are reported only once a year
(Margolis, 2017)

#MeTo00 movement,
originally conceived by

Tarana Burke, gained

worldwide impetus
after a tweet by Alyssa
Milano following sexual
abuse allegations against
Hollywood producer
Harvey Weinstein

(Sayej, 2017)

2019

Financier

Jeffrey Epstein
was arrested in New York
following allegations

of sexual abuse dating
back to 2005

(Friedman, 2019)

Australia: Brittany Higgins, a Liberal
Party staff member, alleged that she was

raped by a fellow staff me

2018

Despite allegations of having
perpetrated sexual assault,

Brett Kavanaugh

was appointed as associate
justice of the Supreme Court of
the United States

(BBC, 2018)

Following an initial mistrial in
2017, veteran Hollywood actor
Bill Cosby was convicted

on three felony counts of
aggravated indecent assault in
April 2018. This conviction was

overturned in June 2021
(Francescani & Fisher 2021)

Australia: Following the murders
of Eurydice Dixon and
Aya Maasarwe in

The state of Alabama in the United Australia: National
Rugby League player

states banned abortion
in all circumstances, including
rape and incest, unless the
pregnancy poses serious

health risks
(Elliott & Wamsley, 2019)

mber in the
(The West Australian, 2022)

Parliament House office of the Defence
Industry Minister, Linda Reynolds. The

Melbourne, a senior police officer
was criticised for stating that
women should take steps to stay
safe rather than placing the onus
on perpetrators

(SBS, 2018)

Australia: the federal Enhancing
Online Safety (Non-consensual
Sharing of Intimate Images) Act
2018 was passed, giving eSafety a
range of enforcement options to
require rapid removal of image-
based abuse material and to hold
perpetrators to account

(eSafety, 2018)

Australia: a murder-suicide of
seven family members occurred in
Margaret River, Western Australia
(Carmody, 2018)

2020

Jack de Belin was The COVID-19
suspended while facing pandemic spread
sexual assault charges worldwide,
(Dean, 2019) resulting in

mass lockdowns,
restrictions and
deaths

(Australian Journal of
Managed Care, 2021)

accused perpetrator denied the allegation

2020 continued

Following Jeffrey Epstein’s
suicide while awaiting trial, the
United States Attorney’s Office
announced the unsealing of
federal felony charges against
his partner, Ghislaine Maxwell.
The jury trial against her
commenced in 2021

(The United States Attorney'’s Office
Southern District of New York, 2022).

Harvey Weinstein was found
guilty and sentenced to 23
years in prison

(Australian Broadcasting Corporation
News, 2020).

In an attack in Toronto, Canada,
in which a woman was killed and
another injured, the perpetrator
was eventually charged with
terrorist activity due to links
to “incel” (misogynistic male
extremist) ideology. This case
was the first time that
criminal charges were laid

for incel activity, with the

acts being defined as
"“domestic terrorism"”

(Goden, 2020)

Australia: COVID-19 response
measures, including border closures,
travel restrictions and home-
schooling, were first implemented in
some Australian states and territories
(Storen & Corrigan, 2020).

Australia: recommendations by the
NSW Law Reform Commission to
reform sexual consent laws were
tabled in State Parliament, including
that a lack of physical and verbal
resistance should not be seen to
constitute sexual consent

(New South Wales Law Reform
Commission, 2020)

Mastercard and Visa stopped allowing their cards to be used on Pornhub in 2020 following allegations
that Pornhub facilitated and distributed material on child sexual abuse, non-consensual sexual activity, image-
based abuse and victims of sex trafficking

(Price, 2022)

Australia:
Hannah Clarke and

her three children were
brutally murdered by her ex-
partner

(Robertson, 2020)

2021

NCAS: The fieldwork for the
2021 NCAS was conducted

Ghislaine Maxwell was
found guilty on five counts of
abuse, including sex trafficking
of a minor

(Bekiempis, 2021)

Virginia Giuffre filed a
lawsuit against Prince Andrew,
Duke of York, for sexual
assault. Giuffre's lawsuit alleged
that she had been forced to have
several sexual encounters with
Prince Andrew in the early 2000s
at the age of 17, after being

sex trafficked by convicted sex
offender Jeffrey Epstein

(Giuffre v. Prince Andrew, 2021)

Australia:

Ann-Marie Smith died
after being left by carers
in the same cane chair for
12 months

(Boisvert, 2020)

Australia: the Australian Communications and
Media Authority found that radio broadcaster
Alan Jones breached decency rules when

he said that New Zealand Prime Minister
Jacinda Ardern “should have a sock shoved
down her throat”

(Cockburn, 2020, para. 3)

Australia: In March, Attorney-

Australia: Australian Football

General Christian Porter’s
strong denial of allegations that
he had committed rape in 1988 as
a teenager generated considerable
media attention and public debate
on sexual violence. The police
dropped the investigation

into these allegations due to
“insufficient admissible evidence”
to proceed

(BBC News, 2021a)

In September, Porter resigned
from office after revealing he had
accepted an anonymous donation
to help cover his personal legal fees
(Norman, 2021)

League Hawthorn forward
Jonathon Patton was
stood down after multiple
women accused him of
inappropriate sexual
conduct

(Colangelo, 2021)

Australia: Activist

Grace Tame was
named Australian of the
Year for her advocacy for
survivors of sexual assault
(Mitchell & Kelly, 2021)
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2021 continued

Australia: Television host and former White Ribbon

chairman Andrew O’Keefe was charged for
domestic assault against his partner
(Hislop, 2021)

Australia: The process
of criminalising
coercive control
began in Australian
jurisdictions

(Department of Communities
and Justice, 2021)

Australia: NSW Police

(McGowan, 2021)

2022

NCAS: Events in 2022 occurred after
completion of the 2021 NCAS fieldwork

In 2020, Hollywood actor Johnny Depp
lost a libel lawsuit in the United

Commissioner Mick Fuller
was criticised for proposing that a
sexual consent app could address
the high rate of sexual assaults

Kingdom against the Sun newspaper following
its publication of an article in which actor
Amber Heard described her abuse by an
unnamed partner. However, in 2022, Depp won
his defamation case against Heard in the

Australia: Thousands marched across Australia

for March4justice in the wake of sexual
assault allegations against parliamentary staff
(BBC News, 2021b)

Australia: An online petition launched

by activist Chanel Contos called
for better sexual consent education in
Sydney private schools and received more

than 5,000 accounts of sexual assault
(Chrysanthos, 2021)

United States based on the same article,
and Heard was publicly vilified, with some
commenters suggesting the vitriol
represented a #MeToo backlash

(BBC News, 2022; Jacobs & Bednar, 2021).

The United States Supreme Court overturned
Roe v Wade, the 1973 landmark decision

that had legalised abortion nationwide, thus
facilitating the right for states to ban abortions
in all but a few extraordinary circumstances
(Totenberg & McCammon, 2022).

2022 continued

Australia: The National
Plan 2022-2032 was
released

(COAG, 2022).

Australia: The National
principles to address
coercive control:
Consultation draft was
released in September

(Meeting of Attorneys-
General, 2022).

Australia: The coronial
inquest into the killing of a
28-year-old woman by her
ex-partner in the Northern
Territory found that police
told her to “stop calling
them"” (para. 1) five days
before she was murdered
(Park, 2022).

In delivering this announcement, the Director

of Public Prosecutions stated, “During the
investigation and trial as a sexual assault

Australia: The federal
Online Safety Act 2021 (Cth)
commenced on 23 January,
enhancing and expanding
eSafety’s functions and
powers

(Lavan, 2021).

Australia: Following a
mistrial, the Australian
Capital Territory Director

of Public Prosecutions
announced that the plan
for a second trial relating
to the alleged sexual
assault of Brittany
Higgins had been
dropped after expert
medical advice warned it
posed a “significant and
unacceptable risk” to
Brittany Higgins’ life
(Grattan, 2022, para. 1).

Following this announcement, Brittany Higgins
announced her intentions to pursue damages against
two Liberal Party ministers and the Commonwealth

complainant, Ms Higgins has faced a level of
personal attack that | have not seen in over 20

years of doing this work”
(Knaus, 2022, para. 8).

(Hartcher, Massola, Clun & Thompson, 2022).

In December 2022, Brittany Higgins settled a personal

injury claim against the Commonwealth
(K. Murphy & Knaus, 2022).



COVID-19 pandemic

For many women, the pandemic coincided with the
onset or escalation of violence and abuse. The balance
of evidence indicates that the pandemic exacerbated
violence against women and its adverse impacts (Boxall
& Morgan, 2021b; Dalton, 2020; Gosangi et al., 2020;
Kourti et al., 2021). Indeed, some people have described
gender-based violence in the era of COVID-19 as a “twin”
or “shadow” pandemic (Dlamini, 2021; Pfitzner et al.,
2020; Sri et al., 2021). Given the difficulties in reporting
victimisation to authorities and in recruiting participants
for prevalence studies during lockdowns, estimates
vary about the impact of COVID-19 on violence against
women. In Australia:

e The ABS reported that the number of police-recorded
victims of family and domestic violence-related
sexual assault increased by 13 per cent in 2020 (ABS,
20217e).

e Asurvey of more than 10,000 Australian women aged
18 and over found that around 1 in 10 women had
experienced physical violence by their partner since
the beginning of the pandemic (AIHW, 2021a).

* An online survey of 15,000 Australian women found
that, during a three-month period in the initial stages
of the pandemic, 4.6 per cent of respondents reported
experiencing physical or sexual violence by a current
or former cohabiting partner. Almost 6 per cent of
women reported experiencing coercive control and
11.6 per centreported at least one form of emotionally
abusive, harassing or controlling behaviour (Boxall
et al., 2020). Notably, two thirds of the women who
reported experiencing physical or sexual violence
by a current or former cohabiting partner said the
violence had started or escalated in the three months
prior to the survey (Boxall et al., 2020).

¢ During COVID-19, eSafety also noted a significant
increase in online abuse. From early March 2020,
reports to eSafety regarding online harms surged,
with reports of image-based abuse almost doubling
(eSafety, 2020a).

Several factors may have contributed to the observed
increasesinviolence againstwomen during the COVID-19
pandemic. These factors include situational stressors,
such as lockdowns necessitating close, ongoing contact
between victims and perpetrator; job losses leading to
economic hardship; reduced access to support services
(particularly face-to-face services); and a range of other
individual exacerbating factors (Boserup et al., 2020;
Nancarrow, 2020; Zhang, 2020). The experience of
violence was also compounded for many women by the
disruption of social and support networks that might
ordinarily facilitate external intervention (Boserup et al.,
2020; Boxall & Morgan, 2021b; Freeman, 2020; Parkinson,
2019).

Similarly, the pandemic may also have influenced
community attitudes towards violence against women,
for example, via changes that may have occurred in
social and occupational networks or from other changes
to activities or lifestyle. While the 2021 NCAS can be
used to investigate whether attitudes towards violence
against women have changed since 2017, it cannot be
used to identify the specific factors responsible for any
change in attitudes or the extent of the influence of any
factor, such as the COVID-19 pandemic.

Key events since 2017 exemplifying a culture of
violence against women

Beyond the pandemic, a context of tolerance, wilful
ignorance and endorsement of violence against women
has persisted both internationally and within Australia.
These attitudes and behaviours were exemplified by a
series of high-profile legal cases, legislative changes,
incidents of violence and media reports in Australia and
overseas (Table 1-2).

Key events since 2017 exemplifying a climate
for change

The period since 2017 also saw increased momentum
and advocacy with the emergence of pivotal movements
and steps towards legislative reforms focused on
the rejection of violence against women. The events
between 2017 and 2022 have brought violence against
women to the forefront of public consciousness. The
#MeToo movement spread swiftly and widely across the
Internetin 2017, and soon made its way into courtrooms
and the broader international community (Chandra &
Erlingsdoéttir, 2021; Hillstrom, 2019). Created by activist
Tarana Burke to generate solidarity among marginalised
Black women, the hashtag expanded to become a
statementof defiance and a callto action againstall forms
of gendered violence (Chandra & Erlingsdottir, 2021).
Although the American film producer Harvey Weinstein
was not sentenced until March 2020, revelations of his
abuse spanning 30 years began to appear years before.
Unaware of Burke's movement, on 15 October 2017,
actress Alyssa Milano, an ardent opponent of Weinstein,
tweeted a request to her followers: “If you've been
sexually harassed or assaulted write ‘me too’ as a reply
to this tweet” (Gill & Rahman-Jones, 2020).

The tweet inspired a cascade of disclosures about abuse,
harassment and sexual assault. The attention and
momentum of the movement provided further evidence
of the ubiquity of gendered violence across the globe
and at every social level. However, while inspiring in its
ability to provide a forum for women to speak out about
their experiences, not all women or people of all genders
necessarily feel the #MeToo movement has offered
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them the space or the necessary support to speak out
(Moran, 2018).

Closer to home, Australian victims and survivors,
including Grace Tame, Australian of the Year in 2021,
and Brittany Higgins (among many others), promoted
awareness and pushed for critical law reforms in the
prevention of violence against women. This advocacy
in part contributed to the Independent Review into
Commonwealth Parliamentary Workplaces by the Sex
Discrimination Commissioner. The resulting report
found that more than half of all people in Commonwealth
parliamentary workplaces have experienced at least
one incident of bullying, sexual harassment, or actual or
attempted sexual assault (AHRC, 2021). Given this abuse
was disproportionately aimed at women staff members
and Members of Parliament, the report recommended
a host of reforms, including gender targets to address
gender inequality in parliamentary workplaces (AHRC,
2021).

Community pressure and advocacy resulted in changes
to the way sexual assault is understood, recognised
and legislated for in Australia (see e.g. Rape and Sexual
Assault Research and Advocacy, 2021; Teach Us Consent,
2021; The STOP Campaign, 2022). Since the 2017 NCAS,
most Australian states and territories have amended
or reviewed their laws to increase clarity about what
constitutes consensual sexual activity. The earliest
of these amendments, in New South Wales, require
“affirmative” consent; that is, taking active steps to
ensure that the other person is a willing participant in
any sexual act. The New South Wales amendments also
recognise the importance of ongoing sexual consent,
noting that either party can withdraw their consent at
any time and that consent may need to be verified at
each stage of sexual activity. According to New South
Wales Attorney General Mark Speakman, “the consent
reforms are not just about holding perpetrators to
account but changing social behaviour with clearer rules
of engagement to drive down the rate of sexual assaults”
(NSW Government Communities and Justice, 2022). With
similar objectives in mind, other states and territories
have also amended or reviewed their sexual consent
laws, although the legislative changes to date are not
uniform across jurisdictions and a nationally consistent
legal definition of sexual consent is yet to be realised
(ACT Government, 2022; Premier of Victoria, 2022).

Similarly, with respect to domestic violence, there have
been significant shifts towards acknowledging and
addressing coercive control as a form of domestic and
family violence within legislation in Australia. Recognised
as an abusive pattern of behaviour used to establish
and maintain power over another person, coercive
control can include limiting a person’s access to money,

controlling who they see, threats and intimidation,
persistent texting and tracking their movements, and a
range of other behaviours (COAG, 2022). While coercive
control is often a key aspect of intimate partner violence,
it can also be perpetrated outside intimate partner
relationships, including by extended family members
(Langton et al., 2020; Vaughan et al., 2016). Currently,
Australia generally only allows redress for coercive
control via civil law. However, recognition that coercive
control is typically a key and serious aspect of domestic
and family violence has led to steps in some Australian
jurisdictions to criminalise coercive control. Advocates
of criminalising coercive control argue that it would help
prevent the escalation of domestic violence and provide
better protection for victims. There have also been
concerns, however, thatcriminalisation maybeineffective
and may have unintended negative consequences, such
as law enforcement unfairly targeting marginalised
communities and increased victim reluctance to report
domestic violence. The Australian Government's National
principles to address coercive control: Consultation draft
was released in September 2022 and aims to facilitate
a coordinated national approach to coercive control in
terms of criminalisation, as well as primary prevention,
early intervention, response and recovery. It provides
guidance to states and territories to consider their
approaches to coercive control in consultation with
victims and survivors and with careful consideration of
potential unintended consequences of criminalisation
and impacts on their communities (ANROWS, 2021;
Meeting of Attorneys-General, 2022)..

1.2 Facilitators of a climate
of violence

While early research focused on individual pathology
as a driver of violence against women, contemporary
theory and research recognises that violence against
women is a complex problem that is underpinned by
multiple factors across all levels of society (Centers
for Disease Control and Prevention [CDC], 2022; Heise,
1998; Our Watch, 2021a).

Social ecology of violence against women

The socioecological model of violence against women
considers the complex interplay between a multitude of
factors across society which can place people at greater
risk or buffer them from experiencing or perpetrating
violence. As Figure 1-2 shows, violence against women
is a consequence of complex interactions among many
factors at all the different levels of society: the individual
and relationship level, the organisational and community
level, the system and institutional level, and the societal



level (CDC, 2022; Heise, 1998). The model considers
the factors that may increase risk of victimisation and
perpetration of violence at each level. It also considers
the interaction between different factors, both within
and across levels, emphasising that different factors may
shape, influence and reinforce one another to together
facilitate violence against women.

Crucially, the socioecological model recognises both
gender inequality and other inequalities resulting from

oppression and discrimination as key underlying drivers
of violence against women. Further, the model allows
consideration of how gender inequality and other
inequalities intersect and interact to create the broad
social context that condones and allows violence against
women to perpetuate. Table 1-3 summarises the types
of factors at each level of the socioecological model that
may facilitate violence against women. The next sections
discuss the critical role of gender inequality and other
structural inequalities in driving violence against women.

Figure 1-2: The socioecological model of violence against women

Societal

System and institutional

Organisational
and community

Individual and
relationship

Source: Adapted from Our Watch (2021a), p. 34.
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Table 1-3

Socioecological factors that
contribute to or facilitate violence
against women

Societal

Broad societal factors

can facilitate or create a
context in which violence
is encouraged or inhibited,
such as via social and
cultural norms that endorse
or normalise gender
inequality and violence
against women

(Flood, 2020; Rizzo et al., 2020; Sabol
etal., 2020; Tomsen & Gadd, 2019)

For example, dominant

(or hegemonic) patterns

of masculinity associated
with control, dominance,
aggression and
hypersexuality have been
found to be associated with
violence against women
(Collins, 2012; Gallagher & Parrott,
2011; McCarthy et al., 2018; P. K.

Morrison et al., 2018; Peralta &
Tuttle, 2013; Willie et al., 2018)

Societal factors that

create the context for

the marginalisation and
discrimination faced by
particular groups of women,
including Aboriginal and/or
Torres Strait Islander
women, women from
LGBTQ+ communities,
migrant women and
women with disability, can
also perpetuate violence
against women from these
communities

(C. Brown et al., 2021; Carman et al.,
2020; Dyson et al., 2017; Langton et
al., 2020; Mailhot Amborski et al.,

2021; Our Watch, 2018b; Tomsa et
al., 2021)

Broad health, economic,
educational and social
policies can also serve to
maintain or disrupt gender,
economic and social
inequalities

(CDC, 2022; H. Lowe et al., 2022)

System and
institutional

Formal and informal
arrangements in policies,
systems and institutions
may support and maintain,
or challenge, the conditions
that facilitate the
perpetration or experience
of violence, including
gender inequality and other
intersecting sources of
inequality and oppression

(Hardesty & Ogolsky, 2020; Our
Watch, 2021a; Song et al., 2020)

Formal structures include
rules and legislation that
fail to address violence
against women and
gender inequality, while
informal structures include
patriarchal hierarchies
that serve to embed and
maintain inequalities

for women, particularly
those who experience
intersecting oppressions
and discrimination

(Our Watch, 2021a; Pease, 2021)

Examples at this level
include policies and
practices that hinder
active participation and
leadership of women based
on sexism, racism, classism,
ableism etc

(Burton et al., 2020; T. Clark et

al., 2021; Hideg & Shen, 2019; Liu,
2021; Our Watch, 2021a; Sokoloff &
Dupont, 2005)

Similarly, rewarding
hegemonic masculinity
traits such as
hypersexuality, dominance
and aggression in systems
and institutions creates

an environment in which
women are targets for
objectification, hostility and
denigration, increasing the
acceptability and likelihood
of violence against women
(Dahl et al., 2015; Murnen, 2015; Our

Watch, 2019b; Pease, 2021; Rizzo et
al., 2020)

Organisational
and community

Organisational and
community norms,
structures and practices that
endorse or fail to challenge
gender inequality, other
inequalities and violence
can influence large numbers
of people. Therefore,

the characteristics of
schools, workplaces and
neighbourhoods can
increase the likelihood of
becoming either a victim or
a perpetrator of violence
(Banyard et al., 2019; Copp et al.,
2019; C. Jackson & Sundaram, 2018;

Kidman & Kohler, 2020; Yeo et al.,
2021)

Dominant forms

of masculinity and
heteronormativity which
are associated with violence
can also be expressed and
maintained at this level

(Carman et al., 2020; The Men’s
Project & Flood, 2018)

Examples include
organisational and social
responses to workplace
sexual harassment that
suggest harassment is based
on men’s inability to control
their sexual desires or that
women should be flattered
by male attention

(Carman et al., 2020; Hlavka, 2014; E.
A.Taylor etal., 2018)

Individual and
relationship

The individual’s unique
experiences, attitudes,
knowledge, skills and
relationships may affect
their likelihood of becoming
either a perpetratorora
victim of violence

(Bell & Higgins, 2015; Cano-Gonzalez
etal., 2020; Hamai et al., 2021;
Jouriles et al., 2014; Kimber et al.,
2015; Ogilvie et al., 2022; Reyes et al.,
2017; White & Geffner, 2022)

Other individual factors

that may be associated

with both perpetration and
victimisation include alcohol
use, income, education level,
psychopathology (including
depression, anxiety,
post-traumatic stress
disorder and personality
disorders) and poor
self-esteem

(Armenti et al., 2018; Cortés-Trevifio
etal., 2022; Graham et al., 2018;

Mannell et al., 2021; Renner et al.,
2015; Spencer etal., 2019)

Similarly, individual attitudes
towards gender inequality,
rigid gender roles and the
use of violence to solve
interpersonal disputes may
also be associated with the
perpetration of violence
against women

(Flood, 2019b; Latzman et al., 2018;
Our Watch, 2019b)

At the relationship level,

a person’s closest social
circle of peers, their
partners and their family
members influence

the person’s behaviour

and understanding of
violence against women.
Specifically, membership

in social networks
characterised by violence-
and rape-supportive norms
is associated with increased
risk for perpetration among
men. These peer associations
reinforce a shared hostility
and aggression towards
women that is associated
with violence against
women and failure to act
prosocially when witnessing
this violence

(Corboz et al., 2016; DeKeseredy,
Hall-Sanchez, et al., 2018; Flood,

2008, 2019a; Ha et al., 2019; Leen et
al., 2012)

Note: Informed by the socioecological model of violence against women (CDC, 2022) and Change the Story (Our Watch, 2021a, p. 34).



Gender inequality as a driver of violence
against women

Many forms of violence against women, whether
physical, sexual, emotional, psychological or economic,
are underpinned by gender inequality, which can be
manifested in the gender norms, structures, systems
and practices that privilege men (Flood, 2019b; Our
Watch, 2021a; Webster et al., 2018a; WHO, 2022c). The
Change the Story framework notes that important
drivers of violence against women:

arise from gender-discriminatory institutional,
social and economic structures, social and cultural
norms, and organisational, community, family
and relationship practices that together create
environments in which women and men are not
considered equal, and violence against women is
both more likely, and more likely to be tolerated and
even condoned. (Our Watch, 2021a, p. 36)

Gender inequality is a social problem in which women
and men do not have equal social standing, value, power,
resources or opportunities in society, providing a key
context that facilitates and maintains violence against
women (Our Watch, 2021a). Australia lags behind many
countries on various indicators of gender equality (AHRC,
2018b; Workplace Gender Equality Agency [WGEA],
2022a). Compared to Australian men, Australian women
are paid less, are less likely to hold managerial and senior
executive positions, and have less superannuation
savings (AIHW, 2016b; Riach et al., 2018; WGEA, 2022a).
In addition, inadequate parental leave, inflexible work
conditions and sparse advancement opportunities can
have significant consequences on women's financial
security by prohibiting career progression and forcing
women to change occupations or restart their careers
elsewhere, inevitably impacting earnings, savings and
overall economic security (Riach et al., 2018; Safe Steps,
2016). Gender inequality can also impact other factors
of safety, poverty and housing stability through factors
such as commercial rent affordability, limited social
housing and rental discrimination against single mothers
(Blunden & Flanagan, 2021; S. Meyer, 2016; Rowley &
James, 2018; Safe Steps, 2016; Summers, 2022; Warren
& McAuliffe, 2021).

Despite these tangible inequities, many men are
threatened by women'’s attempts to achieve economic,
political, social and relational equality (Gotell & Dutton,
2016; Lombardo et al., 2021; Skewes et al., 2018). Arecent
global study found that, in Australia, 32 per cent of men
and 11 per cent of women agreed that feminism has
resulted in men losing economic, political or social power,
while 22 per cent agreed that gender inequality “doesn’t
really exist” (IPSOS, 2022). The report also noted that

14 per cent of Australians agreed that violence against
women is often provoked by the victim or survivor and
that women often make up or exaggerate claims of
abuse or rape (IPSOS, 2022).

Drawing on past NCAS results (Webster et al., 2018a)
and a large range of available international and national
evidence, the Change the Story framework outlines
the key gendered drivers of violence against women
(Figure 1-3; Our Watch, 2021a). These gendered drivers
of violence include attitudes that condone violence
against women, support rigid gender roles, tolerate
disrespect or aggression towards women, and endorse
limits to women's decision-making and independence
(Our Watch, 2021a). As discussed further below, these
gendered drivers are informed by two key operating
principles:
¢ sexistideology, defined by rigid gendered beliefs that
justify existing systems and structures and maintain
patriarchal social relations (Our Watch, 2021a)
¢ misogyny, which functions to enforce patriarchal
social relations wherever they are challenged (Manne,
2017).

Sexist ideology

The gendered drivers of violence are underpinned by
sexist ideology that devalues women and assumes that
they are less deserving of respect or independence (Our
Watch, 2021a). The normalisation and entrenchment
of sexist ideology creates the social gender inequality
conditions thatincrease the likelihood of violence against
women (Our Watch, 2021a; WHO, 2022c). Sexism can
be overtly “hostile” and misogynistic, or it can be more
subtle and seemingly “benevolent”, in that it is enacted
under the guise of men'’s role to protect and provide for
women.

Crucially, attitudes supportive of gender inequality have
been associated with the actual perpetration of violence
(Ozaki & Otis, 2017; Pollanen et al.,, 2018; Reed et al.,
2018; Verroya et al., 2022; Wahid et al., 2018). Strong
associations have been noted between sexist attitudes
and behaviours, forms and patterns of masculinity that
promote men’'s dominance, and men’'s perpetration
of violence against women (Chung, 2005; Our Watch,
2019b; Rizzo et al., 2020; Webster et al., 2018a). Similarly,
men who adhere to rigid gendered beliefs are more
likely to commit violence against women, demonstrate
sexist and violence-supportive attitudes and behaviours,
and use violence as a means of achieving control in their
intimate relationships (Peralta & Tuttle, 2013; Rollero et
al., 2019).
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Figure 1-3: Gendered drivers and reinforcing factors in violence against women

Gendered drivers

Factors that reinforce

1. Condoning of violence against women 1. Condoning of violence in general
2. Men’s control of decision-making and 2. Experience of, and exposure .
limits to women’s independence in to, violence ngh
public and private life 3. Factors that weaken PrObab"ity,Of
3. Rigid gender stereotyping and prosocial behaviour violence against
dominant forms of masculinity 4, Resistance and backlash to womenh

4. Male peer relations and cultures of
masculinity that emphasise aggression,
dominance and control

Social context:

prevention and gender
equality efforts

Gender inequality and other forms of oppression such as racism, ableism, classism, cissexism and heteronormativity

Source: Adapted from Our Watch (2021a), p. 10.

Men's peer relations that normalise disrespect or
aggression towards women also function as a gendered
driver of violence against women. Research has
demonstrated the phenomenon of “coercive joining”,
whereby internalisation of antisocial behaviours occurs
through daily conversations with peers (e.g. involving
sexist jokes, objectification of women, homophobia and
adherence to dominant ideas of masculinity; Burrell,
2021; Dishion & Tipsord, 2011; Our Watch, 2021a; Webster
etal., 2018a). A longitudinal community study found that
coercive relationship conversations with friends at age
16 predicted sexually coercive behaviour at ages 23 and
24 for both men and women (Frias & Angel, 2013).

Traditional gender norms and patriarchal attitudes
regarding entitlement and benevolent sexism are factors
that can normalise and perpetuate the use of violence
against women (Bouffard, 2010; Viki & Abrams, 2002).
Specifically, perceptions that women are less capable
and need the protection of men and that men are better
suited to complex decision-making foster gendered
beliefs that prevent women'’s independence in both their
private and the public domain.

The Change the Story framework also identifies four
reinforcing factors which do not drive violence on their
own but can contribute to or exacerbate violence against
women (Figure 1-3; Our Watch, 2021a):

* Condoning of violence in general. This reinforcing
factor “normalises” violence and results in violence
being seen as a normal part of everyday life. This
normalisation of violence can occur throughout
society, including via formal laws and structures,
media and public discourse representations, and the
responses of families and communities (Bernstein
et al., 2022a; Bonomi et al., 2013; Makin & Morczek,
2016; Tranchese & Sugiura, 2021; Wright & Tokunaga,
2016). For example, there is extensive evidence that
exposure to media violence can cause both short-
and long-term increases in aggressive and violent
behaviour (J. J. Allen et al., 2018; Bandura, 1977; L.
Berkowitz, 1993; Huesmann et al.,, 2003). Society's
tolerance for violence reinforces seeing violence
and aggression by men as desirable masculine traits
(Bernstein et al.,, 2022a; Bonomi et al., 2013; A. L.
Smith et al., 2019).



e Experience of, and exposure to, violence. Direct
experience of violence victimisation as a child, as well
as witnessing violence against other family members
as a child, can have profound and compounding
effects and increase the likelihood of further violence
victimisation or even perpetration (Flood, 2020;
Madruga et al., 2017).

e Factors that weaken prosocial behaviour. A range of
factors can have a detrimental impact on social norms,
which in turn can reduce the likelihood that people
will adopt prosocial behaviours that are intended to
benefit others or society as a whole. These factors
may increase the risk of experiencing or perpetrating
violence in the absence of protective factors and
include neighbourhood-level poverty, disadvantage
and isolation; environments dominated by men’s peer
relations; natural disasters and crises; alcohol use;
and gambling (Berdahl, Cooper, et al., 2018; Dowling et
al., 2016; Pabayo et al., 2020; Parkinson, 2019; Wilson
etal., 2017).

* Resistance or backlash to violence prevention and
gender equality. Resistance is a common response
to social change among some members of the
community and can occur in the form of a negative
reaction to the increasing empowerment and agency
of women (Bandyopadhyay et al., 2020; Caridad
Bueno & Henderson, 2017; Flood, 2019¢). Some men
become antagonistic and violent towards women
partners (or women in general), as they are convinced
that improving women'’s rights must inevitably come
at the expense of their own. Backlash may take the
form of denying that the problem of gender inequality
or violence against women exists, the disavowal of
responsibility, inaction, appeasement, co-option and
repression (Flood, 2019c, 2020). These responses
may be seen at the individual or group level and are
often strongest among members of the privileged
group (e.g. men) than the disadvantaged group
(e.g. women). Resistance and backlash exist on a
continuum and may manifest in diverse ways within
an organisational or institutional context. More
passive forms of resistance can appear in a diverse
range of organisational behaviours and attitudes,
practices, structures and systems (Respect Victoria &
Our Watch, 2022).

Misogyny

Misogyny is a moral manifestation of sexist ideology
and functions to enforce patriarchal social relations
wherever they are challenged (Manne, 2017). Specifically,
misogyny often represents a more hostile and extreme
form of backlash and resistance to gender equality
(Respect Victoria & Our Watch, 2022). Similarly, some
researchers describe gendered violence as a reliable
indicator of the presence of systemic misogyny in

society (Flood et al., 2020; Manne, 2017). Characterised
by hostility, denigration, objectification and violence
towards women, misogyny serves as an organising
principle that is revealed by the dominance of men and
the subordination of women across society, including
in politics, business and popular culture, and in the
sphere of private life (Manne, 2017; Tranchese & Sugiura,
2021; Vickery & Everbach, 2018). Some argue that while
sexism is a supporting ideology for inequality, misogyny
operates to enforce inequality.

Misogyny can be disguised or obvious. Misogyny is
made more insidious and more difficult to counter
because it is often perpetuated subconsciously. That
is, the way individuals are embedded in a culture and
internalise its customs and social mores can facilitate
their complicity in misogynistic social systems (Manne,
2017). In contrast, other forms of misogyny are more
explicit. In recent years, a group of heterosexual men
calling themselves “involuntary celibates”, or “incels”,
have constructed a violent political ideology based on
the “unfairness” of desired women refusing to have sex
with them (L. Bates, 2021). Incels often endorse notions
of white supremacy and believe they are superior to
women, who should make themselves sexually available
to men (L. Bates, 2021). Their misogynistic ideology has
inspired violent attacks, including a 2014 attack in Isla
Vista, California, intended to instigate a “war on women”
that resulted in six fatalities, and an attack in Toronto in
2018 that resulted in 10 fatalities. Some incel supporters
celebrated the Toronto attack, calling for other incels to
follow up with “acid attacks” and “mass rape” (Tye, 2021).

It is important to address both extremist and everyday
misogyny. Everyday misogyny can manifest as
microaggressions and disrespect towards women, both
within and outside public discourse. The media is a
common everyday source of misogyny and disrespect
of women. The objectification and dehumanisation of
women has led to violence against women becoming
usual in mainstream television, movies, music videos,
video games and internet pornography (Beck et al., 2012;
Bernstein et al., 2022a; Fox & Potocki, 2016; Kahlor, 2011;
Rhodes et al., 2018; Seabrook et al., 2019). The exposure
of young people to objectifying, degrading and violent
depictions of sexual behaviour via electronic platforms
before they are developmentally capable of integrating
such exposure into a healthy sexual identity has been
raised as an area of particular concern. Such exposure
may encourage misogynistic, violent “scripts” in young
people’s own sexual behaviour and highlights the
importance of age-appropriate sex education (Davis et
al., 2018; Flood, 2009; Martellozzo et al., 2016; Massey
et al., 2021; Peterson et al., 2022). Further, consumption
of aggressive or violent internet pornography has
been found to be associated with increased likelihood
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of perpetrating intimate partner violence (Beymer et
al., 2021; Brem et al., 2021; DeKeseredy & Hall-Sanchez,
2017; Tarzia & Tyler, 2020).

Other inequalities as drivers of violence
against women: An intersectional approach

As already noted, gender inequality is not the sole
driver of violence against women, nor the most
important driver of violence and abuse against women
in all contexts (Our Watch, 2021a). As Figure 1-4 shows,
violence against women occurs within a context of
intersecting and mutually compounding forms of
oppression, discrimination, and unequal power and
privilege, which operate within and across each level of
the social ecology (Our Watch, 2021a). An intersectional
approach to violence against women recognises that
different forms of oppression and privilege in a society,

including those due to gender inequality, interact to
produce different life experiences and uniquely different
outcomes for diverse groups in society. Whereas a
non-intersectional approach incorrectly assumes
that all women'’s experiences of violence are the same
by virtue of their gender as women and their gender
only, an intersectional approach highlights the larger
systemic and structural factors that can increase the
risk of victimisation among some groups or can act as
protective factors. Thus, an intersectional approach
focuses on the broad, intersecting influences of violence
rather than focusing solely on “static” factors within
individuals (Koh et al., 2021).

Notably, an intersectional approach posits that different
types of oppression, discrimination and subordination
can be experienced by some people simultaneously,
rather than as discrete oppressions, and can interact

Figure 1-4: The intersecting drivers of violence against women

Transphobia and
cisnormativity

Heteronormativity,
homophobia
and biphobia

Ableism
Multiple intersecting forms
of oppression and privilege
shape the social context
Ageism in which violence against
women occurs, and affect its
prevalence and dynamics
Racism and
colonialism

Sexism and gender
inequality

Class discrimination

Source: Our Watch (2021a), p. 46.



to produce distinct forms of inequalities for some
marginalised groups. It has been argued that “no
form of subordination ever stands alone” and no one
form of oppression is the same as any other (Matsuda,
1990, p. 1189). An intersectional lens recognises that
inequalities, and the abuse and violence that results
from these inequalities, can be all at once racialised,
gendered, classed, abled, etc. For example, racist
gender discrimination, or gendered racial discrimination,
can occur differently for people of different genders.
Examples of these distinct, intersecting forms of
oppression include:

* the specific form of racist misogyny towards Black
women, termed “misogynoir” (Bailey & Trudy, 2018)

* the specifically colonial, racist and sexist
dehumanisation of Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait
Islander women (Cripps, 2021; Watego, 2021; Watego
et al.,, 2021)

« the specifically infantilising (ageist), sexist and ableist
social media backlash against climate activist Greta
Thunberg (Park et al., 2021)

 the range of specifically racist, xenophobic,
queerphobic and heterosexist microaggressions
faced by LGBTQ+ people of colour (Arayasirikul &
Wilson, 2019; Nadal, 2019a, 2019b).

Importantly, for some women, intersecting dimensions
of oppression can have profound effects on their risk
and experience of violence. Intersecting inequalities
can increase the prevalence or severity of violence;
produce different manifestations of violence and
differential outcomes; and weaken individual and
structural consequences for the use of violence against
marginalised women (Annamma et al., 2018; Carman
et al., 2020; Crenshaw, 1989, 1991; Fiolet et al., 2019;
Ghafournia & Easteal, 2018; Kulkarni, 2019; Lockhart
& Danis, 2010; E. M. Morgan & Zurbriggen, 2016; Our
Watch, 2018a, 2018b, 2021a; Our Watch & Women with
Disabilities Victoria, 2021; Sokoloff & Dupont, 2005;
Thiara et al., 2011). “Demographic factors correlated
with risk of victimisation” in Section 1.1 outlines some
examples of particular groups of marginalised women
who have increased risk of violence overall or increased
risk of particular types of violence. Such groups include
Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander women, women
from certain cultures, women with disability and LGBTQ+
women. Some examples of how different intersecting
inequalities can produce specific barriers to help-
seeking or different outcomes for particular groups of
women are as follows:

e Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander women face
elevated rates of child removal and incarceration, as
wellasgreater challengesinaccessingsupportservices
for domestic or family violence due to inequitable
service provision, greater risk of misidentification

as aggressors and increased risk of harm from law
enforcement institutions (Cox et al., 2014; Cramp &
Zufferey, 2020; Fiolet et al., 2019; Langton et al., 2020;
Nancarrow et al., 2020; Olsen & Lovett, 2016; Prentice
etal., 2016; Spangaro et al., 2016; Walter, 2016; Weldon
& Kerr, 2020).

e Migrantand refugee women may fear seeking help for
domestic or family violence due to their immigration
status and may face challenges in gaining support due
to a scarcity of culturally and linguistically appropriate
services, institutional racism, a lack of education,
more disadvantaged socioeconomic status, and
restrictions on health or wellbeing support as a result
of their visa status (Femi-Ajao et al., 2020; Fineran &
Kohli, 2020; Hulley et al., 2021; L. Murray et al., 2019).

¢ Ableism can compound the gender inequality
experienced by women and girls with disabilty and
can result in their sexuality and reproductive rights
being dismissed, and in their receipt of limited or
negligible sexual and relationships education. Ableism
can therefore act as a barrier to women and girls with
disability recognising relationship abuse and knowing
how to seek assistance (Frawley & Wilson, 2016;
Serrato Calero et al., 2020; Stein et al., 2018; Streur et
al., 2019).

¢ Trans people face poorer health outcomes as a result
of violence due to service access inequality, gender
insensitivity and transphobia, and barriers are further
increased for trans women of colour (Callander et al.,
2019; Calton et al., 2015; Ussher et al., 2020).

Intersectionality theory is an important consideration
when researching and addressing violence against
women because it requires “due consideration of the
various axes of oppression and privilege” (Srinivasan,
2021, p. 17). A key insight of intersectionality is that
singularly focused initiatives and interventions that treat
women as a homogenous group can be problematic
because this unidimensional focus often serves those
who are least oppressed among the group while
perpetuating the marginalisation and oppression
directed towards others within it (Annamma et al., 2018;
Srinivasan, 2021).

Individual attitudes and violence
against women

According to the socioecological model, people’s
attitudes are an individual-level factor that can interact
with a broad range of other factors at different levels of
society to facilitate violence against women (Figure 1-2
and Table 1-3). For example, an individual's attitudes
towards violence against women can be influenced by
other individual-level factors such as their exposure to
family violence and their peer and family relationships
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(Callaghan et al., 2018; Debowska et al., 2015; Ozaki &
Otis, 2017; Seff, 2021). Individual attitudes to violence
can also be shaped by, and can reflect, social norms
about gender inequality and other inequalities that
may be evidenced at the organisational, community,
institutional and societal levels.

“Attitudes” are defined as evaluations of a particular
subject (e.g. a person, concept, behaviour or event)
and usually exist along a continuum from less to more
favourable (Fishbein & Ajzen, 2010). Psychological theory
describes an attitude as comprising three components:

e a cognitive component, reflecting thoughts and
beliefs about the subject

* an affective component, reflecting feelings associated
with the subject

* a behavioural component, reflecting the attitude's
influence on actual behaviour (Breckler, 1984; Eagly
& Chaiken, 1993).

An attitude may be explicit or implicit - that is, the
individual may or may not be consciously aware of their
attitude and how it impacts their behaviour. Although
attitudes are often enduring, they can also change given
that they are a learned tendency to evaluate something
in a particular way (Suedfeld, 2017). Thus, problematic
attitudes are potentially mutable via new experiences
and education (Albarracin & Shavitt, 2018).

Given that some research studies have shown links
between people’s attitudes and their behaviour,
attitudes provide a possible point of intervention for
changing problematic behaviours (Albarracin & Shavitt,
2018; Suedfeld, 2017). However, it is important to note
that the relationship between an individual's attitudes
and their behaviour is not straightforward, for a few
reasons. First, the motivational bases and characteristics
of the attitude, such as its intensity and importance, can
affect how much the attitude will impact behaviour. For
example, the cognitive basis for the attitude, including
the extent and nature of evidence supporting the
attitude, and the specific expectations surrounding the
attitude can affect whether the attitude will translate
into actual behaviour (Kelman, 2017).

Second, attitudes are only one of the factors that can
influence behaviour. A prominent theory about the
relationship between attitudes and behaviours is the
Theory of Planned Behaviour, which has been used to
predict a range of health-related behaviours (Ajzen,
1991; Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980).> This theory argues
that attitudes are one of six factors that can influence
whether a person engages in a certain behaviour:

e attitudes: the degree to which a person has a
favourable or unfavourable evaluation of the
behaviour

* behavioural intention: the motivation (or strength of
intention) to perform the behaviour

¢ subjective norms: the extent to which the individual
believes most people would approve or disapprove
of the behaviour, particularly peers and other key
influences in the individual's relational circle

¢ social norms: the customary codes of behaviour (such
as among peers or within a larger cultural context, as
described in Figure 1-2) which influence an individual’s
assessment of the behaviour

* perceived power: perceptions of factors that facilitate
or obstruct performance of the behaviour, which
inform the person’s perceived control over each of
these factors (Figure 1-2 and Figure 1-3)

* perceived behavioural control: the individual's
perception of the ease or difficulty of performing
the behaviour, which can vary across situations (e.g.
depending on their confidence or the inequalities that
may operate in different situations).

Studies have shown that these factors involving
attitudes, motivations, perceived norms, and perceived
power and control are relevant to prosocial actions of
bystanders who witness violence or disrespect towards
women. A recent study found that bystander intent to
intervene in a sexual assault was positively related to
the bystander’s anticipated “efficacy” in the intervention
(Papineau, 2020). This finding suggests that increasing
bystander efficacy or confidence (e.g. through training)
may increase intentions to intervene and prosocial
behaviours when witnessing violence against women
(Papineau, 2020). In another study examining intentions
to intervene in bullying and dating violence, adolescents
reported a higher proportion of barriers to acting
than facilitating factors, with their perceptions of peer
norms and social consequences being among their
principal concerns (Casey et al., 2017). These barriers to
intervening are discussed further in Chapter 8.

The NCAS examines individual understanding and
attitudes regarding violence against women, gender
inequality and intentions to intervene as a witness to
violence against women. Given that the NCAS is a large-
scale representative population survey, it thus provides
a snapshot of the “normative” or typical attitudes and
understanding of the Australian community about
violence against women at a specific point in time.
Further, given that attitudes are shaped by, and in part
reflect, broader organisational, community, institutional
and societal systems and structures, the NCAS functions

5 This theory evolved from the Theory of Reasoned Action.



as a gauge for how Australia is progressing in changing
the broader climate that facilitates and maintains
violence against women.

1.3 Deconstructing the climate
of violence: Prevention

As discussed in Section 1.1, violence against women
produces profound adverse consequences for women,
their children and our wider society. However, these
impacts can be reduced by taking decisive action to
prevent violence before it starts, intervening early,
responding appropriately to violence when it occurs,
and supporting recovery and healing (COAG, 2022).
Ending violence against women requires addressing
the range of drivers and oppressions that enable and
reinforce violence against women, including violence
against the most marginalised groups of women who
remain over-represented in victimisation data and who
confront unique challenges in accessing support and
assistance (Kulkarni, 2019; K. Morgan et al., 2016; Our
Watch, 2021a; Sokoloff & Dupont, 2005; Thiara et al.,
2011). The Change the Story framework recommends 12
types of actions that need to be undertaken to prevent
violence against women by addressing the key drivers of
violence, as well as the social contexts and reinforcing
factors that facilitate violence (Our Watch, 2021a). These
actions include challenging the condoning of violence;
promotingwomen'’sindependence; building socialnorms
that foster healthy personal identities; building healthy
masculinities; promoting gender equality; addressing
intersectional oppression and discrimination; building
safe, fair and equitable organisations and institutions
through policy and systems change; strengthening
respectful relationships in both private and public life;
challenging the normalisation of violence; reducing the
impacts of violence; strengthening prosocial behaviour;
and addressing backlash and resistance to positive
change.

Initiatives for preventing violence against women have
traditionally been divided into three types: primary,
secondary and tertiary prevention (Our Watch, 2021a;
VicHealth, 2017). Consistent with this approach, the
National Plan 2022-2032 outlines four "domains" for
action to end violence against women but uses more
descriptive terminology to refer to the traditional types
of "prevention". Figure 1-5 shows the alignment between
the three “traditional” types of prevention and the four
domains of the National Plan. The National Plan 2022-
2023 domains for action are:

1. Prevention (also described as primary prevention) -
working to change the underlying social drivers of
violence by addressing the attitudes and systems
that drive violence against women and children to
stop it before it starts.

2. Early intervention (also described as secondary
prevention) - identifying and supporting individuals
who are at high risk of experiencing or perpetrating
violence and preventing violence from escalating or
reoccurring.

3. Response (also described as tertiary prevention)

- providing services and supports to address
existing violence and support victims and survivors
experiencing violence, including via crisis support
and police intervention, and fostering a trauma-
informed justice system that will hold people who
use violence to account.

4. Recovery and healing (also described as tertiary
prevention) - helping to reduce the risk of victim and
survivor re-traumatisation, and supporting victims
and survivors to be safe and healthy, and to recover
from trauma and the physical, mental, emotional and
economic impacts of violence (COAG, 2022).

For clarity, throughout this report, “primary prevention”

is used to refer specifically to actions consistent with

Domain 1 (Prevention) from the National Plan 2022-2032.

In addition, “prevention” is used as a more general term

that can include actions consistent with any, some or all

of the domains of the National Plan 2022-2032 (COAG,

2022).
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Prevention

(Primary prevention)

Broad community and societal
approaches and interventions
to address and transform the
systems, structures, norms,
attitudes and practices that
drive violence against women

Figure 1-5: Ending violence against women: Prevention, early intervention, response, and recovery and healing

Early

intervention
(Secondary prevention)
Interventions to change the
trajectory for individuals at
higher risk of perpetrating or
experiencing violence

Recoverr
and healing

(Tertiary prevention)
Supporting victims and
survivors of violence to
recover and flourish. Assisting
perpetrators to reform and
prevent the recurrence

of violence

Source: Based on interventions outlined in the Change the Story framework (Our Watch, 2021a, p. 58) and the National Plan 2022-2032 (COAG, 2022).

While recognising and endorsing the drivers and
reinforcers of violence and necessary actions articulated
by OurWatch, the National Plan 2022-2032 also describes
six guiding principles that inform action within the four and/or Torres Strait Islander peoples, including in
domains to address violence against women (Our Watch, relation to violence against women.

2021a; COAG, 2022). The six guiding principles are: + Centring victims and survivors ensures that their
+ Advancing gender inequality, which recognises lived experiences, perspectives and direct knowledge

agreement is to enable Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait
Islander peoples and governments to work together
to overcome the inequality experienced by Aboriginal
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that achieving gender equality is fundamental to
both advancing human rights for Australians and
addressing a key driver of violence against women.
The National Strategy to Achieve Gender Equality is
a federal government initiative that seeks to address
the structural, social and economic barriers to
advancing gender equality in Australia (COAG, 2022).

Closing the Gap, which is an agreement by all
Australian governments and the Coalition of Peaks,
a representative body of over 80 Aboriginal and/or
Torres Strait Islander community-controlled peak
organisations and members. The objective of this

of the strengths and weaknesses of current systems,
structures and interventions is acknowledged,
heard and respected as a key ingredient of policy
development and reform.

* Accountability, which is an intention to focus

attention and expectations on the actions of people
who choose to use violence. This involves trust and
support for victims and survivors and avoiding
victim-blaming in any context. Similarly, perpetrators
are to be held accountable and supported to take
responsibility for their violence with appropriate legal
and social sanctions and consequences.



* Intersectionality, which recognises that violence
against women exists in relation to multiple and
intersecting structural and systemic forms of
discrimination, such as racism, colonialism, ableism,
homophobia, biphobia and transphobia, and ageism.
This recognises that gender and gender inequality
may be constructed and experienced differently and
may not be the most significant factor in violence
against all women. Actions from prevention through
to recovery and healing must therefore respond to
the diversity of women and children.

¢ Person-centred coordination and integration,
which strives for trauma-informed, person-focused
and holistically integrated responses from the
specialised services and systems that support victims
and survivors through their recovery and healing.

The National Plan 2022-2032 and the Change the
Story framework recognise that efforts to end violence
against women must occur at every level of the social
ecology, including in key settings such as schools and
universities, workplaces, clubs and sporting institutions,
the media, and in the justice and health service system
(COAG, 2022; Our Watch, 2021a). Table 1-4 outlines
some key (but non-exhaustive) examples of prevention
strategies that can be undertaken at each level of the
social ecology and across the domains of the National
Plan 2022-2032 to prevent violence against women.
Across these levels, prevention strategies to address
harmful systems, structures and norms that perpetuate
inequalities, discrimination and oppression can be used
to create new shared beliefs, expectations and practices.
Research also suggests that violence prevention
strategies are necessary to change social expectations
and individual attitudes, publicise these changes and
spark both theinitiation and reinforcement of new norms
and behaviours (Alexander-Scott et al., 2016). Activities
to achieve these objectives may include schools-based
programs to create more respectful and gender-
equitable environments, interventions and education
aimed at shifting the disrespectful portrayal of women
in the media, community education and social marketing
campaigns, and workplace initiatives promoting positive
bystander responses (AHRC, 2018a; ANROWS, 2019;
COAG, 2022; Easteal et al., 2015; Karageorgos & Boyle,
2021; Our Watch, 2021b; Sutherland et al., 2019).
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Table 1-4

Strategies for preventing violence against women
at different levels of the social ecology

Societal

System and
institutional

Organisational
and community

Individual and
relationship

Promote societal norms that reject violence against women, as well
as efforts to strengthen women'’s financial security, education and
employment opportunities as well as their sexual, reproductive and
overall health security and autonomy.

Promote women'’s economic, legal and societal autonomy and
address gender inequality and violence in all aspects of institutional
and systems operation. For example, actively encourage women’s
leadership and participation in public life by providing childcare
support and parental leave that is not gender specific. Embed
materials in the Australian school curriculum that address gender
inequality and the drivers of violence against women. Use policy
and legislative levers, such as the National Strategy to Achieve
Gender Equality and the National principles to address coercive
control, to address the drivers of violence against women (Meeting
of Attorneys-General 2022a; Australian Government, 2022b).

Ensure organisational, technological and community settings are
safe places and promote equality for all people. Create policies

and practices to actively encourage women'’s participation and
leadership, including reforming organisational human resourcing
practices, policies and structures that perpetuate the gender pay
gap. Encourage community cohesion in adopting prosocial norms
and practices that support gender equality and reject stereotyping,
discrimination and violence.

Promote attitudes, beliefs and behaviours that increase gender
equality and prevent violence against women. This promotion

may include skills training, social-emotional learning, parenting or
family-focused prevention programs, healthy relationships education,
programs to promote healthier masculinities and women’s autonomy
in relationships, and peer programs to enhance communication and
positive peer norms and problem-solving skills.

Note: Adapted from the socioecological model of violence against women (CDC, 2022) and Change the Story (Our Watch, 2021a, p. 34).
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Evidence is also growing about increasing the
effectiveness of prevention strategies by employing
“gender-transformative” approaches. These approaches
seektoimplement changes across levels of organisations
and communities by addressing both individual attitudes
and beliefs and broader entrenched social ideologies
related to acceptance of rigid gender norms, roles,
stereotypes and scripts, such as male entitlement and
rigid stereotypes of masculinity (Casey et al., 2018; Flood,
2019b, 2019c). Gender-transformative approaches go
beyond simply challenging gender norms, structures
and practices and instead seek to transform them in a
way that frees all genders from rigid and problematic
gender stereotypes. These approaches also consider
the intersecting sources of discrimination and inequality
that must also be addressed at all levels of the social
ecology to truly achieve social transformation.

Alignment of the NCAS with the
National Plan

The NCAS is aligned with both the directions set out by
the National Plan 2022-2032 and the primary prevention
focus of the Change the Story framework (Our Watch,
2021a). The NCAS examines attitudes towards different
forms of violence against women, attitudes towards
perpetrator accountability and attitudes towards victims
and survivors of violence (COAG, 2022; Our Watch, 2021a;
Webster et al., 2018a). Also, in accord with the National
Plans (2010-2022 and 2022-2032), the NCAS examines a
number of social factors that may contribute to violence
against women (COAG, 2010b, 2022). Specifically, the
NCAS instrument is premised on the idea that achieving
the objective of ending violence against women in one
generation is facilitated by the population:

¢ having a strong understanding of the nature of
violence against women, including its diverse and
nuanced forms (National Plan 2022-2032, "Early
intervention key indicators"; COAG, 2022)

e strongly rejecting attitudes that condone gender
inequality and violence against women (National Plan
2022-2032, "Prevention key indicators"; COAG, 2022)
and

* being prepared to intervene when witnessing
violence or abuse against women, when it is safe to
do so (National Plan 2022-2032, "Early intervention
key indicators"; COAG, 2022).

The next chapter, Chapter 2, outlines the aims and

methodology of the 2021 NCAS, with more detail being

provided in the Attitudes matter: The 2021 National

Community Attitudes towards Violence against Women

Survey (NCAS), Technical report (the Technical report;

Coumarelos et al., 2023). Chapter 3 provides key

benchmarks from the survey regarding community

understanding and attitudes regarding violence against

women. The report then provides detailed results from

the 2021 NCAS for Australia as a whole regarding:

¢ understanding of violence against women (Chapter 4)

¢ attitudes towards gender inequality (Chapter 5)

» attitudes towards violence against women in general
(Chapter 6)

« attitudes towards specific types of violence against
women (Chapter 7)

* bystander responses when witnessing disrespect or
violence (Chapter 8)

e understanding and attitudes held by different
demographic groups (Chapter 9).

Finally, Chapter 10 provides the implications of the
2021 NCAS results for policy and prevention of violence
against women.
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2 Research design

21 Aims of the 2021 NCAS

The NCAS was first conducted in 1995 in Victoria and was expanded
into an Australian representative population survey in 2009. Since
2009, it has been conducted every four years via computer-assisted
telephone interviewing. As already noted, the key purpose of the
NCAS is to measure the Australian community’s understanding and
attitudes regarding violence against women. Poor understanding
and problematic attitudes regarding violence against women at the
population level reflect and contribute to a culture that allows this
violence to perpetuate. The multi-wave nature of the NCAS allows
community understanding and attitudes regarding violence against
women to be tracked over time. Hence, the NCAS provides a key
mechanism for measuring progress in the prevention of violence
against women, as outlined in the National Plan 2022-2032 (COAG,
2022). The NCAS evidence is also valuable in guiding policy and
practice, particularly in primary prevention and early intervention.



The 2021 NCAS had five main aims. The first aim was to

benchmark, as at 2021, the Australian population’s:

* understanding of the nature of violence against
women

e attitudes towards gender equality

» attitudes towards violence against women

¢ intentions to intervene if they were to witness
abuse or disrespect towards women.

The second aim was to determine if this understanding
and these attitudes had improved in the four-year period
since the previous NCAS in 2017.° Together, the first two
aims sought to measure progress towards breaking

down the culture that facilitates violence against women.

The third aim of the 2021 NCAS was to identify any
specific areas where there are bigger gaps in community
understanding or more problematic community
attitudes regarding violence against women. This
third aim sought to inform education and intervention
strategies about areas of particularly high priority.

The fourth aim of the 2021 NCAS was to identify
demographic, attitudinal and contextual factors that
are associated with problematic understanding and
attitudes regarding violence against women. In terms
of demographic factors, complementing the results
presented in this report, separate papers (forthcoming)
will provide additional results for three demographic
groups identified as groups of interest in the National
Plan 2022-2032:

e young people
e Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander people

¢ people bornin a non-main English-speaking country
(N-MESC).

In terms of attitudinal factors that may be associated
with a culture of violence against women, the 2021 NCAS
examined how attitudes towards gender equality may
be linked to understanding and attitudes regarding
violence against women.

The final main aim of the 2021 NCAS was to benchmark
understanding and attitudes regarding violence against
women at the jurisdictional level and report on key
results separately for each Australian state and territory
(forthcoming report).

Ethics clearance for the project was provided by the
University of Sydney Human Research Ethics Committee
(ethics project number 2020/650).

2.2 2021 NCAS instrument

The 2021 NCAS instrument consists of 131 items.
Figure 2-1 presents the key components of the 2021
instrument.” To simplify reporting, each item was
assigned an alphanumeric code (e.g. D1). The letter in
the code identified the item'’s thematic topic:

* D =domesticviolence

* B=bystanderresponse

* G=genderinequality

* S=sexualviolence

* V=violence against women.

The number corresponds to the order of the items within
a thematic topic in the 2021 NCAS instrument.

Demographic items

Self-reported  demographic  information  about
respondents was used to explore how understanding
and attitudes may vary based on people’s characteristics,
backgrounds, contexts and locations. Demographic
information was also used to assess how closely the
demographic profile of the sample matched that of
the Australian population and to make any necessary
adjustments through data weighting (Section 2.3).2

Items and scales measuring understanding
and attitudes

The non-demographic items in the 2021 NCAS measure
either understanding or attitudes relevant to violence
against women. Most of the non-demographic items
were grouped into various psychometric scales. Each
scale measures understanding or attitudes regarding
a particular type of violence against women, violence
against women more broadly or gender equality.’ The
strength of psychometrically validated scales is that they
can measure a complex overall construct or concept
that would be difficult to measure with a single item. As
detailed in Section 2.5, analyses were conducted at both
the item level and scale level.

6 Note that as the NCAS is a cross-sectional survey, it cannot be used to determine the causes of any change in understanding and attitudes, such
as the extent to which the COVID-19 pandemic may have been responsible for any such change.

7 See Technical report, Tables T3-1 and T3-2, for the items in each component of the instrument and see Technical report, Chapter T15, Appendix A,

for the full survey.

8 See Technical report, Table T3-2, for a list of the demographic items and Technical report, Chapter T15, Appendix A, for the full survey.

9 See Technical report, Table T3-1, for a list of the items in each scale and Technical report, Chapter T15, Appendix A, for the full survey.
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The psychometric scales were validated via Rasch
analysis and factor analysis. Rasch analysis is a form
of statistical analysis that examines whether a scale
comprises items that “sit well” together and thus likely
measure aspects of the same broader construct.

Nine scales were used in reporting the 2021 NCAS
(Figure 2-1). These nine scales can be categorised into
three groups:

¢ the Gendered Violence and Inequality Scale (GVIS):
the GVIS is an overarching “mega scale” that includes
all knowledge and attitude items that sit in one of the
other eight scales

¢ three “main scales”, namely:

o the Understanding of Violence against Women
Scale (UVAWS)

o the Attitudes towards Gender Inequality Scale
(AGIS)

o the Attitudes towards Violence against Women
Scale AVAWS)

» five “type of violence scales”, namely:

o the Domestic Violence Scale (DVS)

o the Sexual Violence Scale (SVS), which consists
of the Sexual Assault Scale (SAS) and Sexual
Harassment Scale (SHS)

o the Technology-Facilitated Abuse Scale (TFAS)."

The three main scales also comprise several subscales,
which were identified via factor analysis. Factor analysis
examines the relationships between item responses to
identify whether the items in a scale can be grouped
into different themes within the broader construct
measured by the scale. Thus, the subscales allow for a
closer investigation of the key themes within each of the
main scales."

Scale and subscale scores

Rasch analysis was used to compute a (rescaled Rasch)
score for each respondent on each of the nine scales,
based on their answers to the items within the scale.
Scores on each scale could range from 0 to 100, with
higher scores representing higher understanding of
violence or higher rejection of problematic attitudes.

Similarly, each respondent also received a (rescaled
Rasch) score on each subscale in the UVAWS, AGIS and
AVAWS, based on their answers to the items in the

subscale. Subscale scores could range from 0 to 100,
with higher scores indicating stronger understanding
or stronger rejection of problematic attitudes. Further
information about each scale is provided below.

Gendered Violence and Inequality Scale (GVIS)

Higher scores on the GVIS indicate stronger
understanding of violence against women and stronger
rejection of gendered violence and gender inequality.
The purpose of the GVIS was to anchor all other scales to
each other so that they can be compared. All items that
sat with one of the remaining eight scales also sat in the
GVIS overarching scale (Figure 2-1). In 2021, the GVIS was
rescaled to a theoretical range of 0 to 100, and all other
scales were anchored to it."?

Main scales

The three main scales were based on the 2017 NCAS
scales and, together, contain all the items in the GVIS.
Items in the three main scales were mutually exclusive.
Thatis, each item satin only one of the three main scales.
Figure 2-1 details the subscales of each main scale.
Higher scores on the main scales and their subscales
indicate higher understanding of violence against
women (UVAWS), higher attitudinal rejection of gender
inequality (AGIS) and higher attitudinal rejection of
violence against women (AVAWS).

Type of violence scales

The five scales regarding different types of violence
were developed for the 2021 NCAS. These type of
violence scales predominantly draw on items from the
AVAWS, with a small number of items from the UVAWS.
The AVAWS and UVAWS combine items on different
forms of violence against women, including domestic
violence, sexual violence, technology-facilitated abuse
and stalking. The type of violence scales were developed
because policymakers, practitioners and researchers
may be interested in the more specific attitudes that
may relate to each type of violence against women, even
though these types of violence can overlap. Examples of
overlaps include that sexual violence can occur within
or outside domestic relationships, and that technology-
facilitated abuse can include domestic abuse, sexual
abuse or abuse that is neither of a domestic nor sexual
nature. Note that there were insufficient items (three
items) to develop a separate scale on stalking.

10 See Technical report, Section T3.1 and Chapter T12.

11 See Technical report, Chapter T12, for further information on the methodology and psychometric validation of the scales and subscales.

12 Thisapproach was applied retrospectively to the data from previous NCAS waves to allow for accurate comparison of scales over time. In previous
NCAS waves, each scale and subscale was rescaled individually. Thus, the mean scale score for a particular scale in the present report may not be
identical to the mean score that was reported in Webster et al. (2018a). The mean scale scores in the present report should be used for comparing

the 2021 wave to previous waves.



Figure 2-1

Components of the NCAS instrument, 2021
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Types of violence scales (continued)

As Figure 2-1 shows, the Technology-Facilitated Abuse
Scale (TFAS) includes understanding and attitude items
drawn from the UVAWS and AVAWS. All other type of
violence scales consist only of attitude items from the
AVAWS. Together, the Domestic Violence Scale (DVS) and
the Sexual Violence Scale (SVS) comprise almost all of
the items in the AVAWS (41 of 43 items).

As some items were relevant to more than one type of
violence, they were included in multiple type of violence
scales. Items from the Sexual Assault Scale (SAS) and
Sexual Harassment Scale (SHS) were combined to form
the Sexual Violence Scale (SVS). In addition, two attitude
items were included in both the SVS and the TFAS.

The DVS and SVS do not have any overlapping items.
The four items about sexual violence within a domestic
relationship are included only in the SVS, not the DVS.
The lack of overlap between the DVS and SVS allowed
comparison of respondents’ scores on these scales.

Higher scale scores on the type of violence scales
indicate higher understanding and attitudinal rejection
of technology-facilitated abuse (TFAS), and higher
attitudinal rejection of domestic violence (DVS), sexual
assault (SAS), sexual harassment (SHS) and sexual
violence in general (SVS).

Groups of items that do not sit in a scale
In addition to the nine scales, there are three groups of

items in the 2021 instrument that are not part of a scale.
These items are reported on at the individual item level.

These three groups of items are:

* Bystander items - these items were used to examine
whether respondents would be bothered by and
would intend to intervene if they witnessed disrespect
or abuse of women by asking about three different
scenarios:

o amale work friend telling a sexist joke (Scenario B1)
o amale boss telling a sexist joke (Scenario B2)

o amale friend verbally abusing his partner (Scenario

B3).

The scenarios were deliberately designed to vary in
terms of the type of disrespectful behaviour (a sexist
joke versus verbal abuse) and the relationship of the
perpetrator to the bystander (a male friend versus a
male boss).

e The Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander
respondents’ module - these items aimed to ask

Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander respondents,
inaculturallysafeand appropriate manner, abouttheir
perceptions of service responses to violence against
Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander women. These
results will be discussed in a forthcoming paper on
Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander respondents.

¢ Additional knowledge items - these items include two
items about the law, two items about perception of
violence against women as a problem in Australia
and locally, an item about knowledge of support
services for domestic violence, and an item about
sexual assault knowledge. The results of these items
are presented in break-out boxes in the relevant
chapters.”

Changes since 2017 to demographic items

New or revised demographic items were included in
2021 on biological sex, gender, sexuality and disability
to provide additional and more inclusive demographic
information and to capture gender identity, diversity
and experience more accurately, in keeping with current
standards. These items were drafted in consultation
with relevant organisations represented on the NCAS
Advisory Group and other stakeholders, including
government, peak and advocacy bodies.

The 2017 item on biological sex was altered into several
items in 2021 to capture gender identity, diversity and
experience more accurately, in keeping with current
standards. A new item was also added to capture
sexuality. In consultation with relevant stakeholders,
the 2021 NCAS incorporated demographic items from
the ABS Standard for Sex, Gender, Variations of Sex
Characteristics and Sexual Orientation Variables 2020
(hereafter, “ABS Standard”; ABS, 2021h). The 2021
NCAS was the first large-scale data collection with a
representative sample of the Australian population to
implement the ABS Standard.

Sex

“Sex” refers to the biological sex recorded or presumed
for a person at birth. To capture information on sex,
respondents were asked, “What sex was recorded on
your birth certificate when you were born?” We report
on the number of male and female respondents in the
2021 sample (Section 2.4), but do not present results on
understanding or attitudes based on biological sex.

Gender identity
“Gender identity” refers to people’s internal sense of their

13 These three groups of items were not suited for combining into scales because they were conditionally asked based on respondents’ previous
answers (bystander items) or because they tapped into nuanced issues (Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander respondents’ module and

knowledge items).



gender and how they describe themselves. To measure
gender identity, respondents were asked, “How do you
describe your gender?” and, if needed, “Gender refers to
your current gender which may be different to the sex
recorded at birth or on legal documents”. Throughout
this report, gender identity is based on the respondents’
response to this item and is referred to for simplicity as
“gender”.

NCAS results are reported for three categories of gender:
men, women and non-binary people. In 2021, for the first
time, the NCAS reports on the results for non-binary
and gender-diverse respondents, where there were
sufficient numbers for reliable reporting. The sample
included 78 respondents who explicitly identified as
“non-binary”. The sample also included another three
respondents who identified outside the gender binary
but used a term other than “non-binary”. This number of
respondents (N = 3) was too small for reliable reporting
on them as a separate group. Thus, all 81 respondents
who identified outside the gender binary are reported
on as a single group. Based on stakeholder advice and
for ease of reporting, “non-binary” is used in the present
report as an umbrella term to refer to all respondents
who reported they were non-binary or another gender
identity outside the gender binary.

Gender experience

“Gender experience” refers to how individuals experience
gender, and the extent to which their gender identity
matches or deviates from the sex recorded or presumed
forthem at birth. Examples of gender experience include
“cisgender”, which refers to people who identify their
gender as the same as the sex that was presumed for
them at birth; and “transgender”, which is an inclusive
umbrella term referring to people whose gender is
different from the sex recorded or presumed for them
at birth and is not contingent on how they socially,
medically or legally affirm their gender (Transhub, 2021).

Following the ABS Standard, the 2021 NCAS used a two-
step method to classify cis and trans experiences in the
NCAS sample. This two-step method involved cross-
classifying responses to demographic items on current
gender (i.e. “"How do you describe your gender?”) and
sex recorded at birth (i.e. “What sex was recorded on
your birth certificate when you were born?”). In line with
stakeholder advice, we report on the number of trans
and cis respondents in the 2021 sample (Section 2.4), but
do not present results on the understanding or attitudes
held by these groups of respondents. Thus, when
reporting the NCAS results, the category of “women”

includes cis and trans women, and the category of
“men” includes cis and trans men. By grouping together
respondents with cis and trans experiences of gender,
the analyses cannot tell us whether the understanding
and attitudes measured differ by cis or trans experience.
However, reporting the results in this way respects
respondents’ stated gender identity.

Intersex

For the first time in 2021, respondents were asked,
“Were you born with a variation of sex characteristics,
sometimes called ‘intersex’ or ‘DSD?” (disorder/
difference of sex development). We report on the
number of intersex or DSD respondents in the 2021
sample (Section 2.4), but do not present results on the
understanding or attitudes held by intersex respondents.

Sexuality

In 2021, an item on sexuality was included in the NCAS
forthe firsttime to provide moreinclusive reporting. This
item asked, “How would you describe your sexuality?”,
with the following response options being read out to
respondents:

* heterosexual/straight

¢ lesbhian

* gay

* bisexual or pansexual

* queer

e another term [please specify]

» prefer not to say/unanswered.’

Theresponseoption“anotherterm”allowed respondents
(who did not identify with one of the sexualities read out)
to specify the term that they prefer to use (e.g. “asexual”,

“diverse”). As there were insufficient numbers to report
separately on each sexuality identified, the results
below (and throughout the report) are provided for the
following five sexuality groupings:

¢ heterosexual

¢ lesbian

* gay

¢ bisexual or pansexual

« asexual, queer or diverse sexualities."”

Disability

The 2017 item on disability was amended to better
capture the range of disabilities and long-term health
conditions, including stress-related, mental health,
intellectual and physical conditions. An additional item
was added to capture the impact of disability on core

14 This item was developed in accordance with stakeholder advice and the ABS Standard (ABS, 2021h).

15 These groupings were decided in consultation with stakeholders.
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activities. These changes brought the measurement of
disability in the NCAS in line with the ABS's PSS; the ABS's
Disability, Ageing and Carers Survey; and the Census
(ABS, 2017, 2018a, 2018c).

Changes since 2017 to measurement of
understanding and attitudes

As outlined below, the 2017 NCAS instrument was
redeveloped for 2021, retaining many items to facilitate
examination of changes in understanding and attitudes
over time.

New items were added to better measure understanding
and attitudes regarding forms of violence that have
emerged recently or have not been a major focus of the
NCAS previously.

Violence against women involving intersectional
inequalities

The 2021 NCAS includes new items on forms of violence
against women that are related to intersectional forms
of oppression (see also Section 1.2). Specifically, new
items were added to examine understanding of the
range of behaviours that constitute domestic violence,
including controlling, threatening or neglecting a partner
in ways that target an aspect of the partner’s identity
or experience, such as their migrant or disability status,
gender experience, sexuality or religion (UVAWS). Two
attitude items were added to examine trust in women's
reports of violence where the women had mental health
issues, or where the women were lesbian or bisexual
(AVAWS).

Technology-facilitated abuse, sexual harassment
and stalking

ltems on technology-facilitated abuse, sexual
harassment and stalking were added to the NCAS to
allow more detailed reporting on these forms of violence.
As already noted, with the addition of new items there
were sufficient items on technology-facilitated abuse to
develop a psychometrically validated scale on this form
of violence. Similarly, with the addition of new items it
was possible to develop a Sexual Assault Scale and a
Sexual Harassment Scale.’®

Changes to main scales since 2017
Table 2-1 details the changes to the three main scales

since 2017, including the number of retained items and
the number of new items. The UVAWS retained the same
name as in 2017, whereas the AGIS was previously called
the Gender Equality Attitudes Scale (GEAS) and the
AVAWS was called the Community Attitudes Supportive
of Violence against Women Scale (CASVAWS).

Most UVAWS items present statements describing
behaviours enacted againstwomen and ask respondents
whether they are forms of violence against women. A
higher score represents more “yes” responses to the
statements, indicating higher understanding of violence
against women. The UVAWS was substantially expanded
since 2017, when it comprised only six items and no
subscales. The 2021 UVAWS comprises three subscales
and 19 items. The 2017 UVAWS examined understanding
of violence against women and understanding of
domestic violence. These items were split into two
subscales in 2021 - the Recognise Violence Against
Women (VAW) Subscale and the Recognise Domestic
Violence (DV) Subscale - and both subscales were
expanded to draw on the new content on violence driven
by intersecting inequalities and technology-facilitated
abuse. In addition, a third subscale - the Understand
Gendered Domestic Violence (DV) Subscale - was added,
which comprises three (revised) items from the 2017
NCAS that were not included in the 2017 UVAWS.

The AGIS presents statements about gender inequality
and asks respondents whether they agree or disagree.
A higher score represents higher disagreement with the
statements, indicating stronger attitudinal rejection of
gender inequality. The 2021 AGIS is identical to the 2017
GEAS, exceptthat one item was removed because of poor
statistical fit.”” The name of the scale was changed to
reflect that the items present statements about gender
inequality (rather than gender equality). The same
five subscales were retained as in 2017, although their
names were also changed to better reflect the content
of the items they contain. The 2021 AGIS subscales are
the Reinforce Gender Roles, Undermine Leadership,
Limit Autonomy, Normalise Sexism and Deny Inequality
subscales.’

The AVAWS presents statements about violence
against women and asks respondents if they agree or
disagree with these statements. Notably, the scoring
of the AVAWS was reversed compared to 2017. Higher
scores in 2021 indicate higher disagreement with the
statements, indicating stronger attitudinal rejection of

16 There were insufficient items for constructing a reliable scale on attitudes to stalking.

17 The removed item was ATT4qq: “Women often flirt with men just to be hurtful.”

18 These subscales correspond to the following GEAS subscales in the 2017 NCAS: Promote rigid gender roles, stereotypes and expressions;
Undermine women's independence and decision-making in public life; Undermine women'’s independence and decision-making in private life;
Condone male peer relations involving aggression and disrespect towards women; and Deny gender inequality is a problem.



violence against women. In contrast, higher scores in
2017 indicated stronger attitudinal support for violence
against women. The 2021 AVAWS was expanded from
the 2017 CASVAWS and its subscales were revised from
four in 2017 to three in 2021. The name of the scale was
changed as the scale measures the level of rejection of
violence against women rather than the level of support
of violence against women.

Importantly, the change to the direction of the AVAWS
scoring was made so that scores on all scales in 2021
run in the same direction to aid interpretation and
comparison of scales. That is, in 2021, higher scores
on all scales and subscales indicate more “positive”
understanding or attitudes.”

Table 2-1: Changes to main scales, 2021

2021 Key differences from 2017
scale
UVAWS Expanded, subscales created
, Identical to 2017 except 1 item removed,
Hels same subscales
,  Expanded, subscales revised and scoring
UL reversed
Note:

a This scale was called the GEAS in 2017.
b This scale was called the CASVAWS in 2017.

New items were developed according to strict social
science methods and involved a comprehensive scan
of existing peer-reviewed literature and validated
questionnaires for relevant items, as well as cognitive
testing, psychometric scale validation and pilot testing.
To make room for new items, some items from the 2017
NCAS were removed. Items were removed based on
their lack of clarity and precision (according to cognitive
or pilot testing), their poor statistical performance or fit,
or because new content was deemed to have greater
policy or research relevance.?’ For example, the following
three constructs were removed because they were less
likely to reveal new insights compared to new items on
technology-facilitated violence and violence resulting
from intersectional inequalities:

e factors that contribute to domestic violence
¢ prejudice attitudes
e general violence attitudes.?'

Total items  Items also Items in New items
in 2021 in 2017 2017 NCAS in 2021
scale but not in
2017 scales
19 6 5 8
17 17 0 0
43 32 6 5

19 In 2017, lower scores on the CASVAWS indicated greater attitudinal rejection of violence against women, whereas higher scores on the UVAWS
indicated higher understanding of violence against women and higher scores on the GEAS indicated higher attitudinal support for gender equality

(or higher rejection of gender inequality).

20 See Technical report, Chapter T4, for details about the redevelopment of the survey instrument and the removal of items.

21 See Technical report, Chapters T3 and T4, for further details about the differences between the 2021 and 2017 NCAS instruments. Technical
report Table T3-1 details all the items included in 2021, including new items and those retained from 2017. Technical report Table T4-1 details the

2017 items that were not included in 2021.
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2.3 Sampling

The sample consisted of 19,100 Australians aged 16 years
or over, who were interviewed via mobile telephone. The
sampling approach largely involved random digit dialling
(RDD) of mobile telephones, which was supplemented or

“topped up” with listed mobile telephones. Eighty-one per
cent of the interviews were achieved via RDD. Random
probability sampling,?? such as RDD mobile sampling, is
widely acknowledged as the best approach for achieving
a sample that best reflects the demographic profile of
the population and allows for accurate reporting about
the population.

It was not practicable to use RDD mobile sampling for
the entire sample for two reasons. First, to support
reliable reporting at the state and territory level, small
population states were purposely “oversampled” so that
a minimum of 1,000 interviews were achieved in each
jurisdiction.® As RDD sampling of mobile telephones
cannot use location information, it was necessary to
use listed mobile telephones to efficiently achieve the
additional interviews required in the smaller population
states.

Second, an additional 1,600 interviews with Victorians
were required (i.e. in addition to the expected number
based on random sampling).?* Again, listed mobile
telephones were used to conduct these additional
interviews in Victoria.®

A response rate of 11 per cent was achieved.? Although
low in absolute terms and lower than the 2017 response
rate of 17 per cent, this is consistent with the notable
decline in survey response rates globally (Pickett et al.,
2018). Response rates do not create bias in the sample
unless reasons for response (such as incentives) or
non-response are related to the outcome of interest
(Groves & Peytcheva, 2008; Hendra & Hill, 2019; Pickett
et al., 2018). Steps were taken to ensure a random and
representative sample, including random sampling and
weighting, so the low response rate is unlikely to have
affected outcomes.

To maximise the range of topics that could be explored,
some survey items were not asked of the full sample but
were “split-sampled”. That is, the sample was randomly
allocated into four subsets of approximately 4,775
respondents each. A minority of items were asked only
of half the sample (two subsets) or one quarter of the
sample (one subset). Items that were not asked of the
full sample are noted in tables and figures.

In addition to English, interviews were available in
the other 10 languages most commonly spoken in
Australia,?” using translated versions of the instrument
and bilingual interviewers. Of the 19,100 interviews, 116
were conducted in languages other than English.

Weighting

Random population-level surveys such as the NCAS
usually produce samples with similar demographics
to the population. However, some sections of the
community can be somewhat under-represented in
random surveys, for example, because they are less
likely to own a telephone or less likely to agree to an
interview. Weighting is typically used with population-
level surveys to adjust for any such small differences
between the sample and the population that may be due
to non-coverage or non-response. By aligning the sample
to population benchmarks, weighting strengthens
confidence that the survey results accurately represent
the population.

The following demographic benchmarks were used to

align the non-Indigenous respondents in each state or

territory with the demographic profile of the population

in that jurisdiction:

* gender

* age by education

* region (i.e. capital city versus rest of state)

e country of birth (i.e. main language is English versus
other language).

22 Random probability sampling means that each person in the population has an equal chance of being selected for interview.

23 Random sampling results in each jurisdiction being sampled in proportion to their population numbers. This approach would have resulted in
only a few hundred interviews in the Australian Capital Territory, the Northern Territory and Tasmania, which would likely have been insufficient
for reliable reporting at the jurisdictional level. The jurisdictional-level findings for each state and territory will be reported on separately from

the present report.

24 These additional interviews (or “booster” sample) for Victoria were funded by Respect Victoria. They were not required from the perspective
of representativeness of the Victorian sample but were commissioned to facilitate more fine-grained analysis of Victoria’s results (after the

publication of the present report).

25 See Section 2.4 for a full breakdown of the sample by jurisdiction.

26 SeeTechnical report, Section T8.4, for the calculation of the response rates and Technical report, Section T8.5, for reasons for refusal to participate.
The cooperation rate was 80.1 per cent and the refusal rate was 15.0 per cent.

27 These languages were Arabic, Cantonese, Croatian, Greek, Italian, Mandarin, Serbian, Spanish, Turkish and Vietnamese.



Use of state and territory rather than national
benchmarks facilitates accurate reporting at both the
jurisdictional and national level.

With the exception of country of birth, the same
demographic benchmarks were used to align the
Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander sample with
the demographic profile of the national population of
Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander peoples. There
were insufficient numbers of Aboriginal and/or Torres
Strait Islander respondents to use state/territory
benchmarks rather than national benchmarks for these
respondents.2®

To allow accurate reporting for Australia as a whole, the
weights assigned to Indigenous and non-Indigenous

Table 2-2: Demographics of the final sample, 2021

respondents were combined into a single weighting
variable which also adjusted for the oversampling of the
smaller population states and Victoria.

Additional weighting variables were also derived based
on this weighting approach to facilitate reporting on
each state/territory.?*

2.4 Demographics of the
final sample

Table 2-2 presents the number of respondents in each
demographic group.

Demographic factor Demographic group Unweighted Weighted
N % N %
Gender Men 8,860 46 9,299 49
Women 10,122 53 9,658 51
Non-binary respondents 81 <1 106 1
Total answered 19,063 100 19,063 100
Sex Male 8,896 47 9,338 49
Female 10,174 53 9,731 51
Another term 3 <1 5 <1
Total 19,073 100 19,074 100
Intersex/DSD? Yes 72 <1 99 1
No 18,437 97 18,234 96
Unsure 481 3 638 3
Total answered 18,990 100 18,971 100
Gender experience® Cis respondents 18,916 99 18,882 99
Trans (including non-binary) respondents 127 1 162 1
Inadequately described 57 <1 56 0
Total 19,100 100 19,100 100

Continues on next page

28 As only a very small number of Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander respondents indicated that they were born in a country other than
Australia, there was no need to use country of birth as a benchmark. The weighting for Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander respondents was
decided in consultation with the NCAS Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander Advisory Group.

29 See Technical report, Chapter T11, for more details about weighting.
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Demographic factor

Age (in years)

Sexuality

Disability

Aboriginal and/or
Torres Strait Islanderc

Country of birth
and length of time
in Australia®

Demographic group

16-24 years

25-34 years

35-44 years

45-54 years

55-64 years

65-74 years

75+ years

Total

Heterosexual

Lesbian

Gay

Bisexual or pansexual
Asexual, queer or diverse sexualities
Total answered
Disability - moderate/profound impact
Disability - no/mild impact
No disability

Total answered

Yes, Aboriginal

Yes, Torres Strait Islander
Yes, both

No

Unsure

Total answered

Born in Australia

MESC: 0-5 years

MESC: 6-10 years

MESC: >10 years
N-MESC: 0-5 years
N-MESC: 6-10 years
N-MESC: >10 years

Total answered

Unweighted
N %
1,669 9
2,708 14
3,028 16
3,421 18
3,801 20
3,156 17
1,317 7
19,100 100
17,504 94
158 1
262 1
630 3
151 1
18,705 100
2,343 12
3,141 17
13,454 71
18,938 100
405 2
20 <1
17 <1
18,594 98
35 <1
19,071 100
13,761 73
90 <1
162 1
1,754 9
517 3
489 3
2,167 11
18,940 100

Weighted
N %
2,692 14
3,548 19
3,200 17
3,002 16
2,773 15
2,192 11
1,693 9
19,100 100
17,328 93
126 1
251 1
768 4
171 1
18,643 100
2,524 13
3,072 16
13,321 70
18,917 100
376 2
13 <1
14 <1
18,623 98
45 <1
19,070 100
12,664 67
91 <1
172 1
1,536 8
829 4
708 4
2,915 15
18,913 100

Continues on next page



Demographic factor

English proficiency®

Formal education

Main labour activityf

State/Territory

Socioeconomic
status of area?

Demographic group

English at home

LOTE: good/very good English
LOTE: no/poor English
Total answered
University or higher
Trade/certificate/diploma
Secondary or below
Total answered
Employed

Unemployed

Home duties

Student

Retired

Unable to work
Volunteering

Other

Total answered
Australian Capital Territory
New South Wales
Northern Territory
Queensland

South Australia
Tasmania

Victoria

Western Australia

Total

1 - Lowest status

2 - Second-lowest status
3 - Middle status

4 - Second-highest status
5 - Highest status

Total with valid area status

Unweighted
N %
15,981 84
2,951 15
138 1
19,070 100
8,760 46
5,184 27
5,040 27
18,984 100
11,563 61
671 4
1,076 6
1,044 5
3,998 21
586 3
68 <1
41 <1
19,047 100
1,006 5
4,330 23
1,000 5
3,055 16
1,110 6
1,000 5
6,143 32
1,456 8
19,100 100
2,518 13
2,952 16
3,612 19
4,023 21
5,750 30
18,855 100

Weighted
N %
15,034 79
3,743 20
278 1
19,055 21
5137 27
7,012 37
6,848 36
18,997 100
11,032 58
853 4
1,228 6
1,664 9
3,507 18
649 3
67 <1
41 <1
19,041 100
319 2
6,083 32
177 1
3,810 20
1,335 7
408 2
5,010 26
1,960 10
19,100 100
2,904 15
3,228 17
4,039 21
3,848 20
4,767 25
18,786 100

Continues on next page
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Demographic factor Demographic group Unweighted Weighted
N % N %

Remoteness Major city 12,683 67 13,504 72

Regional 5,770 31 5,009 27

Remote 424 2 303 2

Total with valid remoteness by postcode 18,877 100 18,816 100
Employed men: Highly men-dominated (275% men) 2,540 48 2,910 53
Gender composition of ;. yominated (60-74% men) 843 16 848 15
respondent’s occupation

Gender-balanced (<59% for each gender) 1,094 21 965 18

Women-dominated (60-74% women) 438 8 406 7

Highly women-dominated (=75% women) 382 7 352 6

Total employed men respondents 5,297 100 5,481 100
Employed women: Highly men-dominated (275% men) 568 " 521 12
Gender composition of ;0 yominated (60-74% men) 452 9 403 9
respondent’s occupation

Gender-balanced (<59% for each gender) 1125 22 949 21

Women-dominated (60-74% women) 979 19 853 19

Highly women-dominated (=75% women) 1,904 38 1,700 38

Total employed women respondents 5,028 100 4,426 100
Men: Gender Mainly/totally women (women-dominated) 178 8 212 9
composition of social Equally men and women (gender-balanced) 1,509 69 1,536 66
network~

Mainly/totally men (men-dominated) 505 23 593 25

Total men respondents 2,192 100 2,341 100
Women: Gender Mainly/totally women (women-dominated) 975 39 886 36
composition of social Equally men and women (gender-balanced) 1,449 57 1,430 59
network~

Mainly/totally men (men-dominated) 105 4 122 5

Total women respondents 2,529 100 2,439 100

Note: Totals do not always add to 19,100 due to split-sampling and/
or unanswered items by some respondents. Unweighted percentages
reflect the proportion of respondents with that demographic
characteristic in the sample, whereas weighted percentages reflect
each demographic group’s share of the Australian population.

a Respondents were asked, “Were you born with a variation of sex
characteristics, sometimes called ‘intersex’ or ‘DSD?”, and provided
with the following clarification if needed: “Intersex people are born with
physical sex characteristics that do not fit typical definitions of male
or female bodies. For example, this may include characteristics related
to sexual anatomy, reproductive organs, hormonal patterns and/or
chromosomal patterns. DSD stands for disorder of sex development.”
Note that some people with DSD prefer the term “difference of sex
development” rather than “disorder of sex development” or “intersex”.
“Intersex” implies “between the sexes”, whereas many people with DSD
identify themselves as strongly male or female. Information on intersex
or DSD is used here to describe the sample but was not used in analysis.

b Gender experience was used to describe the sample but was not
included in any analyses (Section 2.2).

¢ Results for Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander respondents will
be reported in a forthcoming paper.

d “MESC” refers to people born in a main English-speaking overseas
country (ABS classification) and “N-MESC” refers to people born in a
non-main English-speaking country. The number of years refers to the
number of years since the respondent moved to Australia.

e “"LOTE" refers to language other than English spoken at home.

f “Other” main labour activities included unpaid or overseas work,
starting a business, on holiday etc.

g "“Socioeconomic status of area” refers to an ABS measure of
socioeconomic conditions in geographic areas in terms of people’s
access to material and social resources, and their opportunity to
participate in society (SEIFA quintiles).

~ Asked of one quarter of the sample.



2.5 Analysis and reporting

As discussed below, the data analysis involved multiple
measures and statistical techniques to ensure that
conclusions were based on a thorough investigation
of the data from different angles. Data analysis was
conducted both on individual items and on scale and
subscale scores.3? Further, analysis of scale and subscale
scores included examination of both:

* mean scale and subscale scores for all scales

¢ dichotomous classifications of respondents into
“advanced” and “developing” categories on each scale.

More specifically:

* Mean scale and subscale scores for all scales
were used to examine respondents’ average level
of understanding or average level of rejection of
problematic attitudes.

e The proportion of respondents with “advanced” (i.e.
strong) rather than “developing” (i.e. more limited)
understanding of violence against women or rejection
of problematic attitudes according to each scale is
also reported to supplement the mean scores.

Mean scores are useful for summarising community
understanding and attitudes at a single point in time
and for determining whether there have been significant
changes over time (see below). However, mean scores
do not intrinsically indicate what might be considered a
very “high” level of understanding or very “progressive”
attitudes. Consequently, theclassification ofrespondents

into “advanced” and “developing” categories was used
to provide information on how Australia is tracking
against the aspiration that everyone in the community
has “advanced” understanding and attitudes regarding
violence against women. Respondents were classified as
either “advanced” or “developing” on each scale based
on their answers to the scale’s items. As the classification
was meantto provide information againstan aspirational
goal, a strict criterion was used for each scale. To be
classified in the “advanced” category on each scale,
respondents had to disagree (strongly or somewhat)
with all the items describing problematic attitudes or to
recognise that all the problematic behaviours described
by the items are (always or usually) forms of violence.
Table 2-3 presents further details of the criterion used
to classify respondents as “advanced” on each scale. The
remaining respondents were classified as “developing”
on each scale.

Please note that the 2017 NCAS report used quartiles
instead of the above “advanced"/"developing”
classification method to report on the proportion of
respondents with the highest understanding and the
most progressive attitudes. Given that the methods
were different, it is not appropriate to compare the 2017
results based on quartiles with the 2021 results based
on the advanced/developing classification. As detailed in
the Technical report, Chapter T13, the quartile method
was replaced because, unlike the 2021 classification
method, it cannot be used to make comparisons over
time or to assess the absolute level of understanding or
progressive attitudes held by respondents.

30 All data analysis was conducted using IBM SPSS Data Collection Survey Reporter version 7 and using R (R Core Team, 2022).
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Table 2-3: Criterion defining “advanced” category for each scale, 2021

Respondents in the “advanced”
category have strong ...

”

Respondents in the “developing
category have more limited ...

understanding of violence against
women

Scale Description of Criterion for the “advanced”
scale items category for this scale®
UVAWS? Items ask if Answered "yes, always” the behaviour
behaviours is violence for at least 75% of items
are a form of and “yes, usually” to the remaining
violence items (or the equivalent)

AGIS, AVAWS, !tems describe

DVS, SVS, problematic attitudes for at least 75% of items

SAS, SHS attitudes and “somewhat disagreed” with the
remaining items (or the equivalent)

TEAS Items either ask  Answered “yes, always"” the behaviour

if behaviours

“Strongly disagreed” with problematic

is violence or “strongly disagreed” with

rejection of gender inequality (AGIS),
violence against women (AVAWS),
domestic violence (DVS), sexual
violence (SVS), sexual assault (SAS) and
sexual harassment (SHS)

understanding and rejection of
technology-facilitated abuse

are a form problematic attitudes for at least 75%
of violence of items, and answered the remaining
or describe items “yes, usually” or “somewhat
problematic disagree” (or the equivalent)
attitudes

a Due to split-sampling, there were some scales where no respondent received all the scale’s items. Thus, for each scale, the first step was to
determine the Jowest scale score among the respondents who had received the most scale items and met the criterion. Second, this “cut-off” scale
score was used to categorise all respondents as either “advanced” or “developing” based on whether their scale score was higher or lower than the
cut-off. For the UVAWS, none of the three items comprising one subscale (the Understand Gendered DV Subscale) were included in the determination
of the cut-off score because they were asked of only one quarter of respondents.

Univariate analyses

Univariate, bivariate and multivariate data analyses
were conducted as summarised below. Univariate
analysis involves one variable only. Univariate analyses
were used to report on:

e the sample's responses to each understanding,
attitude and bystander item (e.g. percentage of
respondents who disagreed/agreed with an item)

* the percentage of the sample categorised as having
“advanced” understanding or attitudes according to
each scale.

Bivariate analyses

Bivariate analysis examines the direct or straightforward
relationship between two variables, such as an outcome
of interest (e.g. attitudes towards violence against

women) and one other variable (e.g. a demographic
factor such as age). Thus, these analyses do not consider
the effect of any other variables that may be related to
the two variables being examined. Bivariate analyses
provide a starting point for examining which variables
may be associated with understanding or attitudes.

The bivariate analyses examined:

e comparisons over time, comparing the 2021 results to
previous NCAS waves, for:
o each understanding, attitude and bystander item
o each scale and subscale (based on mean scores)?'

e comparisons between different scales and subscales
in 2021 (based on mean scores)3?

* comparisons between different demographic groups
in terms of “advanced” understanding or attitudes.

31 With the exception of the TFAS, there was sufficient overlap between each scale’s items in 2021 and the scale’s items in previous waves to allow

reliable comparisons of scale scores over time.

32 In 2021, it was possible for the first time to compare mean scores on different scales by anchoring the Rasch scores for all scales to the GVIS. We
could examine, for example, if respondents’ attitudes towards gender inequality (AGIS scores) were more or less “advanced” than their attitudes
towards violence against women (AVAWS scores). This anchoring approach was also applied retrospectively to data from previous NCAS waves to
allow for comparisons between the 2021 scores and the scores from previous NCAS waves.



Statistical significance for bivariate analyses

Tests of statistical significance were used to determine
whether a difference observed in the sample (e.g.
over time or between demographic groups) is likely
to represent a true and meaningful difference in
the population. Throughout the report, statistically
significant results are noted in tables and figures and are
referred to as “significant” in the text. Bivariate results
are reported as statistically “significant” if:

« the difference was significant at the 95 per cent
confidence level (p < 0.05), after adjusting for multiple
comparisons via the Benjamini and Yekutieli (2001)
method, and

« the difference was of non-negligible effect size
according to Cohen’s d 0.2.%

Multivariate analyses

An outcome variable of interest (e.g. understanding of
violence) can be related to multiple factors (e.g. multiple
demographic factors) and these factors can also be
related to one another. As bivariate analyses examine the
relationship of the outcome variable to only one factor
at a time, they cannot provide information on which
factors are most strongly related to the outcome. For
example, the demographic factors of age and education
level are related such that younger people tend to have a
lower level of education. If education level is associated
with an outcome of interest, bivariate analyses cannot
determine whether this association is due to education
or age or both.

Thus, multivariate analyses were used to determine
whichfactors were most predictive of understanding and
attitudes. Multivariate analysis examines therelationship
of an outcome variable of interest (e.g. understanding
of violence) to multiple factors considered together (e.g.
multiple demographic factors). Two types of multivariate
analyses were conducted: multiple linear regression
analysis and multiple logistic regression analysis. Unlike
bivariate analysis, these types of regression analyses
can determine which of multiple factors:

* are independently related to or “predict” the outcome
variable, after adjusting for any relationships between
the factors

e are mostimportant in predicting the outcome variable,
after adjusting for any relationships between factors.

Multiple linear regression analyses are appropriate when
the outcome variable is a continuous variable, such as a
scale score that can range from 0 to 100. Multiple linear
regression analyses were used to determine which
input variables best predict the following scale scores as
outcome variables:

¢ UVAWS scores - understanding of violence against
women

¢ AGIS scores - rejection of gender inequality

* AVAWS scores - rejection of violence against women.

Multiple logistic regression analyses are appropriate when
the outcome variable is a dichotomous variable, such as

engaging versus not engaging in a prosocial behaviour.

Multiple logistic regression analyses were used to
determine the predictors of bystander responses when
witnessing disrespect or abuse. These models examined
the input variables that predict likelihood of:

¢ being bothered by a male friend telling a sexist joke
(Friend sexist joke - bothered)

* being bothered by a male boss telling a sexist joke
(Boss sexist joke - bothered)

* intervening if a male friend told a sexist joke (Friend
sexist joke - intervene)

e intervening if a male boss told a sexist joke (Boss
sexist joke - intervene)

e intervening if a male friend verbally abused his
partner (Friend verbal abuse - intervene).

The regression analyses examined if each outcome
variable could be predicted by both demographic factors
and relevant aspects of understanding and attitudes as
measured by the main scales. As summarised in Table
2-4, three regression models were generally conducted
for each outcome variable to examine the predictive
ability of:

1. the demographic factors only (Model 1)

2. the relevant scales only (Model 2)

3. boththe demographic factors and the relevant scales
together (Model 3).

Table 2-4 details the scales used as predictors in each
model.

The model on how well each outcome of interest can be
predicted by respondents’ demographic characteristics
alone (Model 1) was conducted to identify any key
differences between demographic groups to assist

33 Aresult of p < 0.05 means we can be 95 per cent confident that a difference between respondents reflects a true difference in the population.

However, particularly with large samples, it is possible to detect significant or true differences in the population that are unlikely to have any
practical import because they are of negligible size. Thus, the Cohen'’s d test of effect size was used to assess if the size of the difference was
large enough to potentially have some practical import. Cohen’s d < 0.2 suggests that the difference is of negligible size and unlikely to have any

practical import.
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policymakers and practitioners to target education and
prevention initiatives more effectively to the specific
needs of different demographic groups.3*

The model on how well each outcome of interest can
be predicted by respondents’ understanding and
attitudes alone (Model 2) was conducted to identify
the key aspects of understanding and attitudes most
related to the outcome of interest. As attitudes towards
violence against women (AVAWS) are the key focus of the
NCAS, the UVAWS and AGIS were examined as potential
predictors of the AVAWS, but not vice versa. The UVAWS
was also examined as a potential predictor of the AGIS.

Table 2-4: Multiple regression models, 2021

Outcome variable of interest

UVAWS Model 1

UVAWS

AGIS AGIS Model 1
AGIS Model 2
AGIS Model 3
AGIS Model 4

AVAWS AVAWS Model 1

AVAWS Model 2
AVAWS Model 3
AVAWS Model 4

Friend sexist joke - Bothered B1 - Bothered Model 1

(B1- Bothered) B1 - Bothered Model 2

B1 - Bothered Model 3

Boss sexist joke — Bothered B2 - Bothered Model 1

(B2 - Bothered) B2 - Bothered Model 2

B1 - Bothered Model 3

Model number

Additional models were conducted to examine which of
the UVAWS and AGIS subscales were most responsible
for the relationships involving the UVAWS and AGIS as
input variables (Table 2-4). The demographic factors
examined as potential predictors in the models are
stated in the note to Table 2-4.

The model with both demographics and scales (Model
3) was used to provide an estimate of how much of the
variation in the outcome of interest can be explained
by a person’s demographics and their understanding
and attitudes, and how much of the variation is left
unexplained by these factors.

Input variables
Demographics
Demographics
UVAWS
Demographics, UVAWS
UVAWS subscales
Demographics
UVAWS, AGIS
Demographics, UVAWS, AGIS
UVAWS subscales, AGIS subscales
Demographics
UVAWS, AGIS, AVAWS, V1

Demographics, UVAWS, AGIS,
AVAWS, V1

Demographics
UVAWS, AGIS, AVAWS, V1

Demographics, UVAWS, AGIS,
AVAWS, V1

Continues on next page

34 Scales were not included in this model because policymakers and practitioners rarely know the understanding and attitudes of a target group
before intervening. Thus, knowing the impact of demographics after adjusting for understanding and attitudes is less likely to be useful in

practice.



Outcome variable of interest Model number Input variables

B1 - Intervene Model 1 Demographics

Friend sexist joke - Intervene

(B1 - Intervene)

B1 - Intervene Model 2 UVAWS, AGIS, AVAWS, V1

B1 - Intervene Model 3 Demographics, UVAWS, AGIS,

AVAWS, V1

B2 - Intervene Model 1 Demographics

Boss sexist joke — Intervene

(B2 - Intervene)

B2 - Intervene Model 2 UVAWS, AGIS, AVAWS, V1

B2 - Intervene Model 3 Demographics, UVAWS, AGIS,

AVAWS, V1

B3 - Intervene Model 1 Demographics

Friend verbal abuse -

Intervene

B3 - Intervene Model 2 UVAWS, AGIS, AVAWS

(B3 - Intervene)

B3 - Intervene Model 3 Demographics, UVAWS, AGIS, AVAWS

Note: The demographic factors included as input variables in the models were generally age, gender, sexuality, disability, country of birth and
length of time in Australia, English proficiency, formal education, main labour activity, socioeconomic status of area and remoteness of area. Due
to insufficient numbers in some sexuality groups, sexuality was not included as a demographic input variable for the bystander models. Unlike the
B3 (verbal abuse) model, the B1 and B2 (sexist joke) bystander models also included gender composition of social network as a demographic input
variable and included item V1 (“Do you agree or disagree that violence against women is a problem in Australia?”) together with the scale input
variables. These variables could not be included in the B3 model because they were not asked of the quarter sample who were asked about the B3
scenario. The demographic groups compared for each demographic factor are shown in the tables presenting the regression results in the relevant
chapters (Tables 4-4, 5-6, 6-4, 8-2 and 9-1).

Model fit and statistical significance for
multivariate analyses

Model fit

Each model initially included the input variables detailed
in Table 2-4. Input variables were removed from the
final version of a model if their inclusion did not improve
the goodness of fit of the model according to Akaike's
Information Criterion.3> The percentage of the variance
explained by each model is reported. This percentage
indicates how well the outcome variable can be predicted
by the variables in the model - for example, how much of
the difference in respondents’ understanding of violence
(outcome variable) can be explained by the demographic
factors in the model (input variables).

Significant predictors

The statistical significance of each inputvariable retained
in a final model was then determined by conducting
comparisons between categories or groups for that
variable. Specifically, for each retained variable (e.g.
gender), one chosen or “reference” group (e.g. men) was
compared to each other group (e.g. women and non-
binary respondents).*® Input variables retained in a final
model are reported as “significant predictors” if they
involved at least one “significant” comparison, where the
difference was:

* significant at the 95 per cent confidence level (p <
0.05), and

* of non-negligible effect size, according to a
standardised regression coefficient 0.2 for the
multiple linear regressions or an odds ratio 1.44 for
the multiple logistic regressions.?”

35 See Technical report, Section T13.2, for further details.

36 The reference group was chosen based on considerations of statistical power (i.e. the group with the most respondents) and ease of interpretation
(e.g. comparing the group with the highest formal education to each other group).

37 As for the bivariate analyses, effect sizes of Cohen’s d > 0.2 or equivalent were used to filter out significant differences (at p < 0.05) that are
of negligible size and are unlikely to have any practical import. Similar to the Cohen’s d values used for the bivariate analyses, standardised
regression coefficients of < 0.2 and odds ratios of < 1.44 are considered of negligible effect size (Cohen, 1988; Sanchez-Meca et al., 2003).
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Note that although some input variables were retained
in some final models because they improved model fit,
they are not reported as “significant predictors” because
they did not involve a “significant difference” between
the groups that were compared.3®

The absolute importance of each significant predictor is
also reported according to its “unique contribution” to
the outcome variable - that is, the proportion of variance
in the outcome variable that was uniquely explained by
that predictor.

Weighting of analyses

All analyses (including univariate, bivariate and
multivariate) were conducted on weighted data to
strengthen confidence that the survey results accurately

represent the population. The total number of
respondents for each analysis (unweighted) is provided
in the note to the table or figure presenting the findings
of the analysis. Numbers lower than the total sample
size of 19,100 reflect split-sampling of some items, data
on a specific demographic group, missing data on some
variables, or a combination of these.*

2.6 Strengths and limitations

Understanding the strengths and limitations of research
is important for accurate interpretation of the results.
Table 2-5 presents the strengths and limitations of the
2021 NCAS.

Table 2-5: Factors to consider when interpreting the 2021 NCAS results

Strength

Representative of the
Australian population, as
well as demographic groups

of interest strengthened by:

Results were representative of
the Australian population as far
as practically possible, and were

Limitation

Minor deviations from the demographic
profile of the Australian population may
have occurred:

¢ if the sample differed from the

¢ alarge, majority random sample

weighting to population
demographics where (small)
deviations occurred

use of statistical analyses to assess
whether sample results accurately
represent the population

steps taken to minimise self-selection
bias, including random sampling, call
procedures to facilitate participation
across the population (e.g. multiple
calls, calls in and out of business
hours, voicemails), interviews in

10 languages other than English, a
1800 number to answer queries

and receive feedback, and careful
consideration of introductory scripts
and item wording

measurement (for the first time in
2021) of non-binary gender, sexuality
and disability severity

population in ways not adjusted for
by the weighting approach used

if people’s decisions about
participating in the survey were
systematically influenced by
another factor (e.g. whether they
were interested in women'’s safety,
whether they answered calls from
unknown numbers; see steps taken
to minimise self-selection bias)

if there were insufficient numbers
for reliable reporting on some
demographic groups (e.g. some
sexuality groups) due to their small
population proportions

Continues on next page

38 See Technical report, Section T13.2, for further information about the approach to regression analysis.

39 See Technical report, Section T11.2, for further information.



Strength Limitation

Understanding and attitudes were Minor limitations were:

Measurement of

understanding and measured robustly by: * scales and subscales with fewer
attitudes e using multiple items (i.e. scales and items are less precise than those
subscales) to measure understanding with more items
of violence and attitudes towards » some items still contained binary
violence and gender inequality gender or heteronormative framing
* usingitems drawn from existing * to cover a greater number of topics,

measures some items were asked of only a

e improving items through cognitive half or quarter sample, reducing the
and pilot testing power for some statistical analysis

¢ psychometric validation of the scales  « limitations associated with surveys
and subscales in general, such as social desirability

« expansion of scales to address bias (Knoll, 2013; Larson, 2019;
previous gaps and emerging issues McMahon & Farmer, 2011)

The NCAS measures change in
understanding and attitudes over time.
It does this well by:

Results can only be used to assess
associations, not causations, because
the NCAS is cross-sectional and does
not follow up the same respondents
over time.

Ability to benchmark
change over time

¢ maintaining a core set of items that
are asked each NCAS wave

e using large, representative samples
of the population in each wave

¢ applying revised scale calculation
approaches retrospectively to
previous years as needed

« adapting to the changing interview

Retrospective adjustments were made
to mean scale scores from previous
NCAS waves so that they could be
compared to 2021. Thus, the mean scale
scores for previous waves presented

in this report may not match those

landscape by using emerging
and innovative methodologies
(e.g. piloting a method in 2021 for

published previously. The scores in
the present report should be used for
comparing 2021 with previous waves

achieving a representative sample
with online interviewing)

Continues on next page
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Social desirability bias

Comparisons between
groups of people

Cultural and language
differences

Strength

Social desirability bias is where

respondents give what they think are

socially acceptable answers rather than

their actual opinions (Brenner, 2017;

Naher & Krumpal, 2012; Tourangeau

& Yan, 2007). Social desirability effects

were minimised by:

* maintaining anonymity and
confidentiality

* allowing respondents to skip items
they were uncomfortable answering

e assuring respondents that “we're just
interested in your opinion. There are
no right or wrong answers”

* increasing respondent comfort
by matching the gender of the
interviewer to that of the respondent
(or providing a choice of interviewer
gender)

¢ including items that measure more
covert forms of attitudinal support
for violence against women and
gender inequality (e.g. nuanced
questions and the use of scenarios)

The measurement of a wide range of
demographic factors and large number
of respondents allowed examination of
understanding and attitudes in different
community groups

We tried to minimise differences in
interpretation of the items due to
cultural or language factors by:

« offeringinterviews in 10 languages
other than English

¢ conducting cognitive and pilot testing
of survey items with a broad range of
people

* providing standard definitions and
explanations of concepts as required

Limitation

Despite efforts to minimise social
desirability effects, it is possible that
social desirability bias was not fully
eliminated, especially as interviews over
the telephone can feel less anonymous
than online surveys. Thus, it is likely
that the findings under-represent the
extent of negative attitudes

All groupings of people necessarily
encompass diversity in identity,
experience, understanding, attitudes
and responses. To include sufficient
numbers in each group without
excluding individuals from analyses,
some diverse groups were combined

Despite efforts taken, it is still possible
that some observed differences in
results for different cultural and
linguistical groups may partly reflect
differences in interpretation of

items rather than purely differences
between groups in the constructs being
measured



3 Findings: Benchmarking
understanding and attitudes

Benchmarking the population’s understanding and attitudes regarding

gender equality and violence against women over time allows us to

track Australia’s progress towards key indicators in “ending gender-

based violence in one generation” (COAG, 2022, p. 28). This chapter

uses scores on the NCAS scales to report on the Australian population’s

understanding and attitudes over time and in 2021. More specifically,

the chapter:

* benchmarks broad understanding and attitudes according to the
GVIS, UVAWS, AGIS and AVAWS (Section 3.1)

* benchmarks understanding and attitudes regarding different types
of violence according to the DVS, SVS and TFAS (Section 3.2)

* presents the conclusions and implications arising from these results
(Section 3.3).
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CHAPTER RESULTS SUMMARY
Findings:
Benchmarking understanding and attitudes

Australians’ understanding and attitudes regarding violence against women and gender
inequality have improved slowly but significantly over time.

Between 2013 and 2021, there were significant improvements according to all NCAS scales
measuring understanding and attitudes.

Between 2017 and 2021, there were significant improvements in Australians’ understanding
of violence against women and attitudinal rejection of gender inequality. While attitudinal
rejection of sexual violence also improved significantly between 2017 and 2021, attitudinal
rejection of domestic violence plateaued during this period. Nonetheless, Australians’
understanding of violence and their attitudes towards both gender inequality and violence
against women were at a comparable level in 2021.



Methodology reminder 3-1

Scales
Overarching “megascale”:
* Gendered Violence and Inequality Scale (GVIS), which consists of all the items in the other eight scales.

Three main scales:

¢ Understanding of Violence against Women Scale (UVAWS)

e Attitudes towards Gender Inequality Scale (AGIS)*°

e Attitudes towards Violence against Women Scale (AVAWS).#

Five type of violence scales, whose items are all drawn from the main scales:
¢ Domestic Violence Scale (DVS)
¢ Sexual Violence Scale (SVS), which comprises the:
¢ Sexual Assault Scale (SAS)
e Sexual Harassment Scale (SHS)
* Technology-Facilitated Abuse Scale (TFAS).

Scale scores: Each respondent received a (rescaled Rasch) score on each scale, based on their responses to the
items in the scale. Scores on each scale could range from 0 to 100. As a society committed to reducing violence
against women, we are aiming for higher scores on all NCAS scales. Higher scores indicate a higher understanding
of violence against women (UVAWS, TFAS), higher attitudinal rejection of gender inequality (AGIS) and higher
attitudinal rejection of violence against women in its various forms (AVAWS, DVS, SVS, SAS, SHS, TFAS).

Significant: Refers to statistically significant findings where we can be confident (with 95% certainty) that the
difference observed in the survey sample is meaningful and likely to represent a true difference in the Australian
population (p < 0.05) that is not negligible in size (Cohen’s d = 0.2).

“Advanced” understanding and rejection of problematic attitudes: For each scale, each respondent was placed
into one of two categories: “advanced” or “developing”. For the UVAWS, these categories represented “advanced”
or “developing” understanding, while for the scales measuring attitudes (AGIS, AVAWS, DVS, SVS), these categories
represented “advanced” or “developing” rejection of problematic attitudes:

* respondents in the “advanced” understanding category answered “yes, always” the behaviour is violence to at
least 75 per cent of the UVAWS items and “yes, usually” to the remaining UVAWS items (or the equivalent)

* respondents in the “advanced” rejection category for each attitude scale “strongly disagreed” with at least 75
per cent of the items in the scale, which described problematic attitudes, and “somewhat disagreed” with the
remaining items in the scale (or the equivalent).*?

Item codes: To simplify reporting, each item has been assigned an alphanumeric code (e.g. V1). The letter in the code
identifies the item’s thematic topic (e.g. V = violence against women). The number corresponds to the order that
items within a thematic topic were presented in the 2021 NCAS instrument.

For further details on scale construction and significance, see Chapter 2 and Technical report, Chapter T12.

40 This scale was called the GEAS in 2017.
41 This scale was called the CASVAWS in 2017.

42 All type of violence scales measured attitudes, apart from the TFAS, which measured both understanding and attitudes regarding technology-
facilitated abuse. The “advanced” TFAS category means that the respondent answered “yes, always” the behaviour is violence or “strongly
disagreed” with problematic attitudes for at least 75 per cent of items, and answered the remaining items “yes, usually” or “somewhat disagree”.



3.1 Benchmarking broad
understanding and attitudes

While respondents had high awareness that violence
against women is a national problem, their awareness
thatviolence against women transcends all communities,
including their own local area, was much lower (Figure
3-1 and Box 3-1). This finding suggests a misconception
that violence tends to occur generally outside one’s own
networks, rather than everywhere, which may impede
recognition that violence is a community-wide problem
requiring action at all levels of society.

BOX 3-1:

Benchmarking broad understanding and
attitudes over time

The GVIS is a “megascale” that consists of all knowledge
and attitude items included in the other eight NCAS
scales. The GVIS provides an overall indicator of the
Australian community’s progress towards stronger
understanding and attitudinal rejection of gendered
violence and gendered inequality. The GVIS was also
constructed to serve as a statistical “anchor” for the
other NCAS scales to allow valid comparison between
scales.

Awareness that violence against women is a problem

Items were not part of any scale.

Studies show that people who recognise that violence against women is a systemic social problem are more likely
to indicate an intention to help if they witness such violence (Esposito, 2020; Gracia & Herrero, 2006). Recent
studies suggest community dialogue, guidance and advocacy by community leaders, including politicians, and
perceived shared responsibility are pivotal in instigating preventive action regarding violence against women

(Castano, 2022; H. Lowe et al., 2022; O'Neil et al., 2018).

Most NCAS respondents agreed, strongly or somewhat, with the statement that violence against women is a
problem in Australia (91%; V1). However, far fewer respondents agreed, strongly or somewhat, with the statement
that violence against women is a problem in the suburb or town where they live (47%; V2). Notably, significantly
more respondents strongly agreed that violence is a problem in Australia than that violence is a problem in their
suburb or town (66% versus 19%). In addition, significantly more respondents were unsure whether violence
against women was a problem in the suburb or town where they lived than in Australia more generally (22%

versus 2%).

Figure 3-1: Perception of violence against women as a problem, 2021
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Note: N = 5,120. Percentages in the figure do not always add to 100 due to rounding.



As Figure 3-2 shows, average scores on the GVIS were
significantly higher in 2021 compared to each of the
three previous waves of the NCAS, indicating a significant
improvement over time in the Australian population’s
overall understanding and rejection of gendered
violence and inequality.

Toexaminewhichaspectsofunderstandingand attitudes
contributed to the improvementin GVIS scores over time,
we also examined changes over time for each of the three
main scales that make up the GVIS, namely the UVAWS,
AGIS and AVAWS. As Figure 3-3 shows, according to mean

UVAWS scores, the community’s broad understanding of
violence against women was significantly higher in 2021
compared to 2009, 2013 and 2017. Similarly, mean AGIS
scores indicated an improvement in attitudes rejecting
gender inequality in 2021 compared to each previous
wave. However, according to mean AVAWS scores, there
was no significant improvement in attitudinal rejection
of violence against women between 2017 and 2021,
despite a significant improvement compared to 2009
and 2013. These findings suggest that attitudes rejecting
violence have improved more slowly than understanding
of violence and attitudes rejecting gender inequality.

Figure 3-2: Understanding and rejection of gendered violence and inequality (GVIS scores) over time,
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* Statistically significant difference on this scale between the year indicated and 2021.

Figure 3-3: Understanding (UVAWS) and attitudes (AGIS, AVAWS) over time, 2009 to 2021
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Benchmarking broad understanding and
attitudes in 2021

To benchmark overall levels of understanding and
attitudes regarding violence in 2021, we compared
mean scores on the UVAWS, AGIS and AVAWS in 2021
to one another (Figure 3-3). There were no significant
differences in mean scores between the three scales,
suggesting that the population’s understanding of
violence and attitudes towards both gender inequality
and violence against women were at a comparable level
in 2021.43

While mean scale scores provide a sensitive measure
of even small changes over time, they are not easy to
interpretinanabsolute sense. Thus, we also defined what

“advanced” understanding of violence against women
(UVAWS) and “advanced” rejection of problematic
attitudes (AGIS, AVAWS) would look like. Figure 3-4
presents the percentages of respondents in the
“advanced” category for each main scale in 2021. More
than two fifths (44%) of respondents demonstrated
“advanced” understanding of violence against
women. More than one quarter of respondents (28%)
demonstrated “advanced” rejection of gender inequality
(AGIS) and about one third (34%) demonstrated
“advanced” rejection of violence against women (AVAWS).
These findings suggest that there is still substantial work
to be done on improving community understanding and
attitudes regarding violence against women and gender
inequality in Australia.

Figure 3-4: “Advanced” understanding of violence against women (UVAWS) and “advanced” attitudinal rejection
of gender inequality (AGIS) and violence against women (AVAWS), 2021
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Note: N =19,100. “Advanced” understanding refers to answering “yes, always” the behaviour is violence to at least 75% of items and “yes, usually” to
the remaining items (UVAWS). “Advanced” attitudes refer to answering “strongly disagree” to at least 75% of the items in the scale and “somewhat
disagree” to the remaining items in the scale, which condoned gender inequality (AGIS) or condoned violence (AVAWS). See Section 2.5 for further

details.

43 Note that the difference between the UVAWS and AGIS means approached but did not reach statistical significance according to the criteria of p

<0.05 and Cohen'sd >0.2.



3.2 Types of violence in focus:
Benchmarking understanding
and attitudes

Types of violence in focus: Benchmarking
understanding and attitudes over time

Figure 3-5 shows mean scores over time for the
type of violence scales: the DVS, SVS and TFAS. For
the TFAS, a mean score could only be provided
for 2021 because there was insufficient data in
previous years for reliable reporting.** These results
indicate that the Australian population’s attitudinal
rejection of sexual violence, according to mean

SVS scores, was significantly higher in 2021 compared
to the three previous survey waves. However, although
attitudinal rejection of domesticviolence, based on mean
DVS scores, was significantly higher in 2021 compared
to 2009 and 2013, there was no significant improvement
between 2017 and 2021.

It is noteworthy that the AVAWS is comprised almost
exclusively of the items in the DVS and SVS.* Thus, the
findings suggest that the plateau between 2017 and
2021 in attitudinal rejection of violence according to
the AVAWS (Figure 3-3) was largely due to a plateau in
attitudinal rejection of domestic violence rather than
sexual violence (Figure 3-5).

Figure 3-5: Understanding (TFAS) and attitudes (DVS, SVS, TFAS) regarding types of violence over time, 2009

to 2021
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Note: “na” below means reliable data was not available. Ns in 2009, 2013, 2017 and 2021 were:

« DVS -4,970; 6,850; 17,537; 19,088

* SVS-na; na; 17,419; 19,031

* TFAS - na; na; na; 19,067.

There were no significant differences between scales in 2021.

* Statistically significant difference on this scale between the year indicated and 2021.

44 TFAS scores are based on four understanding and two attitude items that ask about image-based abuse, rape after meeting on a mobile dating

app, and technology-facilitated stalking and message-based harassment and abuse.

45 Only two of the 43 AVAWS items are not included in either the DVS or SVS.
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Types of violence in focus: Benchmarking
understanding and attitudes in 2021

As Figure 3-5 shows, there was no significant difference
in 2021 between the mean scores on the DVS, SVS and
TFAS, suggesting that rejection of domestic violence,
rejection of sexual violence and understanding and
rejection of technology-facilitated abuse were at similar
levels.

Figure 3-6 shows the percentage of respondents in
the “advanced” category for the DVS, SVS and TFAS in
2021. Forty per cent of respondents demonstrated
“advanced” rejection of domestic violence and, similarly,
40 per centdemonstrated “advanced” rejection of sexual
violence. One third of respondents (33%) demonstrated
“advanced” understanding and rejection of technology-
facilitated abuse. These results suggest more effort is
needed to improve community attitudes towards these
types of violence.

Figure 3-6: “Advanced"” attitudinal rejection of domestic violence (DVS) and sexual violence (SVS), and “advanced”
understanding and rejection of technology-facilitated abuse (TFAS), 2021
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Note: N = 19,100. “Advanced” rejection of problematic attitudes towards domestic or sexual violence refers to answering “strongly disagree” to at
least 75% of the items in the scale and “somewhat disagree” to the remaining items in the scale, which condoned this type of violence (SVS and DVS).
The “advanced” TFAS category means that the respondent answered “yes, always” the behaviour is violence or “strongly disagreed” with problematic
attitudes for at least 75% of items, and answered the remaining items “yes, usually” or “somewhat disagree”. See Section 2.5 for further details.



3.3 Conclusion: Benchmarking
understanding and attitudes

Overall, understanding and attitudes have been
improving slowly and significantly over time, as indicated
by the GVIS “megascale”. For all NCAS scales, 2013
marked a turning point for understanding and rejection
of violence against women and gender inequality. There
was minimal change between 2009 and 2013, but
significant changes between 2013 and 2021 on all NCAS
scales. In addition, there were significant improvements
since 2017 in understanding of violence against women
(UVAWS), rejection of gender inequality (AGIS) and
rejection of sexual violence (SVS).

However, between 2017 and 2021, there was no
significant improvement in overall rejection of violence
against women (AVAWS), largely reflecting a plateau in
the rejection of domestic violence (DVS).*® Nonetheless,
overall rejection of violence against women and rejection
of domestic violence had improved over the longer term
(since 2013).

While causation cannot be inferred from the
improvements over time since 2013 in understanding
and attitudes as measured by the NCAS scales, it is
notable that these shifts occurred after the first National
Plan 2010-2022 was released in 2010 and the first
woman prime minister in Australia held office between
2010 and 2013 (COAG, 2010a, 2010b; National Archives of
Australia, 2022).

Although there was no significantimprovement between
2017 and 2021 in attitudes towards violence against
women overall (AVAWS), and attitudes towards domestic
violence in particular (DVS), understanding of violence
against women (UVAWS), rejection of gender inequality
(AGIS) and rejection of violence against women (AVAWS)
were at similar levels in 2021. Despite the significant
improvements in understanding and attitudes over the
longer term, the results demonstrate that increasing
community understanding of the nature of violence
against women and shifting problematic attitudes
regarding gendered violence and inequality is a slow and
stubborn process. Fewer than half of all respondents
demonstrated “advanced” understanding of violence
against women (43%), “advanced” rejection of gender
inequality (28%) and “advanced” rejection of violence
against women (34%). Thus, there is considerable room
to further enhance “advanced” understanding and
attitudes across the Australian population.

The results suggest that continued, cohesive effort
nationally is required at all levels of the social ecology to
disrupt misconceptions and problematic attitudes that
reflect broader norms, practices, systems and structures
that are embedded throughout our society and facilitate
and maintain violence against women (COAG, 2010b,
2022). Efforts need to include primary prevention and
early intervention strategies because problematic
attitudes are slow and difficult to shift. Violence against
women needs to be recognised as a community-
wide social problem that requires community-wide
responsibility (see Chapter 10 for more details).

The following chapters detail the areas where Australians
have good understanding and strong rejection of
violence against women and gender equality, and
identify the gaps in this understanding and the specific
problematic attitudes that remain to be addressed.

46 The AVAWS measures attitudes towards both domestic violence and sexual violence and was used to develop the Domestic Violence Scale (DVS)
and the Sexual Violence Scale (SVS). Together, the DVS and SVS comprise almost all of the items in the AVAWS (41 of 43 items).
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4 Findings: Understanding
of Violence against Women
Scale (UVAWS)

The Understanding of Violence against Women Scale (UVAWS) measures
Australians’ understanding of violence against women, including
understanding of domestic violence between partners, sexual violence
and technology-facilitated abuse. An accurate understanding of
violence against women, including the nuanced and gendered nature

of its expression, can influence both attitudes towards violence against
women and prosocial behaviours to intervene when witnessing violence
or abuse (Webster et al., 2018a). A strong understanding of violence
against women, together with knowledge of the support and legal
services available to victims and survivors, also facilitates reporting,
help-seeking and recovery for victims and survivors (Gadd et al., 2003;
Gracia et al., 2020; Harmer & Lewis, 2022; Paul et al., 2014). A well-
informed community, including well-informed friends, family and
service workers, also has better capability to prevent and respond
appropriately to violence against women and its precursors (McGregor,
2009; Our Watch, 2021a; Pease, 2017; Webster et al., 2018a). In addition,
recognition by perpetrators of their abusive behaviours and the
profound adverse impacts of those behaviours provides a starting point
for changing these behaviours (Alderson et al., 2013; S. Meyer & Frost,
2019; Peckover & Everson, 2014). “Increased understanding of violence
against women” is mentioned in the National Plan 2022-2032 as an
early intervention key indicator (COAG, 2022, p. 31).

This chapter presents the results for the UVAWS, including:

* UVAWS scores over time by gender (Section 4.1)

» scores for the three UVAWS subscales, which examine three aspects
of understanding of violence against women (Section 4.2)

* results for individual UVAWS items in each subscale (Section 4.2)

» demographic predictors of UVAWS scores (Section 4.3)

* the conclusions and implications arising from these results
(Section 4.4).



CHAPTER RESULTS SUMMARY

Findings: Understanding of Violence against
Women Scale (UVAWS)

Australians’ understanding of violence against women has significantly improved over
time (Section 4.1).

Women were significantly more likely than men to have “advanced” understanding of
violence against women. Non-binary respondents had similar levels of understanding as
women (Section 4.1).

Most respondents recognised that domestic violence and violence against women can
manifest as a range of violent, abusive and controlling behaviours. However, respondents
were more adept at identifying these behaviours than they were at understanding the
gendered nature of domestic violence (Section 4.2).

Respondents’ understanding of violence was significantly related to their demographic
characteristics. However, this relationship was not very strong, suggesting that other factors
are important in shaping understanding of violence. There is room for improvement in
understanding of violence against women across the Australian community (Section 4.3).
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Methodology reminder 4-1

Significant: Refers to statistically significant findings
where we can be confident (with 95% certainty)

that the difference observed in the survey sample is
meaningful and likely to represent a true difference
in the Australian population (p < 0.05) that is not
negligible in size (Cohen’s d = 0.2).

UVAWS scores: Each respondent received a (rescaled
Rasch) score on the UVAWS based on their responses
to the items in the scale. UVAWS scores could range
from 0 to 100, with higher scores indicating stronger
understanding of violence against women.

UVAWS subscale scores: The three UVAWS subscales
each measure a different conceptual aspect of
understanding of violence against

4.1 Understanding of violence

against women over time
by gender

Figure 4-1 presents the change in understanding of
violence against women over time by gender, according
to mean UVAWS scores. We could not examine change
over time in understanding for non-binary respondents
as non-binary genders were not reliably captured in
previous waves of the NCAS. However, we updated the
genderitemin 2021 to capture non-binary genders more
accurately and are able to provide the mean UVAWS
score for non-binary respondents in 2021.47

For all respondents, and for men and women separately,
the mean UVAWS score was significantly higher in 2021
compared with 2009, 2013 and 2017. These findings
indicate a significant increase since the three previous

women. Each respondent also received a (rescaled
Rasch) score on each subscale based on their answers

to the items in the subscale. UVAWS subscale scores
could range from 0 to 100, with higher scores indicating
stronger understanding of the aspect of violence against
women measured by the subscale.

Item codes: To simplify reporting, each item has been
assigned an alphanumeric code (e.g. D1). The letter in
the code identifies the item’s thematic topic (e.9.D =
domestic violence, V = violence against women). The
number corresponds to the order that items within

a thematic topic were presented in the 2021 NCAS
instrument.

For further details, see Chapter 2.

NCAS waves in the understanding of violence against
women for the Australian population overall and for
both Australian men and Australian women separately.

Examining only 2021 UVAWS scores, women (70) had
a significantly higher mean than men (67; Figure 4-1).
Thus, women continue to have significantly higher
understanding of violence against women than men, as
they did in the three previous NCAS waves. Non-binary
respondents had similar levels of understanding to
women in 2021 according to UVAWS scores, but there
was no significant difference between non-binary
respondents and men.*®

47 The 2021 item on gender is consistent with the ABS Standard (ABS, 2021h). Following stakeholder advice, for ease of understanding and due to
small numbers, “non-binary” is used in reporting as an umbrella term to refer to all respondents who reported they were non-binary or another

gender identity outside the gender binary.

48 In contrast to the bivariate results reported here, regression analysis found significantly higher understanding for non-binary respondents
compared to men (Section 4.3). The difference in findings may partly reflect the small number of non-binary respondents in the sample, which
reduces the power to detect significant differences. In addition, unlike the bivariate analysis, the regression adjusted for other demographic
factors that are related to gender, such as age and education, to determine which factors are most important in predicting understanding. Non-
binary respondents were more likely to be younger, and as a result, more likely to be students.



Figure 4-1: Understanding of violence against women (UVAWS) over time by gender, 2009 to 2021
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« women - 6,033; 9,631; 4,571; 10,119
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* non-binary respondents - na; na; na; 81

+ all-10,033; 17,402; 8,606; 19,096.

Demographic items for gender were updated for the 2021 NCAS, in accordance with the ABS Standard (ABS, 2021h). As the gender item in previous

survey waves did not include the same response options for non-binary respondents, only results for men and women can be compared over time.
* Statistically significant difference on this scale between the year indicated and 2021.
*1 Statistically significant difference compared to men in 2021.

4.2 Understanding of
violence against women:
UVAWS subscales

Methodology reminder 4-2

The UVAWS comprises three psychometrically validated * The Understand Gendered DV Subscale comprises
subscales, each measuring a different conceptual aspect three items that examine understanding of the
of understanding of violence against women: gendered nature of domestic violence by asking
« The Recognise VAW Subscale comprises four items about who is more likely to perpetrate and
that ask whether problematic behaviours are a form experience fear and
of violence against women on a four-point scale: harm from domestic violence: “men’, “women”
“yes, always”, “yes, usually”, “yes, sometimes” and “no”. or “both equally”.

¢ The Recognise DV Subscale comprises 12 items that
ask whether problematic behaviours are a form of
domestic violence on a four-point scale: “yes always”,

' 4

“yes usually”, “yes sometimes”, “no”.



88

Figure 4-2 shows change over time for two of the
three UVAWS subscales. The mean score for both the
Recognise VAW Subscale and Recognise DV Subscale
was significantly higher in 2021 compared to all
previous waves of the survey. These results indicate an
improvement over time, including an improvement since
2017, in the Australian population’s understanding of the
different behaviours that constitute domestic violence
and violence against women more broadly. Change over
time for the remaining UVAWS subscale, which measures
the understanding of the gendered nature of domestic
violence, is not reported because one of the three items
in this subscale was substantially revised in 2021.4°

The mean scores on the UVAWS subscales in 2021 were
also compared to one another to examine whether some
aspects of understanding of violence against women are
higher than others (Figure 4-2). Based on all respondents
in 2021, mean scores on the Recognise DV Subscale were
significantly higher than on the Understand Gendered
DV Subscale, suggesting that Australians are generally
better at recognising behaviours that constitute
domestic violence than they are at understanding that
domestic violence is disproportionately perpetrated by
men against women.>°

Figure 4-2: Understanding of different aspects of violence against women (UVAWS subscales) over time,

2009 to 2021
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Note: “na” below means reliable data was not available. Ns in 2009, 2013, 2017 and 2021 were:

* Recognise VAW Subscale - 9,738; 16,927; 8,500; 19,055
+ Recognise DV Subscale - 10,068; 17,461; 17,146; 19,093
* Understand Gendered DV Subscale - na; na; na; 4,758.
Items in the Understand Gendered DV Subscale were modified in 2021.

* Statistically significant difference on this subscale between the year indicated and 2021.
*1 The Recognise DV Subscale mean score was significantly higher than the Understand Gendered DV Subscale mean score in 2021.

~ Items revised and asked of one quarter of the sample in 2021.

49 D15 was substantially changed so that the item asked about a gender difference in the likelihood of experiencing fear, rather than in the level of
fear experienced as a result of domestic violence, in order to improve clarity. The response options for the three items were also standardised
(i.e. the same 3-point scale was used for all three items rather than different 5-point scales). Given the substantial wording change to D15, if a
difference on the subscale between 2017 and 2021 were observed, it would not be possible to determine if it were due to the revised wording or

areal change in understanding over time.

50 These items did not ask about violence perpetrated against non-binary people.



Findings: Understanding of Violence against Women Scale (UVAWS)

Figure 4-3 compares the mean scores on each UVAWS
subscale by gender in 2021. Compared to men, women
had significantly stronger recognition of both violence
against women (Recognise VAW Subscale) and domestic
violence (Recognise DV Subscale). Although non-binary
respondents had similar mean scores to women, there
were no significant differences between non-binary
respondents and men on the UVAWS subscales.”

Figure 4-3: Understanding of different aspects of violence against women (UVAWS subscales) by gender, 2021
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Note: N = 19,100 unless otherwise noted.
* Statistically significant difference compared to men on this subscale.
~ Asked of one quarter of the sample. Results for non-binary respondents are not reported for this subscale due to insufficient numbers.

51 It is likely that the raw differences between non-binary respondents and men did not reach statistical significance due to the relatively small
number of non-binary respondents in the sample.

Attitudes matter: The 2021 National Community Attitudes towards Violence against Women Survey (NCAS), Findings for Australia
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The three "UVAWS in focus” sections below present
the item-level results for each UVAWS subscale. These
sections discuss the item-level results in the context
of the theoretical concepts underlying each of the
subscales. These latent constructs, namely recognition
of violence against women, recognition of domestic
violence and understanding the gendered nature of
domestic violence, were identified based on factor
analysis.

UVAWS in focus: Recognise VAW Subscale

The Recognise VAW Subscale of the UVAWS comprises
four items that examine respondents’ understanding
that certain behaviours are forms of violence against
women. One item is about in-person stalking and three
items are about technology-facilitated abuse.>?

Violence against women has been defined as:

any act of gender-based violence that results in, or
is likely to result in, physical, sexual or psychological
harm or suffering to women, including threats of
such acts, coercion or arbitrary deprivation of liberty,
whether occurring in public or in private life. (WHO,
2019, p. 2)

This gender-based violence is specifically “directed
against a woman because she is a woman” or it is
“violence that affects women disproportionately” (Our
Watch, 2021a, p. 20). Violence and abuse can manifest
in many ways and can also occur in spaces that may
merge elements of both public and private spaces, such
as online spaces. The mode of violence perpetration can
also evolve with social shifts and technological advances.
A contemporary mode of violence perpetration against
women is via digital technologies, including harmful,
sometimes sexually based, aggressive and harassing
behaviours usedto control orinstilfearintargets. Studies

suggest that technology-facilitated abuse has become
a key part of intimate partner and family violence, and
violence against women more generally (C. J. Adams,
1996; Afrouz, 2021; C. Brown et al., 2021; eSafety, 2017,
2019a; Harris & Woodlock, 2021; Powell et al., 2022; Vera-
Gray, 2017; Woodlock, McKenzie et al., 2020).

Each of the four items in the Recognise VAW Subscale
required respondents to consider if a specific behaviour
is a form of violence against women. Respondents who
answered “yes” were then asked to qualify whether the
behaviour is “always”, “usually” or “sometimes” violence
against women. The behaviours were deliberatively
framed to capture comprehension of the repeated or

abusive intent of the behaviour.

As Figure 4-4 shows, most respondents recognised the
four behaviours as always or usually forms of violence
against women (80-89%). However, in-person stalking
(V4) was more often recognised as always a form of
violence against women (78%) than the three forms of
technology-facilitated abuse involving image-based
abuse (68%; V7) and text-based abuse (68%; V5, V6). For
example, a sizeable proportion of respondents (18%)
thought that a man sending an unwanted picture of his
genitals (V7) to a woman is not, or is only sometimes, a
form of violence against women.

Table 4-1 shows the level of agreement with the
Recognise VAW Subscale items over time. Consistent
with the significant improvement over time in the
subscale overall (Figure 4-2), the two Recognise VAW
Subscale items with sufficient data in previous surveys
waves also showed significant improvements over time.
Specifically, compared to the three previous NCAS waves,
there was increased recognition in 2021 that electronic
harassment (V5) and in-person stalking (V4) are forms of
violence against women.

52 See Section 7.4 for more information on technology-facilitated abuse and stalking.



Figure 4-4: Recognising violence against women (UVAWS subscale items), 2021

... is this a form of violence against women?
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Note: N = 19,100. Percentages in the figure do not always add to 100 or exactly correspond to percentages in the text due to rounding. Significant
differences over time are based on the percentage of respondents who answered “yes” the behaviour is violence against women either “always” or
“usually”.
a New item in 2021. Thus, change over time could not be examined.
* Significantly higher understanding in 2021 than 2017.

Table 4-1: Recognising violence against women (UVAWS subscale items) over time, 2009 to 2021

Item Code 2009 2013 2017 2021
... is this a form of violence against women? % of respondents answering strong yes

Stalking by repeatedly following/watching va 81* 78% g2 89

at home/work

A m.an sends an unwanted picture of his V7 B _ B 30

genitals to a woman?

Harassment via repeated emails, text Vs 73% 71% 76%A 84

messages etc.

Abusive messages or comments targeted Ve _ _ _ 83

at women on social media?

Note: Ns in 2009, 2013, 2017 and 2021 were 10,105; 17,517; 17,542; 19,100.

“Strong yes” refers to answering “yes” the behaviour is violence against women either “always” or “usually”.
a New itemin 2021.

* Statistically significant difference between the year indicated and 2021.

A Asked of half the sample in this year.

Exl
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UVAWS in focus: Recognise DV Subscale

The Recognise DV Subscale of the UVAWS consists of 12
items, all of which examine the recognition of domestic
violence between intimate partners, including one item
about technology-facilitated abuse by a partner.>® In
addition to the recognition of physical violence within
intimate relationships as a form of domestic violence,
this subscale investigates accurate recognition of
coercive control as a form of domestic violence.

Coercive control is a pattern of behaviours used to
manipulate, intimidate, isolate and control a partner
and create an uneven power dynamic in the relationship
(ANROWS, 2021; Boxall & Morgan, 2021a; House of
Representatives Standing Committee on Social Policy
and Legal Affairs, 2021; Victorian Aboriginal Legal Service,
2022; N. Ward, 2021). Coercive controlling behaviours
can occur in person and via technology. Therefore, there
is overlap between coercive control and technology-
facilitated abuse (Dragiewicz et al., 2018; Dragiewicz et
al., 2022; Meeting of Attorneys-General, 2022; Woodlock,
McKenzie et al., 2022). These behaviours are intended
to make a victim and survivor feel scared, isolated
and dependent on the abuser. Common ways to enact
coercive control include:

* isolating the victim from friends and family
¢ monitoring the victim's activities
* restricting the victim’'s autonomy

« controlling the victim’s choices about their body, such
as abouttheir appearance, food and medical decisions

* degrading the victim to undermine their self-worth

« financial abuse by restricting the victim’'s access to
money

e using intimidation and threats against the victim or
others close to them

¢ gaslighting and other
manipulation.

forms of psychological

The intersection of different structural inequalities,
such as sexism, ableism, racism, classism, queerphobia,
transphobia and ageism, can also produce unique forms
of domestic violence and abuse for specific groups of
women. For example, abusers can employ controlling
tactics by exploiting or targeting aspects of their
partner’s identity or experience, such as chronic health
conditions or disabilities, gender and sexuality, religion
and migrant status (Gray et al., 2020; Kulwicki et al., 2010;
Maher & Segrave, 2018; Peitzmeier et al., 2021; Sasseville
etal., 2022). Recognition of these forms of abuse through
an intersectional lens is important to ensure that every
woman'’s rights and safety are recognised and defended.

Coercive control is commonly described by victims and
survivors as the most damaging form of abuse they

experience, often generating more immediate and
ongoing impact than physical forms of violence. Coercive
control is also a predictor of severe physical violence and
homicide (Boxall & Morgan, 2021a; J. Hill, 2019; House of
Representatives Standing Committee on Social Policy
and Legal Affairs, 2021; Meeting of Attorneys-General,
2022; Monckton Smith, 2019).

Recognition that coercive control is typically a key and
serious aspect of domestic violence has led to steps in
some Australian jurisdictions to criminalise coercive
control rather than allow redress only under civil
law. The Australian Government's National principles to
address coercive control: Consultation draft was released
in September 2022 to help facilitate a consistent legal
approach to coercive control across Australia (ANROWS,
2021; Meeting of Attorneys-General, 2022; see “Key
events regarding violence against women since 2017" in
Section 1.1).

Coercively controlling behaviours are not always easy to
recognise. In the absence of clear physical signs of abuse,
some people can experience ongoing abuse without
recognising or correctly labelling their experience as
abuse, which inhibits help-seeking behaviour.

The Recognising DV Subscale items asked respondents
whether particular behaviours enacted against an
intimate partner are forms of domestic violence. The
behaviours were deliberately framed to capture
comprehension of the controlling or abusive intent of
the behaviour. Most respondents (78-96%) recognised
the behaviours as always or usually forms of domestic
violence (Figure 4-5). Behaviours that include actual or
threatened physical harm (D1, D2) or a forced medical
procedure (D12) were the most readily recognised as
always or usually domestic violence (90-96%; Figure 4-5).

New items were introduced in 2021 that sought to
gauge the community’'s understanding of particular
forms of domestic violence and abuse resulting from
the intersection of multiple inequalities. The majority
of respondents recognised that threatening, controlling
or neglecting a partner in ways that target an aspect of
the partner’s identity or experience are always forms of
domestic violence, including threats to deport a partner
on a temporary visa (73%; D9), threats to put a partner
with disability into care or a home (69%; D8), forcing
a partner to hide that they are transgender (66%; D11),
forcing a partner to stop practising their religion (67%;
D10), and refusing to assist with a partner’s disability
care needs (67%; D7). However, a concerning minority
felt that these behaviours are only sometimes or never a
form of domestic violence (13-17%).

53 See Section 7.4 for further theoretical insights regarding technology-facilitated abuse and domestic violence attitudes.



Findings: Understanding of Violence against Women Scale (UVAWS)

Figure 4-5: Recognising domestic violence (UVAWS subscale items), 2021
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Note: N = 19,100 unless otherwise noted. Percentages in the figure do not always exactly correspond to percentages in the text due to rounding.
Significant differences over time are based on the percentage of respondents who answered “yes” the behaviour is violence against women either
“always” or “usually”.

ns No significant difference between 2021 and 2017.

a New item in 2021. Thus, change over time could not be examined.
* Significantly higher understanding in 2021 than 2017.
~ Asked of one quarter of the sample.

Attitudes matter: The 2021 National Community Attitudes towards Violence against Women Survey (NCAS), Findings for Australia
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As noted earlier, the Recognise DV Subscale showed
significant improvement over time, including between
2017 and 2021 (Figure 4-2). Table 4-2 shows the level

of agreement with the items in this subscale over time.

Consistent with the significant improvement for the
subscale overall, two of the items in the subscale showed
a significant improvement since 2017 and another three

showed a significant improvement since 2009 and 2013.

Specifically,in 2021 compared to 2017, respondents were
significantly more likely to recognise that financial abuse

(D5) and electronic monitoring (D6) are always or usually
forms of domestic violence. Recognition that physical
abuse (D1), restriction of social life (D4) and verbal
abuse (D3) are forms of domestic violence has gradually
improved across NCAS waves, with significantly higher
recognition in 2021 compared to 2009 and 2013, but not
compared to 2017. Recognition that threatening family
members is a form of domestic violence has remained
high across all NCAS waves without showing a significant
increase (91-96%; D2; Table 4-2).

Table 4-2: Recognising domestic violence (UVAWS subscale items) over time, 2009 to 2021

Item Code
... is this a form of domestic violence?

Scares or controls partner by threatening D2

family members

Slaps or pushes partner to cause harm D1

or fear

Forces partner to undergo an unnecessary
medical procedure, such as contraception D12
or abortion?

Controls social life by preventing partner

. . A D4
seeing family and friends
Repeatedly threatens to deport partner on D9
temporary visa?
Repeatedly keeps track of partner on D6
electronic devices
Controls partner with disability by
threatening to put them into care or D8
a home?
Forces partner to stop practising

. r D10
their religion®
Controls partner by denying them money D5
Controls partner by refusing to assist with

s e D7
their disability needs?
Repeatedly criticises to make partner feel D3
bad or useless
Controls partner by forcing them to hide D1

that they are trans gender®

Note: Nsin 2009, 2013, 2017 and 2021 were 10,105; 17,517; 17,542; 19,100.

2009 2013 2017 2021

% of respondents answering strong yes

92 91 95~ 96~
84* 83* 90 92
- - - 90~
70* 73* 83 87
- - - 85
- - 74%~ 83
- - - 83~
— - - 8‘]_...
53% 54 66* 81
- - - 81
70* 71% 80/ 83
- - - 78

“Strong yes” refers to answering “yes” the behaviour is domestic violence either “always” or “usually”.

a New item in 2021.

* Statistically significant difference between the year indicated and 2021.

~ Asked of one quarter of the sample in this year.
A Asked of half the sample in this year.



UVAWS in focus:
Understand Gendered DV Subscale

Asdiscussedin Section 1.1, population-level victimisation
surveys and health data in Australia demonstrate
that domestic violence is gendered in that it is
disproportionately perpetrated by men against women.
Thethreeitemsinthe Understand Gendered DV Subscale
of the UVAWS examine the level of understanding that
domestic violence is gendered in this way. This subscale
consists entirely of items about domestic violence.>

InAustralia,in additionto experiencing higher prevalence
of intimate partner violence, women are also more likely
to suffer adverse impacts from this violence, including
fear or anxiety, physical injury and homicide (ABS, 2017;
Australian Domestic and Family Violence Death Review
Network & ANROWS, 2022).

The genderimbalanceinthe perpetration and experience
of domestic violence is both a symptom and a reinforcer
of gender inequality at the societal level (Our Watch,
2021a). As discussed in Section 1.2, gender inequality is
a key driver of violence against women that is reinforced
through formal mechanisms, such as laws, policies,
systems and structures that maintain economic, social
and political inequities, and through informal factors,
such as social norms and gendered stereotypes (Our
Watch, 2021a).

Acknowledging the gendered pattern of violence does
notdismissthe experiences of malevictimsandsurvivors.
However, it is imperative that we recognise that the
most prevalent pattern of domestic violence in Australia

is perpetrated by men against women and that we
work towards addressing this violence across all levels
of society. In this context, businesses, institutions,
industries and all levels of government must consider
policies, procedures and operational decisions that
promote a safe andrespectful environmentunderpinned
by gender equality.

The items in the Understand Gendered DV Subscale
asked respondents about who mainly commits domestic
violence and who is more likely to experience its impacts.
Respondents were asked to answer each item by
choosing from the response options of “men”, “women’
and “both equally”. This binary gender framing of the
response options was retained for comparability with
previous NCAS waves and simplicity of interpretation.
However, there is emerging evidence that non-binary
people may experience sexual violence proportionately
more than women, although there is limited Australian
data on non-binary people's experience of domestic
violence (Heywood et al., 2022; Reisner & Hughto, 2019).
Thus, it is important to research, identify, appropriately
respond to and prevent violence against all genders.

U

As Figure 4-6 shows, most respondents recognised that
domestic violence is more commonly perpetrated by
men (57%; D13). Similarly, Figure 4-7 shows that most
respondents recognised that women are more likely to
suffer physical harm (76%; D14) and experience fear from
domestic violence (70%; D15). However, a substantial
proportion of respondents incorrectly indicated that
the perpetration (41%; Figure 4-6) and impacts (21-28%;
Figure 4-7) of domestic violence were equal for men
and women.

Figure 4-6: Understanding the gendered nature of domestic violence perpetration (UVAWS subscale items), 2021
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Note: N=4,777."Men" is the correct answer according to empirical evidence from police and court data (Hulme et al., 2019). Asked of one quarter of the sample

in 2021.
ns No significant difference between 2017 and 2021.

54 For discussion of attitudes towards domestic violence see Section 7.2.



Figure 4-7: Understanding the gendered nature of domestic violence impacts (UVAWS subscale items), 2021

Who do you think is more likely to ...

suffer physical harm from ns
domestic violence? (D14) 21 76 1
experience fear as a result of a
domestic violence? (D15) 28 70
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Note: N=4,777."Women" is the correct answer according to empirical evidence from the Personal Safety Survey (PSS; ABS, 2017). Percentages in the
figure do not always add to 100 due to rounding. Asked of one quarter of the sample in 2021.

ns No significant difference between 2017 and 2021.
a Revised item in 2021. Thus, change over time could not be examined.

Table 4-3 shows change over time for two of the three
items in the Understand Gendered DV Subscale. Given
that the remaining item (D15) was substantially changed
in 2021, it was not possible to reliably examine changes
over time for this item.®> There was a decrease in
understanding in 2021 compared to 2009 and 2013 for
both subscale items examined over time. Specifically,
in 2021 compared to 2009 and 2013, significantly fewer
respondents recognised that men are more likely to
commit domestic violence (D13) and that women are
more likely to experience physical harm from domestic
violence (D14). Although the trend towards decreasing
understanding continued in raw terms after 2013
for both items, there was no significant decline in
understanding between 2017 and 2021.

55 D15 was substantially changed to improve clarity. In 2021, D15 asked about a gender difference in the likelihood of experiencing fear whereas
in 2017 it asked about the /evel of fear experienced as a result of domestic violence. Given the substantial wording change, if a difference were
observed for this item between 2017 and 2021, it would not be possible to determine if this difference were due to the revised wording or to a real
change in understanding over time.



Table 4-3: Understanding the gendered nature of domestic violence (UVAWS subscale items) over time,
2009 to 2021

Item Code Response 2009 2013 2017~ 2021~

% of respondents

2021: Who is domestic violence mainly committed Men 74* 71* 64 57
by?
Both
DB o 23*  25% 32 a1
2009-2017: Do you think that it is mainly men, equally
mainly women or both men and women that
COMMIT ACTS of domestic violence? Women L 2 2 0
2021: Who is more likely to suffer physical harm Men 2 3 3 2
from domestic violence?
Both
D14 I 8* o* 15 21
2009-2017: Do you think that men or women would equally
be more likely to suffer PHYSICAL HARM as a result . .
of domestic violence? Women 89 86 81 76
Men - - - 1
2021: Who is more likely to experience fear as a D15 Both B _ B 28
result of domestic violence? equally
Women - - - 70

Note: Nsin 2009, 2013, 2017 and 2021 were 10,105; 17,517; 17,542; 19,100.

Percentages do not add to 100 as “unsure” and “unanswered” responses are not shown in the table.
* Statistically significant difference compared to 2021.
~ Asked of one quarter of the sample in this year.
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4.3 Understanding of violence
against women: Assessing the
importance of demographics

Methodology reminder 4-3

Bivariate analysis: Examines the direct or
straightforward relationship between two

variables only, such as an outcome of interest (e.g.
understanding of violence against women) and one
other variable or factor (e.g. a demographic factor such
as age), without taking into account the effect of any
other variables or factors.

“Advanced” understanding of violence against
women: Respondents were grouped into
two categories: “advanced” and “developing”
understanding of violence against women.
Respondents in the “advanced” category had a high
UVAWS score that indicated they had answered at
least 75 per cent of UVAWS items “Yes, always” and
the remainder “Yes, usually” when asked whether
the behaviour is a form of violence against women
or domestic violence (or the equivalent). Bivariate
analysis was used to examine the percentage of each
demographic group (e.g. each age group) that fell into
the “advanced” category.

Multiple linear regression: Examines the relationship
of an outcome variable of interest (e.g. understanding
of violence against women) to multiple factors (or
input variables) considered together (e.g. multiple
demographic characteristics). Unlike bivariate analysis,

Contribution of demographics to
understanding of violence against women

Efforts to improve community understanding of
violence against women are aided by information about
the factors that are associated with an individual’s
understanding. Multiple linear regression models can
assess how well an outcome variable can be predicted
or explained by a group of factors considered together
and how much remains unexplained.®® A multiple
regression model was conducted to examine how
well we can predict respondents’ understanding of
violence against women (the outcome variable) if we
know only their demographic characteristics (UVAWS
Model 1). Information about any key differences between

multiple regression analysis has the advantage that it

can determine which of multiple factors:

e are independently related to or “predict” the
outcome variable, after accounting for any
relationships between the factors

e are most important in predicting the outcome
variable.

A multiple regression model was conducted to examine
whether the level of understanding of violence against
women, as measured by UVAWS scores, could be
predicted by demographic factors (UVAWS Model 1).

Outcome variable: The measure of an outcome that we
are trying to predict via regression.

Input variables: The factors (e.g. demographic factors)
that we are examining to see if they are independently
associated with the outcome variable via regression.

Significant predictors: Input variables retained in

a regression model that had at least one significant,
independent relationship with understanding (UVAWS
scores) that was of non-negligible size (p < 0.05 and
standardised regression coefficient = 0.2).

demographic groups in understanding of violence
againstwomen can assist policymakers and practitioners
to target education initiatives more effectively
according to the needs of different demographic groups.
Together the demographic factors explained 7 per cent
of the variance in UVAWS scores (Figure 4-8; UVAWS
Model 1). Thus, while demographic characteristics
help us to predict understanding of violence against
women, their total contribution is only small. Most
of the difference in respondents’ understanding of
violence against women (93%) cannot be explained by
their demographic characteristics alone, suggesting
other factors are also important in predicting or shaping
understanding.

56 Note that multiple regression analyses (like bivariate analyses) show relationships between variables but cannot determine if these relationships

are causal nor the direction of any causal relationship.



Figure 4-8: Contribution of demographics to understanding of violence against women (UVAWS scores), 2021

93%

Note: N = 18,876. Based on UVAWS Model 1.

Demographic characteristics related to
understanding of violence against women

Table 4-4 shows the significant demographic predictors
of understanding of violence against women based on
the regression (UVAWS Model 1). In order of importance
(as listed in the table), the significant demographic
predictors of understanding of violence against women
were gender, English proficiency, country of birth and
length of time in Australia, and sexuality. Gender, the
most important predictor, explained only about 2 per
cent of the variance in understanding (first column in
Table 4-4).

Table 4-4 also shows significant differences between
demographic groups in understanding of violence
based on the regression results (UVAWS Model 1). For
each significant demographic predictor, a selected or
“reference” group was compared to each other group. For
example, for gender, the “comparison” groups of women
and non-binary respondents were both contrasted
against the “reference” group of men.>” The table shows
whether each comparison group had significantly
higher (>), significantly lower (<) or not significantly

Unexplained

Demographic contribution

different (ns) understanding compared to the reference
group.

Based on the regression, the demographic groups that
had significantly higher understanding of violence against
women were:>®

e gender: women and
compared to men

* English proficiency: respondents who spoke English
at home compared to respondents who spoke a
language other than English (LOTE) at home

e country of birth and length of time in Australia:
Australian-born respondents compared to
respondents born in a non-main English-speaking
country (N-MESC) who had lived in Australia for less
than six years

e sexuality: lesbian respondents compared to
heterosexual respondents.® In addition, for each
significant demographic predictor in the regression,
Table 4-4 presents bivariate results showing the
percentage of each demographic group with
“advanced” understanding of violence against

non-binary respondents

57 The reference group (REF) was chosen based on considerations of statistical power (i.e. the group with the most respondents) and ease of
interpretation (e.g. comparing the group with the highest formal education to each other group).

58 Each dot point below lists the demographic group with significantly higher understanding first, regardless of whether it was a comparison or
reference group (REF). The table always shows whether each comparison group had significantly higher (>) or lower (<) understanding than
the REF. If the REF had significantly higher understanding than a comparison group, this is indicated in the table by a “<” symbol next to the

comparison group.

59 Age, formal education, main labour activity and socioeconomic status of area were retained in the final model because they improved model fit.
However, they were not “significant predictors” in that there were no significant differences of non-negligible size between the groups examined
for these variables (p <0.05 and standardised regression coefficient > 0.2). Disability and remoteness were removed from the final model because

they did not improve model fit.
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women.®® For example, for gender, half of women
(50%) and non-binary respondents (50%) were
categorised as having “advanced” understanding of
violence against women, compared to 38 per cent
of men.®" Thus, even though some demographic
groups have higher understanding of violence against
women, further improvement is needed across all
demographic groups to achieve a society where all
people have “advanced” understanding.

Table 4-4: Significant demographic predictors of understanding of violence against women (UVAWS score), 2021
Demographic factor Demographic group Regression results Bivariate results

Significantly higher (>) or % of respondents with
lower (<) understanding of = “advanced” understanding
violence compared to REF*  of violence against women®

(% unique contribution to
UVAWS scores)

MenREeF 38
Gender Women > 50
(2%)
Non-binary respondents > 50
English at homeREF 48
English proficiency LOTE: good English < 31
(2%)
LOTE: poor English < 22
Born in AustraliaRtf 438
MESC: 0-5 years ns
MESC: 6-10 years ns
Country of birth and
length of time in Australia® MESC: >10 years ns
1%,
(%) N-MESC: 0-5 years < 21
N-MESC: 6-10 years ns
N-MESC: >10 years ns

Continues on next page

60 See note "b" to Table 4-4 or "Methodology reminder 4-3" for the definition of “advanced” understanding.

61 In contrast to the regression results, the bivariate analysis found no significant difference in understanding between non-binary respondents
and men (Section 4.1). This finding may partly reflect that, unlike the bivariate analysis, the regression adjusted for other demographic factors
that are related to gender, such as age and education, to determine which factors are most important in predicting understanding. Non-binary
respondents were more likely to be younger and, as a result, more likely to be students. After adjusting for the effects of age and education (and
other factors), non-binary respondents had significantly higher understanding of violence against women than men.
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Demographic factor Demographic group Regression results Bivariate results

Significantly higher (>) or % of respondents with
lower (<) understanding of  “advanced” understanding
violence compared to REF*  of violence against women®

(% unique contribution to
UVAWS scores)

Heterosexualr*F 44
Lesbian > 03
Sexuality Gay ns
(0.5%) Bisexual or pansexual ns

Asexual, queer or

) " ns
diverse sexualities

Note: N = 18,876. Regression results are from UVAWS Model 1. Only significant predictors are shown in the table. The total contribution of the
demographic predictors to UVAWS scores was 7%. Age, formal education, main labour activity and socioeconomic status of area were retained in
the model because they improved model fit but they were not significant predictors. Disability and remoteness were removed from the final model
because they did not improve model fit.

REF The reference group for this demographic factor. All other groups for the demographic factor were compared to the REF. The REF was chosen
based on considerations of statistical power (i.e. the group with the most respondents) and ease of interpretation (e.g. comparing the group with the
highest formal education to each other group).

ns No significant difference between this demographic group and the REF.

a Based on the regression results, this demographic group had significantly higher (>), significantly lower (<) or not significantly different (ns)
understanding of violence against women compared with the REF. For example, for gender, the table shows that women and non-binary respondents
had significantly higher (>) understanding compared to men (the REF). It can also be stated that men (the REF) had significantly lower understanding
compared to women and non-binary respondents, but this direction is not shown in the table.

b “Advanced” understanding of violence against women means recognising at least 75% of behaviours as always forms of violence against women
or domestic violence (based on UVAWS items) and recognising the remaining UVAWS items as usually forms of violence. See Section 2.5 for further
details.

c“LOTE" refers to language other than English spoken at home. “Good English” refers to good or very good self-reported English proficiency and “poor
English” refers to no English or poor self-reported English proficiency.

d “MESC" refers to people born in a main English-speaking overseas country (ABS classification) and “N-MESC" refers to people born in a non-main
English-speaking country. The number of years refers to the number of years since the respondent moved to Australia.
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4.4 Conclusions about
understanding of violence
against women

Understanding the nature of violence against women,
including distinguishing abusive behaviours from
healthy relationship dynamics and understanding the
gendered nature of violence, is important:

« forvictims and survivors to promptly recognise abuse
and seek help

« for family members, friends and service providers to
recognise abuse, validate the victim’s and survivor's
experience and support them in a trauma-informed
way

« for family members, friends, employers, businesses
and service providers to call out abusive actions when
safe to do so

« for government, police, men's behaviour change
services and employers to hold perpetrators
responsible for their actions and call out abusive
actions

« forperpetratorstorecognise their abusive behaviours
and the impact of those behaviours so that they can
change.

The results in this chapter show that community
understanding of the behaviours that constitute
violence againstwomen is significantly improving overall,
and that most Australians recognise that domestic
violence and violence against women can manifest as
a range of violent, abusive and controlling behaviours.
However, Australians are generally better at recognising
behaviours that constitute domestic violence than
they are at understanding that domestic violence is a
gendered phenomenon disproportionately perpetrated
by men against women.

Therewere also some significant, albeit small, differences
between demographic groups in understanding of
violence against women according to the regression
analysis. The strongest demographic relationship
was for gender, with men demonstrating significantly
lower understanding of violence against women
compared to both women and non-binary respondents.
Understanding also differed based on English proficiency,
country of birth and length of time in Australia, and
sexuality. Importantly, however, the combined ability of
demographic factors to predict levels of understanding
was only small (7%). Thus, the results indicate that there
is room to improve levels of understanding of violence
against women across the Australian population.

These results have implications for violence education
and prevention initiatives. Although Australians’
recognition of the forms of domestic violence and
violence against women is improving, more needs to
be done to address remaining gaps in understanding.
Initiatives should therefore:

* Develop consistent definitions of domestic violence
and coercive control across legislative and policy
settings Australia-wide, recognising domestic violence
as an ongoing pattern of multiple forms of violence,
abuse and control (Carlisle et al., 2022; Meeting of
Attorneys-General, 2022).

* Ensure these consistent definitions are used across
education and prevention initiatives to facilitate
shared understanding and competence to accurately
name and respond to abusive behaviours.

* Increase recognition of the many “subtle” or non-
physical forms of domestic violence and violence
against women more broadly, including coercive
control, to correct perceptions that violence against
women equates to predominantly physical violence
(Carlisle et al., 2022; Meeting of Attorneys-General,
2022).

¢ Expand understanding and awareness of technology-
facilitated abuse, including its interrelationship with
coercive control.

e Help people distinguish between healthy and
unhealthy relationship interactions.

* Raise awareness of the ways intersecting inequalities
in societal systems and structures exacerbate risk of
violence for marginalised groups and produce unique
forms of violence against women.

* Raise awareness of perpetrator tactics of control,
violence and abuse which target a partner’s identity
or needs, such as spiritual abuse, migration abuse,
financial abuse, carer abuse and threats to “out” a
partner’s gender identity or sexuality.

e Support industries, businesses, service providers
and governments to create policies to identify,
appropriately respond to and preventviolence against
women within their spaces.

* Increase the level of “advanced” understanding of
violence against women across the population and
social ecology by addressing barriers and employing
enablers to understanding, including barriers and
enablers that may be particularly relevant to certain
demographic groups (Chapter 9).2

The present results also suggest that considerable
proportions of Australians may be conceptualising
domestic violence through a “gender-ignoring” or
gender-neutral lens, which may be incorrectly shaping

62 See Chapter 10 for more details on the implications listed here.



perceptions that men and women equally perpetrate
domestic violence (Carlisle et al., 2022; Our Watch,
2021a). This perception focuses on the importance of
being “fair” by treating everyone the same but fails to
recognise the gendered norms and gendered differences
within structures and systems that drive gender-based
inequalities and violence. Thus, the results underscore
the importance of raising awareness of the gendered
norms and inequalities in structures and systems that
drive violence against women and addressing this
gender-ignoring lens. For example, prevention initiatives
should:

* Address any scepticism and misconceptions among
the community about the gendered nature of
domestic violence and abuse by raising awareness of
the established statistics on this issue.

e Improve community understanding about the
structural gender inequalities and other inequalities
that drive the conditions for men’s predominant use
of violence, abuse and control.

* Adopt gender-transformative strategies to target and
address the gendered norms and other drivers of
violence, abuse and control at all levels of the social
ecology.

¢ Address “backlash”, or resistance towards gender
equality movements, as these attitudes may underlie
perceptions that men and women equally perpetrate
domestic violence.

e Employ respectful relationships education to
emphasise both the importance of an equal power
balance in respectful relationships and the barriers
to this in the current patriarchal and heteronormative
society, as well as to transform problematic gendered
expectations.

¢ Address barriers to understanding violence against
women across the population and at all levels of the
social ecology.®3

63 See Chapter 10 for more details on the implications listed here.

103



104

5 Findings:
Attitudes towards Gender
Inequality Scale (AGIS)

Gender inequality is a key driver of violence against women (Flood,
2019a; Our Watch, 2021a). Evidence demonstrates that gender
inequality remains a pervasive issue in Australia and it is recognised
that addressing gender inequality is critical if we are to end violence
against women (AIHW, 2016a; COAG, 2010b, 2022; Our Watch, 2021a;
Riach et al., 2018; WGEA, 2022a). “Reduction of attitudes that are
associated with gender inequality” is a key indicator for preventing
violence according to the National Plan 2022-2032 (COAG, 2022, p. 30).



CHAPTER RESULTS SUMMARY

Findings: Attitudes towards
Gender Inequality Scale (AGIS)

Australians’ attitudinal rejection of gender inequality continues to improve significantly
over time (Section 5.1).

While most respondents held attitudes that reject gender inequality, a minority
condoned certain attitudes that undermine women'’s leadership, reinforce rigid gender
roles in specific areas, limit women’s personal autonomy, normalise sexism

and deny that gender inequality is a problem (Section 5.2).

Non-binary respondents and women were significantly more likely than men to have
“advanced” attitudinal rejection of gender inequality (Section 5.3).

Respondents’ attitudes towards gender inequality were significantly related to their

level of understanding of violence against women and their demographic characteristics.
However, these relationships were not very strong, suggesting other factors are also
important in shaping attitudes towards gender inequality. There is room to improve
attitudes towards gender inequality across the Australian community (Section 5.3).
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Gender inequality is a social phenomenon in which
women and men do not have equal social standing,
value, power, resources or opportunities in society,
providing the context for violence against women to
proliferate and become entrenched (Our Watch, 2021a).
Thus, systems and structures within society can either
challenge or perpetuate gender inequality. Community
attitudes that condone gender stereotyping or gender
discrimination are an expression of gender inequality
and these attitudes function to reinforce and reproduce
gender inequality in society. Attitudes condoning
gender inequality have been repeatedly associated with
attitudes that condone violence against women (Flood,
2019b; Our Watch, 2021a, p. 36; Webster et al., 2014;
Webster et al., 2018a; Webster et al., 2021).

Achieving gender equality requires changes throughout
society, including via changes to individual attitudes and
to practices, systemsand structures atthe organisational,
institutional and societal levels. It has been argued that

Methodology reminder 5-1

Significant: Refers to statistically significant findings
where we can be confident (with 95% certainty)

that the difference observed in the survey sample is
meaningful and likely to represent a true difference
in the Australian population (p < 0.05) that is not
negligible in size (Cohen’s d = 0.2).

AGIS scores: Each respondent received a (rescaled
Rasch) score on the AGIS based on their responses
to the items in the scale. AGIS scores could range
from 0 to 100, with higher scores indicating stronger
attitudinal rejection of gender inequality.

AGIS subscale scores: The five AGIS subscales each
measure a different conceptual aspect of attitudes
towards gender inequality. Each respondent also
received a (rescaled Rasch) score on each subscale
based on their answers to the items in the subscale.
AGIS subscale scores could range from 0 to 100, with
higher scores indicating stronger attitudinal rejection
of the aspect of gender inequality measured by the
subscale.

Item codes: To simplify reporting, each item has
been assigned an alphanumeric code (e.g. G1). The
letter in the code identifies the item’s thematic topic
(e.g. G = gender inequality). The number corresponds
to the order that items within a thematic topic were
presented in the 2021 NCAS instrument.

For further details see Chapter 2.

achieving gender equality may also require strategies
focused on equity (or fairness) to compensate for
women’s historical and social disadvantages that
prevent women and men from otherwise operating on
a level playing field (WHO, 2011).

This chapter presents the results for the Attitudes

towards Gender Inequality Scale (AGIS), including:

¢ AGIS scores over time by gender (Section 5.1)

» scores for the five AGIS subscales, which examine
rejection of five aspects of attitudes condoning
gender inequality (Section 5.2)

* results for individual AGIS items in each subscale
(Section 5.2)

» predictors of AGIS scores, including demographic
factors and understanding of violence against women
(Section 5.3)

» the conclusions and implications arising from these
results (Section 5.4).

5.1 Attitudes towards gender
inequality over time by gender

Figure 5-1 presents the change in rejection of gender
inequality over time by gender, according to mean
AGIS scores. We could not examine change over time
in attitudes for non-binary respondents as non-binary
genders were not reliably captured in previous waves of
the NCAS. However, we updated the gender item in 2021
to capture non-binary genders more accurately and
are able to provide the mean AGIS score for non-binary
respondents in 2021.%4

For all respondents, and for men and women separately,
the mean AGIS score was significantly higher in 2021
compared with 2009, 2013 and 2017. These findings
indicate a significant increase since all previous NCAS
waves in the attitudinal rejection of gender inequality in
the Australian population overall and for both men and
women separately.

Examining only 2021 AGIS scores, there were significant
gender differences. Specifically:

e compared to men, women continue to have
significantly higher attitudinal rejection of gender
inequality in 2021, as they did in previous NCAS waves

e compared to women and men, non-binary
respondents had significantly higher rejection of
gender inequality in 2021.

64 The 2021 item on gender is consistent with the ABS Standard (ABS, 2021h). Following stakeholder advice, for ease of understanding and due to



Figure 5-1: Attitudinal rejection of gender inequality over time (AGIS scores) by gender, 2009 to 2021
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(mean AGIS score)

60
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NCAS wave
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Note: "na” below means reliable data was not available. Ns in 2009, 2013, 2017 and 2021 were:

« women - 5,532; 8,728; 9,275; 10,095

* men - 3,377, 6,450; 8,215; 8,827

* non-binary respondents - na; na; na; 81

« all - 8,909; 15,178; 17,528; 19,040.

Demographic items for gender were updated for the 2021 NCAS in accordance with the ABS Standard (ABS, 2021h). As the gender item in previous
survey waves did not include the same response options for non-binary respondents, only results for men and women can be compared over time.

* Statistically significant difference on this scale between the year indicated and 2021.
*1 Statistically significant difference compared to women and men in 2021.
*2 Statistically significant difference compared to men in 2021.

Women

5.2 Attitudes towards gender
inequality: AGIS subscales

Methodology reminder 5-2

The AGIS comprises five psychometrically validated .

subscales, each measuring a different conceptual
aspect of attitudes towards gender inequality,
and asking respondents to agree or disagree with
statements on a five-point scale: “Strongly agree”,

“Somewhat agree”, “Neither agree or disagree”,
“Somewhat disagree”, “Strongly disagree”:

¢ The Reinforce Gender Roles Subscale comprises
five statements that reinforce traditional, rigid
gender roles and expectations.

¢ The Undermine Leadership Subscale comprises

The Limit Autonomy Subscale comprises two
statements that condone men being in charge
in intimate relationships and limiting women’s
personal autonomy.

The Normalise Sexism Subscale comprises three
statements that downplay or normalise sexism.

The Deny Inequality Subscale comprises three
statements that deny that gender inequality is
experienced by women, suggesting “backlash”
or resistance to gender equality.

four statements that undermine women'’s
leadership in work and public life.

Higher mean scores on subscales indicate higher
rejection of the problematic attitudes.

small numbers, “non-binary” is used in reporting as an umbrella term to refer to all respondents who reported they were non-binary or another
gender identity outside the gender binary.
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Figure 5-2 displays changes over time for the five
AGIS subscales between 2017 and 2021.%> There were

improvements over time for four of the five subscales.

The mean score for rejection of the Limit Autonomy
Subscale was significantly higher in 2021 compared to all
three previous waves of the NCAS. The Reinforce Gender
Roles Subscale, Normalise Sexism Subscale and Deny
Inequality Subscale also showed significantly higher

rejection of gender inequality in 2021 compared to 2017.

However, the Undermine Leadership Subscale showed
no significant change in 2021 compared to 2017.%¢

The mean scores on the different AGIS subscales in
2021 were also compared to one another to examine
whether some types of problematic attitudes towards
gender inequality are more likely to be rejected than
others (Figure 5-2). There was little difference in the
Australian population’s rejection of the different aspects
of gender inequality, with only one significant difference
between the AGIS subscales. Specifically, the mean
score for rejection of the Normalise Sexism Subscale
was significantly lower than that for the Undermine
Leadership Subscale in 2021. This finding is consistent
with the considerable level of acceptance of the sexist
joke scenarios described in Chapter 8.

Figure 5-2: Rejection of different aspects of gender inequality (AGIS subscales) over time, 2009 to 2021
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(mean AGIS subscale score)
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Undermine Leadership
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Note: “na” below means reliable data was not available. Ns in 2009, 2013, 2017 and 2021 were:

+ Reinforce Gender Roles Subscale - na; na; 17,018; 9,509
* Undermine Leadership Subscale - na; na; 17,398; 18,792
+ Limit Autonomy Subscale - 9,549; 16,396; 16,674; 18,356
« Normalise Sexism Subscale - na; na; 17,248; 6,467

+ Deny Inequality Subscale - na; na; 16,077; 9,316.

* Statistically significant difference on this subscale between the year indicated and 2021.
*1 The Normalise Sexism Subscale had a significantly lower mean score compared to the Undermine Leadership Subscale in 2021.

65 Reliable mean scores for 2009 and 2013 could only be calculated for the Limit Autonomy Subscale as the other subscales had insufficient data in

previous years.

66 Although AGIS subscale items in 2021 are almost identical to GEAS subscale items in 2017, the reported means for 2017 subscales differs from
those in the 2017 NCAS report (Webster et al., 2018a). In 2021, the ability to accurately compare subscales was prioritised, which was achieved by
anchoring all scales and subscales to the GVIS. In contrast, in 2017, each scale and subscale was independently rescaled. In 2021, the approach of
anchoring all scales and subscales to the GVIS was applied retrospectively to the data from previous NCAS waves. The 2021 approach means that
all scale and subscale scores can be accurately compared in 2021 and over time because they are effectively part of the same mega-scale.



Figure 5-3 displays the mean scores on each AGIS
subscale in 2021 by gender. There were significant
differences between genders for all AGIS subscales in
2021. Specifically:

¢« women demonstrated significantly higher rejection of
the aspects of gender inequality measured by all five
AGIS subscales compared to men

¢ non-binary respondents demonstrated significantly
higher rejection of gender inequality on four of the
five AGIS subscales, showing higher rejection on:

o the Reinforce Gender Roles Subscale, Undermine
Leadership Subscale and Deny Inequality Subscale
compared to men

o the Normalise Sexism Subscale compared to both
men and women.

AGIS in focus:
Reinforce Gender Roles Subscale

The Reinforce Gender Roles Subscale of the AGIS includes
five items examining attitudes to traditional, rigid,
heteronormative gender roles and expectations. Gender
roles and stereotypes relate to common, oversimplified
assumptions about the characteristics, skills, behaviours,
preferences and roles that people have or demonstrate
based on their biological sex. Although stereotypes and
expected gender roles are often perceived as natural
or innate, they are socially constructed and learned
through socialisation (Basu et al.,, 2017; Our Watch,
2021a; Reigeluth & Addis, 2016). Research suggests that
children are often socialised into traditional gender roles
by early childhood and have internalised inequitable
gender attitudes by pre-adolescence (Gutierrez et
al., 2020; Hammond & Cimpian, 2021; Kagesten et al.,
2016; Mayeza & Bhana, 2020). Despite women's greater
participation in non-traditional domains and efforts to
shift stereotypes over time, recent attitudinal research
suggests that many gender role stereotypes persist,
including in academia, business and the private domain
(Hipp & Bunning, 2021; Marques, 2021; V. Meyer et al.,
2017; Morawska et al., 2021; Stout et al., 2016).

Gender roles and expectations for men include
biologically essentialist ideas about being a “real man”,
defined by acting “tough”; demonstrating aggression,
dominance and control; self-reliance; suppression
of “feminine” emotions; and adhering to compulsory
heterosexuality, hypersexuality and sexual entitlement
(Mahalik et al., 2003; Our Watch, 2021a; The Men'’s Project
& Flood, 2018). In line with these traditional stereotypes,
Australian men continue to be substantially less likely
than women to take up primary caring roles or parental
leave and remain less likely to seek employment in
“caring” industries (WGEA, 2022a).

Additionally, stereotyped gender norms for women
include expectations relating to their demeanour (e.g.
passive, emotional and submissive), appearance (e.g.
sexualised, pretty, thin and adhering to beauty norms
of whiteness), and character (e.g. caring and maternal,
but also “bitchy”, inherently deceitful or manipulative,
out to “get men”; Biefeld et al., 2021; McCann, 2022;
Minter et al., 2021; Our Watch, 2021a). Exemplifying the
stereotyped contradictions which women are subjected
to, the Madonna-whore dichotomy denotes polarised
perceptions of women as either good and chaste or
bad and promiscuous (Bareket et al.,, 2018). A recent
international study found endorsement of the Madonna-
whore dichotomy correlated with the endorsement
of patriarchy-supporting ideologies, confirming the
role of stereotypes in controlling women and limiting
their sexual freedom (Kahalon et al., 2019). Similarly,
stereotyped assumptions about women’s “natural”
desire for children posit motherhood as a defining
feature of women'’s identities in Australia across cultural
contexts. As a result, women who cannot or choose not
to have children face stigma and are cast as “incomplete”
or not “real” women (Bhambhani & Inbanathan, 2018;
Gui, 2020; Iverson et al., 2020; Riggs & Bartholomaeus,
2016).

Rigid gender roles and stereotypes impact the ways
people relate to each other in their relationships, as
well as in organisational and institutional contexts (Our
Watch, 2021a). Rigid gender norms and stereotypes
can also have harmful effects. Expecting women to be
passive and submissive can reduce women to sexual
objects and targets for sexual exploitation (Bernstein
et al., 2022a; C. Knowles, 2021; Schick, 2014; Wright &
Tokunaga, 2016). Likewise, gender expectations that
women must be nurturing and caring, rather than
driven and ambitious, result in biases that undermine
women's independence and autonomy in workplaces
and public life (Barreto et al., 2009; Hideg & Shen,
2019). Patriarchal gender roles can also be harmful
for all people, including men and non-binary people.
Harms for men have been evidenced across a range of
indicators relating to men’s mental health, wellbeing and
reluctance to seek help; suicide; their proclivity for risk-
taking behaviours (such as alcohol use); and their risk of
perpetrating or experiencing violence and perpetrating
sexual harassment of women (Apesoa-Varano et al.,
2018; Flood, 2022a; Murnen, 2015; Rice et al., 2021; The
Men's Project & Flood, 2018). Rigid gender roles also lead
to hostile climates for non-binary people, who can feel
pressure to express gender in a cisnormative way or face
exclusion and discrimination (Francis & Monakali, 2021).
Thus, adhering to and condoning rigid gender norms
ultimately contributes to and reinforces gendered
oppressions, thereby maintaining a context that enables
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Findings: Attitudes towards Gender Inequality Scale (AGIS)

Figure 5-3: Rejection of different aspects of gender inequality (AGIS subscales) by gender, 2021
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Note: N = 19,100 unless otherwise noted.
* Statistically significant difference compared to men on this subscale in 2021.
*1 Statistically significant difference compared to men and women on this subscale in 2021.

~ Asked of one quarter of the sample.

10 Attitudes matter: The 2021 National Community Attitudes towards Violence against Women Survey (NCAS), Findings for Australia



gender-based violence to occur (Abrams et al., 2003;
Koepke et al., 2014).

Figure 5-4 shows the level of agreement or disagreement
with each item in the Reinforce Gender Roles Subscale.
Disagreement with an item indicates rejection of
attitudes that supportrigid gender roles and stereotypes.
Most respondents strongly or somewhat disagreed with
each statement (84-94%) and only a minority strongly
or somewhat agreed (4-7%). These results indicate that,
positively, Australians predominantly reject attitudes
that reinforce rigid gender roles and stereotypes.

Nonetheless, some of the subscale items were more
strongly rejected than others (Figure 5-4). Rejection
was strongest for attitudes that chastise men for
working in stereotypically “feminine” industries (G7)
and for expressing emotion (G8), with 78-80 per
cent of respondents strongly disagreeing with these
items. Comparatively, only 59 per cent of respondents
strongly disagreed with expectations that women
should not initiate sex when a couple starts dating
(G15), suggesting that there is still room to shift this
traditional heteronormative gender role expectation
and proscriptive sexual scripts that limit women's sexual
agency.

Figure 5-4: Reinforcing rigid gender roles (AGIS subscale items), 2021

I think it is embarrassing for a man to have a

job that is usually held by a woman (G7) 13 14

A man should never admit when

others have hurt his feelings (G8) 13 15

Women need to have children
to be fulfilled (G9)*

If a woman earns more than her male partner,
it is not good for the relationship (G14)~ 25

When a couple start dating, the woman
should not be the one to initiate sex (G15)*
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A Asked of half the sample..
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It was also of interest to investigate if the generally high
level of rejection of rigid gender roles and stereotypes
evidenced in 2021 represents an improvement
compared to previous survey waves. Table 5-1 shows
the results for the Reinforce Gender Roles Subscale
items over time. Although, as noted earlier, attitudes
on the overall subscale improved significantly between
2017 and 2021 (Figure 5-2), this improvement did not
translate to a significant improvement for any of the
individual items in this subscale between 2017 and 2021
(despite small increases in the raw percentages). These
results suggest that while attitudes reinforcing gender
roles and stereotypes are rejected by most Australians,
such attitudes are slow to change in a minority of the
Australian population.

AGIS in focus:
Undermine Leadership Subscale

The Undermine Leadership Subscale of the AGIS
includes four items relating to attitudes towards women
in work and leadership. Although women’s ascent to
leadership positions in politics and other career areas
has accelerated in recent years, the gender pay gap in
Australia continues to favour men and is evident across
industries, and most senior roles and governing bodies
in Australia remain dominated by men (WGEA, 2022b).
The recent review into Commonwealth parliamentary
workplaces found that Parliament is a highly gender-
segregated workplace and that women face challenges
in attaining senior roles or are given tasks on a gendered

Table 5-1: Reinforcing rigid gender roles (AGIS subscale items) over time, 2009-2021

Item Code
I think it is embarrassing for a man to have a

. . G7
job that is usually held by a woman

A man should never admit when others have G8
hurt his feelings

Women need to have children to be fulfilled G9
If a woman earns more than her male partner, G14
it is not good for the relationship

When a couple start dating, the woman should G15

not be the one to initiate sex

Note: Ns in 2009, 2013, 2017 and 2021 were 10,105; 17,517; 17,542; 19,100.

2009 2013 2017 2021
% net disagree?
- - 93/ 94
- - 92 93
84 83 90 891
- - 89A 90/
- - 80/ 841

There were no significant differences between previous years and 2021 on any items in this subscale.
a Percentage of respondents who strongly or somewhat disagreed with the item.

" Asked of half the sample in this year.



basis, in line with stereotyped gender expectations
(AHRC, 2021). These challenges to progression in
parliamentary leadership were amplified for women,
peoplewith diverse sexualities, people with disability and
people from various cultural and linguistic backgrounds
(AHRC, 2021). According to the review, Commonwealth
parliamentary workplaces are characterised by a lack of
diversity and a “boy’s club” culture (AHRC, 2021).

Political institutions in Australia have also been found
to produce unequal and unsafe working conditions
for women politicians (Collier & Raney, 2018). Recent
examples of the culture of hostility towards women in
politics and leadership roles in Australia since the 2017
NCAS wave include:

¢ sexist and offensive remarks directed at Greens
Senator Sarah Hanson-Young in the Senate in 2018
(McKinnell, 2019; Women's Agenda, 2021)

¢ sexist and abusive social media backlash directed at
journalist Leigh Sales following her interview with
Prime Minister Scott Morrison on the ABC's 7.30
television program in 2020 (Molloy, 2020)

* “growling” and dog noises directed at Senator Jacqui
Lambie during Senate Question Time in 2021 (Maiden,
2021)

¢ allegations of sexism, bullying, harassment and
sexual misconduct across political parties and at local,
state and federal levels of government (AHRC, 2021;
L. Knowles, 2018; Mikolajczak et al., 2021; Williams,
2020a; Worthington & Snape, 2021).

Additionally, there is extensive evidence of systemic
gender bias in media coverage of women as political
leaders, including against former Australian Prime
Minister Julia Gillard (Jansens, 2019; Lee-Koo & Maley,
2017; Sawer, 2013; Sorrentino et al., 2018; Williams, 2017,
2020b). Hostile sexism, which involves antagonistic
views of women, was also found to influence voters’
preferences in the United States for Donald Trump over
Hillary Clinton in the 2016 presidential election (Ratliff et
al., 2019). Despite such evidence of attitudes and cultures
that undermine women'’s leadership, recent research
indicates that countries led by women fared better
than those led by men in terms of COVID-19 outcomes,
as women leaders locked their countries down more
quickly and communicated more effectively (Garikipati
& Kambhampati, 2021).

Senior and leadership roles in various industries
continue to be dominated by men and remain imagined
in masculine terms (Poorhosseinzadeh et al., 2019).
Attitudes relating to the traits of authentic and influential
leaders are often constructed along the lines of gendered,
racial and sexuality hierarchies (Liu, 2021; Liu et al., 2015;
Stephenson, 2020). Gendered and racialised barriers to

leadership have been evidenced in medicine, academia,
publicrelations, science,informationtechnology, tourism
and hospitality, among many other industries (Filiberto
et al.,, 2019; Fitzsimmons & Callan, 2020; Hutchings et
al., 2020; Khan et al., 2019; Liang et al., 2019; Mate et al.,
2019; McGee, 2018; Nash et al., 2019; Parker et al., 2018;
Parkinson et al., 2019; Place & Vardeman-Winter, 2018;
Punshonetal., 2019; A. N. Smith et al., 2019; Wolfert et al.,
2019). Moreover, research shows that race and gender
often intersect to impact on the salaries, treatment
(e.g. workplace bullying) and leadership opportunities
of women of colour across various industries (Aaron,
2020; Bourabain, 2021; Burton et al.,, 2020; T. Clark et
al.2021; Hollis, 2018; Levchak, 2018; Macias & Stephens,
2019; Quah, 2020). One study reported that women
feel pressured to adopt more “masculine” gender
performances to secure top-level managerial positions
(Einarsdottir et al., 2018). Additionally, taking parental
leave both interrupts women’'s career advancement
into leadership positions and contributes to their longer
term financial insecurity due to gendered pay gaps
and reduced retirement savings (Baird & Heron, 2019;
Offermann et al., 2020; Volpato, 2018). Online abuse
has also been linked to negative personal and career
consequences for professional women, including pulling
back from career and public life, a suspension of online
professional activity and resignation (eSafety, 2022j).

Recent evidence suggests that the COVID-19 pandemic
has strongly impacted women’s workplace participation
and exacerbated pre-existing gender inequalities in
the labour force (R. Cook & Grimshaw, 2021; Landivar
et al., 2020). Additionally, policy roadmaps out of
lockdowns and stimulus packages, both in Australia
and internationally, were seen as favouring men and
men-dominated industries over women and women-
dominated industries, thereby perpetuating the
employment disadvantages women faced through
the pandemic response (Australian Unions, 2020; C.
Johnson, 2022; M. Morris, 2020; Viswanath & Mullins,
2021; Wood et al., 2021). The COVID-19 pandemic thus
created difficulties for women’s economic participation
and career advancement. For example, compared
with men in academic positions, women’s research
productivity was especially impacted through the
pandemic as a result of women’s increased unpaid caring
responsibilities (Andersen et al., 2020; Gabster et al,,
2020; Pinho-Gomes et al., 2020). Moreover, the effects
of the pandemic on career advancement were not felt
equally by all women. Research suggests that women
with lower socioeconomic status were more likely to
have experienced a decrease in their work hours, while
women in higher positions or with advanced degrees
were found to have experienced an increase in paid
work hours (Fan & Moen, 2021). In addition, government
spending in response to COVID-19 may have limited the
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speed and scope of reforms to areas of spending that
primarily affect women, including childcare and parental
leave (Wood et al., 2021). Additional consequences of the
response to the COVID-19 pandemic include an increase
in women experiencing online abuse and harassment as
aresultof working from home and shiftingwork to online
forums (Ahuja & Padhy, 2021; Strenio & Chowdhury,
2021).

Figure 5-5 shows the level of agreement or disagreement
with each item in the Undermine Leadership Subscale.
Disagreement with an item indicates rejection of
attitudes that undermine women'’s leadership in public
life. Most respondents strongly or somewhat disagreed
with each subscale item (85-93%) and only 10 per cent
or fewer agreed (strongly or somewhat) with the items.
Positively, these results indicate that, except for a small
minority, Australians overwhelmingly reject attitudes
that undermine women’'s leadership and decision-
making in public life. Nonetheless, the level of rejection
was higher for some of these items than others. While 83
per cent of respondents strongly disagreed that women
are less capable of thinking logically (G11), only about
two thirds strongly disagreed that men generally make
better bosses (G5) and political leaders (G4) than women.
Thus, further improvement could be made in attitudes
towards women in leadership roles.

Table 5-2 shows the level of disagreement with the
Undermine Leadership Subscale items over time.
Consistent with the lack of significant improvement
between 2017 and 2021 for the subscale overall (Figure
5-2), none of the individual items showed improvement
since 2017. These findings indicate that the Australian
population’s fairly high level of rejection of attitudes that
undermine women'’s leadership evidenced in 2021 was
similar to that demonstrated in 2017. However, one item
showed significant improvement in 2021 compared to
2009 and 2013. Specifically, in 2021 a significantly higher
percentage of respondents disagreed (either strongly
or somewhat) with the statement that men make better
political leaders (G4) than in 2009 and 2013.

AGIS in focus: Limit Autonomy Subscale

The Limit Autonomy Subscale of the AGIS includes two
items that examine attitudes to men being in charge
or taking control in their intimate relationships with
women. Traditional, heteronormative gender roles
shape expectations about men’s and women'’s roles
and responsibilities within intimate relationships.
Benevolent sexism further reinforces these gender
expectations by positing that women are innately more
nurturing and thus best suited to be primary caregivers

Figure 5-5: Undermining women's leadership in public life (AGIS subscale items), 2021
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Table 5-2: Undermining women'’s leadership in public life (AGIS subscale items) over time, 2009-2021

Item Code

Women are less capable than men of G11
thinking logically

Men, rather than women, should

hold positions of responsibility in the G6
community

On the whole, men make better political

G4
leaders than women

In the workplace, men generally make

G5
more capable bosses than women

Note: Ns in 2009, 2013, 2017 and 2021 were 10,105; 17,517; 17,542; 19,100.

2009 2013 2017 2021
% net disagree?®
- - 92 93
- - 877 88/
71% 67* 80 85
- - 817 85/

a Percentage of respondents who strongly or somewhat disagreed with the item.

* Statistically significant difference compared to 2021.
A Asked of half the sample in this year.

and passive homemakers, while men are positioned in
the role of protector, provider and decision-maker in
relationships (Glick & Fiske, 1996, 1997; Hammond et
al., 2017; Overall & Hammond, 2017; Salin et al., 2018).
Reinforcement of women’s conformity to traditionally
feminine attributes (such as being nurturing, gentle,
demure and self-sacrificing for others) can undermine
their feelings of independence, competence and
ambition both within and outside relationships (Cross
& Overall, 2018). Moreover, these attitudes establish
and maintain a gendered hierarchy of power within
intimate relationships, especially in relation to caring
responsibilities and financial decision-making. Research
has demonstrated how entrenched these gender
inequitable attitudes remain. For example, data
comparing attitudes towards sharing paid work and
unpaid care responsibilities from 22 Western countries
suggests that the model of the man as the main income
provider remains the most widely supported (Salin et al.,
2018).

Expectations that men are the decision-makers and
main income providers in relationships, and that women
should sacrifice themselves for their family, can create
a context where men may resort to aggression or
abuse if they feel that their power or status within the
relationship is threatened by traditional gender roles
being challenged (Cross & Overall, 2019; Cross et al.,
2019; Harrington et al., 2021).

Figure 5-6 shows the results for the two items in the Limit
Autonomy Subscale. In 2021, 87 per cent of respondents
strongly or somewhat disagreed that men should be

in a position of control in intimate relationships (G12).

Although most respondents also strongly or somewhat
disagreed that women prefer men to take charge in
relationships (G13), this percentage was somewhat lower
(74%). These results indicate that while most Australians
reject the normative statement that men should be in
charge of relationships, a sizeable minority nonetheless
think that women prefer men to take control. Thus, more
work is needed to challenge deep-seated attitudes that
presume men's patriarchal position in the family and
intimate relationships, and to promote equality within
intimate relationship dynamics.

As noted earlier, scores on the Limit Autonomy Subscale
improved significantly in 2021 compared to 2017, 2013
and 2009 (Figure 5-2). Table 5-3 shows the level of
disagreement with the items in the Limit Autonomy
Subscale over time. Consistent with the improvement
at the subscale level, both subscale items showed a
significant increase between 2013 and 2021 in the
rejection of attitudes that limit women’s personal
autonomy in relationships. However, the raw trend
towards continued improvement from 2017 to 2021 did
not reach statistical significance (Table 5-3). Thus, a shift
away from more traditional attitudes that normalise
men’'s control within relationships appears to be
occurring slowly over time.
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Figure 5-6: Limiting women'’s personal autonomy in relationships (AGIS subscale items), 2021
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charge of the relationship (G13) 3 17

0
Strongly Somewhat Somewhat
agree agree disagree

Note: N =19,100.
ns No significant difference between 2017 and 2021.

ns
17 70 2
ns
26 48 !
20 40 60 80 100
% of respondents
Strongly Undecided Unanswered
disagree

Table 5-3: Limiting women'’s personal autonomy in relationships over time (AGIS subscale items), 2009-2021

Item Code
Women prefer a man to be in charge of G13
the relationship

Men should take control in relationships G2

and be the head of the household

Note: Ns in 2009, 2013, 2017 and 2021 were 10,105; 17,517; 17,542; 19,100.

2009 2013 2017 2021
% net disagree®
65 62* 67 74
79* 78% 80 87

a Percentage of respondents who strongly or somewhat disagreed with the item.

* Statistically significant difference compared to 2021.

AGIS in focus: Normalise Sexism Subscale

The Normalise Sexism Subscale of the AGIS includes three
items describing attitudes that downplay or normalise
sexisminspecificsocial contexts. Expressions of everyday
sexism, harassment and sexist microaggressions play
a role in normalising the culture of violence against
women, with the result that sexualised disrespect,
discrimination and abuse come to be seen as acceptable
and normal (L. Bates, 2014; Mellgren et al., 2018; Sinko
et al.,, 2021). For example, it has been argued that
universities have normalised men’s sexual aggression
through poor management of sexual assault cases,
which ultimately perpetuates and normalises a broader
“hook-up” and rape culture (AHRC, 2017a; Heywood et al.,
2022; Nisbet et al., 2022; Sinko et al., 2021). Additionally,

the normalisation of everyday sexism makes gendered
microaggressions, such as jokes about violence against
women or questioning the reality of people’s experiences
of discrimination, appear acceptable (Algner & Lorenz,
2022; V. E. Johnson et al., 2021). Women's experiences
of gendered microaggressions and everyday sexism
have been widely documented, with studies suggesting
these experiences are even more acute for women of
colour, people with diverse sexualities, and women with
disability (Arayasirikul & Wilson, 2019; L. Bates, 2014; V.
E. Johnson et al., 2021; A. M. Jones, 2021; Levchak, 2018;
Nadal, 2019a; Nadal et al., 2016; Nuru & Arendt, 2019;
Olkin et al., 2019).

Research indicates that everyday sexism and
microaggressions are especially normalised through



men'’s peer groups as key sites where gender inequalities
and tolerance of violence against women are maintained
(DeKeseredy, Hall-Sanchez, et al., 2018; Flood & Ertel,
2020, p. 194). Men's “locker-room talk”, “banter”, fighting
“for fun” and “lad culture” have all been identified as tools
of cis men’s heterosexual bonding and intimacy, as well
as serving as performances of hegemonic masculinity,
especially among younger men (Bolton et al., 2021;
Flood, 2008; Jeffries, 2020; Johansson & Odenbring,
2021; Odenbring & Johansson, 2021; Vaynman et al,,
2020; Whittle et al., 2019). These homosocial practices
- which can include the objectification and harassment
of women - are based on normative expectations
regarding how men need to act in order to attain and
retain masculine status and achieve belonging among
their peers (Bolton et al., 2021; Van Doorn et al., 2021).
Because performances of traditional masculinity are
central to social belonging in men'’s peer groups, “men
often refrain from intervening in other men'’s sexism or
violence because of concerns about loss of status among
male peers” (Flood & Ertel, 2020, p. 194).

However, these practices can have harmful outcomes
and implications. Men’s hegemonic and hypermasculine
bonding has been linked with bullying, sexist behaviour
and enactments of homophobia (Diefendorf & Bridges,
2020; C. Jackson & Sundaram, 2018; R. A. Miller et al.,
2021; Rosen & Nofziger, 2019). Moreover, research has
shown how hostile masculinity in men’s peer groups is
associated with proclivity to perpetrate multiple types
of violence (E. Miller et al., 2020; Ray & Parkhill, 2021),
including “upskirting” (i.e. taking a photo up a woman'’s
skirt), the non-consensual sharing of sexual images and
videos, dating violence and even sexual assault (Duran
et al., 2016; Hall et al., 2021; Hunehall Berndtsson &
Odenbring, 2021; Ringrose et al., 2022; S. Roberts et al.,
2021). Peer pressure for men to engage in “locker-room
talk” has been associated with rape myth acceptance
and problematic attitudes towards women (Cole et al.,
2020). It has been argued that dismissing these forms
of hypermasculine bonding as instances of “lad culture”
or “just a laugh” can mask the problematic elements of
these behaviours, ultimately normalising disrespectful
attitudes towards women and gender and sexual
minorities and legitimising sexual violence (C. Jackson &
Sundaram, 2018; Nichols, 2018; Vaynman et al., 2020).

Figure 5-7 shows the level of disagreement with the three
items in the Normalise Sexism Subscale. The majority
of respondents disagreed, strongly or somewhat, with
all three items (82-98%). However, there was stronger
rejection of one of these items. Whereas 93 per cent
of respondents strongly disagreed that jokes about
violence against women are acceptable (G17), only
two thirds (66%) strongly disagreed that workplace
discrimination against women is no longer a problem

(G10) and only 57 per cent strongly disagreed that sexist
jokes are acceptable (G16). These findings suggest that
although expressions of violent behaviour among friends
are not tolerated, more work is needed to challenge
attitudes that microaggressive and sexist behaviour,
including sexist jokes among men in their peer groups, is
acceptable. Acceptance of such sexist behaviour creates
a context whereby gendered discrimination is no longer
seen as a problem.

Table 5-4 shows the level of disagreement over time
with attitudes that normalise sexism according to the
individual items in the Normalise Sexism Subscale.
Consistent with the increased rejection of attitudes
that normalise sexism at the subscale level (Figure 5-2),
there was a significant increase from 2017 to 2021 in
disapproval of sexist jokes within men’'s peer groups
(from 72% to 82%; G16). However, as already noted,
this item was less strongly rejected in 2021 than the
other Normalise Sexism Subscale items and thus has
the greatest room for improvement. There was no
significant improvement since 2017 for the other two
items, although there was a significant increase between
2013 and 2021 in the percentage of respondents who
disagreed that workplace discrimination against women
is no longer an issue (G10). In addition, the extremely
high rejection of jokes about violence against women
shown in 2017 (97%) was maintained in 2021 (98%).
Notwithstanding the positive shifts over time in the
Normalise Sexism Subscale items, there is still room to
improve community attitudes that normalise sexism,
particularly through sexist jokes.

AGIS in focus: Deny Inequality Subscale

The Deny Inequality Subscale of the AGIS describes
attitudes expressing “backlash” to gender equality.
“Backlash” is defined as resistance to progressive social
change and resistance to change in existing gendered
power structures (Flood et al., 2020). Resistance or
backlash can be informal or formal, overt or covert, and
may be expressed at the individual or collective level
(Flood et al., 2020; Smolovi¢ Jones et al., 2020). Backlash
attitudes aim to maintain the status quo in the social
order by impeding or seeking to overturn progressive
changes (Flood et al., 2020).

Backlash attitudes and resistance to gender equality
take various forms. One example is the denial of the
need to change gendered relations of power, specifically
“the rejection of the claim that women are disadvantaged
and men are privileged” (Flood et al., 2020, p. 396).
Another example is “disassociation”, whereby some
people construct themselves as separate to the problem
of violence against women in order to avoid confronting
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Figure 5-7: Normalising sexism (AGIS subscale items), 2021
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ns No significant difference between 2017 and 2021.
* Significantly higher understanding in 2021 than 2017.
~ Asked of one quarter of the sample.

A Asked of half of the sample.

Table 5-4: Normalising sexism (AGIS subscale items) over time, 2009-2021
Item Code 2009 2013 2017 2021

% net disagree?®

I think it’s OK for men to joke with their male friends about G17 _ _ 97 98~
being violent towards women

Dlscrlmlnat.lon agaln.st women is no longer a problem in the G10 84 81* 86 90~
workplace in Australia

I think there’s no harm in men making sexist jokes about 616 _ _ 7oN* 8o~
women when they are among their male friends

Note: Ns in 2009, 2013, 2017 and 2021 were 10,105; 17,517; 17,542; 19,100.

a Percentage of respondents who strongly or somewhat disagreed with the item.
* Statistically significant difference compared to 2021.
~ Asked of one quarter of the sample in this year.

A Asked of half the sample in this year.



the ways thatthey themselves are implicated or complicit
in structures of gender inequality and the culture of
patriarchy (Burrell, 2020, 2021). Other examples of
backlash or resistance include claims that:

« efforts to gain gender equality for women have
occurred at the expense of men

¢ men in general have been unfairly marginalised and
subordinated based on the actions of a minority of
men

¢ gender equality advocacy is simply a campaign of
“man-hating” ideology

¢ women are the recipients of unwarranted special
treatment

¢ women are not adequately qualified or are unable to
assume the roles that would facilitate their equality

¢ women deserve their subjugated position

* gender equality is a “women'’s issue” and thus is not
men'’s responsibility (Carian, 2022; Flood & Ertel, 2020;
J. Green & Shorrocks, 2021; Horwath & Diabl, 2020,
p. 1123; IPSOS, 2022; Tildesley et al., 2021; VicHealth,
2018).

International evidence points to increasing resentment
towards gender equality initiatives targeting workplaces
and political leadership based on the perception that
these initiatives discriminate against men (Elomaki &
Ylostalo, 2021; J. Green & Shorrocks, 2021; Johansson
et al., 2019). Relatedly, recent Australian survey results
suggest that 42 per cent of men believe gender equality
initiatives in the workplace do not take men into account
(Haussegger et al., 2018).

Backlash attitudes that resist gender equality are
prominent among some groups within the community
and are not necessarily held by the majority. Studies
suggest that such attitudes are most likely to be held
by “individuals who hold sexist norms, and in contexts
characterised by sexism, gender segregation and male
dominance” (Flood et al., 2020, p. 400), and among
younger people and people from lower to middle
socioeconomic backgrounds (Carian, 2022). Backlash
attitudes have been linked with the acceptance of rape
myths (Carian, 2022) and resistance to gender equality
initiatives (J. Green & Shorrocks, 2021; Kantola &
Lombardo, 2020; Kovats, 2018; Loffler et al., 2020; Pease,
2020; Toldy & Garraio, 2020). Relatedly, an international
study suggests that people with politically conservative
attitudes, such as backlash attitudes, are less likely to
prioritise addressing violence against women (Araujo
& Gatto, 2021). Resentment towards gender equality
initiatives have also been linked with resentment
towards progressive efforts for racial and sexuality
equality and may be fuelled by structures and systems
based on heteropatriarchal and settler colonial values (L.
Nicholas, 2020; L. Nicholas & Agius, 2018; Pease, 2020).

The Deny Inequality Subscale comprises three items
describing attitudes that deny gender inequality
experiences through backlash. As Figure 5-8 shows,
more than half (52-63%) of the respondents strongly or
somewhat disagreed with these statements. However,
the level of rejection of these backlash attitudes was not
particularly high, with only 22-36 per cent of respondents
strongly disagreeing with these statements. Further,
substantial proportions of respondents agreed with
these statements, indicating that approximately 4 in 10
Australians agree that many women mistakenly interpret
innocent remarks as sexist (G2), 1in 3 agree that women
exaggerate the unequal treatment of women in Australia
(G1) and almost 1 in 3 agree that women do not fully
appreciate what men do for them (G3). These results
indicate considerable support for backlash attitudes
within the Australian community and highlight the need
for continued efforts to address backlash attitudes.

As discussed earlier, there was significant improvement
between 2017 and 2021 inrejection of attitudes thatdeny
gender inequality at the subscale level (Figure 5-2). Table
5-5 shows the level of rejection over time of attitudes
that deny gender equality experiences, according to
the individual items in Deny Inequality Subscale. There
was a significant positive shift for one of the three items
between 2017 and 2021. Specifically, a significantly
higher percentage of respondents in 2021 than in 2017
disagreed that many women interpret remarks or acts
as sexist (52% versus 41%; G2). The raw trends towards
improvement for the other two items did not reach
statistical significance (Table 5-5).
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Figure 5-8: Denying gender inequality experiences (AGIS subscale items), 2021
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Table 5-5: Denying gender inequality experiences (AGIS subscale items) over time, 2017-2021
Item Code 2017 2021

% net disagree®

Many women don't fully appreciate all that men do for them G3 577 631

Many women exaggerate how unequally women are treated in Australia G1 534 58A

Many women mistakenly interpret innocent remarks or acts as

. . G2 41* 52
being sexist

Note: These items were not asked in 2009 and 2013. Ns in 2017 and 2021 were 17,542; 19,100.
a Percentage of respondents who strongly or somewhat disagreed with the item.

* Statistically significant difference compared to 2021.

A Asked of half the sample in this year.



5.3 Attitudes towards gender
inequality: Assessing the
importance of demographics
and understanding

Methodology reminder 5-3

Bivariate analysis: Examines the direct or
straightforward relationship between two variables
only, such as an outcome of interest (e.g. attitudes
towards gender inequality) and one other variable or
factor (e.g. a demographic factor such as age), without
taking into account the effect of any other variables or
factors.

“Advanced” rejection of gender inequality:
Respondents were grouped into two categories:

“advanced” and “developing” rejection of gender
inequality. Respondents in the “advanced” category
had a high AGIS score that indicated they had strongly
disagreed with at least 75 per cent of attitudes
condoning gender inequality (AGIS items) and
somewhat disagreed with the remaining AGIS items
(or the equivalent). Bivariate analysis was used to
examine the percentage of each demographic group
(e.g. each age group) that fell into the “advanced”
category.

Multiple linear regression: Examines the relationship
of an outcome variable of interest (e.g. attitudes
towards gender inequality) to multiple factors

(or input variables) considered together (e.g.
demographic characteristics and understanding).
Unlike bivariate analysis, multiple regression analysis
has the advantage that it can determine which of
multiple factors:

* are independently related to or “predict” the
outcome variable, after accounting for any
relationships between the factors

* are most important in predicting the
outcome variable.

Four multiple regression models were conducted to
examine whether the level of attitudinal rejection of
gender inequality, as measured by AGIS scores, could
be predicted by:

¢ demographic factors (AGIS Model 1)
¢ UVAWS scores (AGIS Model 2)

* demographic factors and UVAWS scores combined
(AGIS Model 3)

¢ UVAWS subscale scores (AGIS Model 4).

Outcome variable: The measure of an outcome that
we are trying to predict via regression.

Input variables: The factors (e.g. demographic factors)
that we are examining to see if they are independently
associated with the outcome variable via regression.

Significant predictors: Input variables retained in

a regression model that had at least one significant,
independent relationship with rejection of gender
inequality (AGIS scores; the outcome variable) that
was of non-negligible size (p < 0.05 and standardised
regression coefficient 0.2).

Variance explained: Regression analyses provide
the percentage of the variance explained by each
model. This percentage indicates to what extent the
differences (or variance) in respondents’ attitudes
towards gender inequality (the outcome variable)
can be predicted or explained by the factors (such as
demographic factors) included in the model (input
variables).
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Contribution of demographics and
understanding to attitudes rejecting
gender inequality

Efforts to reduce gender inequality and violence
against women are aided by understanding the factors
that may underlie an individual’'s attitudes towards
gender inequality. Four multiple regression models
were conducted to examine how well we can predict
respondents’ attitudes towards gender inequality
(the outcome variable) if we know their demographic
characteristicsandtheirunderstandingofviolenceagainst
women(theinputvariables;Methodologyreminder5-3and
Section 2.5).

When demographic factors were considered on their
own (AGIS Model 1), they explained almost one fifth
(18%) of the variance in AGIS scores (Figure 5-9). Thus,
while demographic characteristics help us to predict
attitudes towards gender inequality, much of the
difference in these attitudes (82%) cannot be explained
by demographic characteristics alone.

Similarly, when only understanding of violence as
measured by the UVAWS was considered as a predictor
of AGIS scores (AGIS Model 2), it was a significant
predictor and explained approximately one fifth (19%)
of the variance in AGIS scores. Thus, improving the

community’s understanding of violence against women
may assist to improve the rejection of gender inequality.
However, most of the difference in respondents’
attitudes towards gender inequality (81%) could not be
explained by their understanding, suggesting that other
factors are also important in predicting and shaping
attitudes towards gender inequality (Figure 5-9).

Another regression (AGIS Model 4) examined which
UVAWS subscales were most responsible for the scale-
level relationship between the UVAWS and the AGIS.
The Recognise DV Subscale was the UVAWS subscale
that made the largest contribution to AGIS scores and
was a significant predictor of AGIS scores.®” This result
suggests that improving community understanding
of the different forms of domestic violence, including
coercive control, may be an important component
of initiatives that aim to improve rejection of gender
inequality by increasing understanding of violence.

Consideringbothdemographicfactorsand UVAWSscores
together (AGIS Model 3) improved the ability to predict
AGIS scores, with almost one third (31%) of the variance
in AGIS scores being explained (Figure 5-9).°8 However,
mostofthedifferenceinrespondents’ attitudes (69%) still
could not be explained by respondents’ understanding
of violence and their demographic characteristics. Thus,
other factors are important in predicting and shaping
attitudes towards gender inequality.

67 Only two of the three UVAWS subscales - the Recognise VAW Subscale and the Recognise DV Subscale - were included in the model. The
Understand Gendered DV Subscale was only asked of one quarter of the sample and was omitted from the model so that the model could be
conducted on the full sample. The Recognise DV Subscale explained 12 per cent of the variance. The Recognise VAW Subscale was retained in
the final model because it improved model fit (explaining 7% of the variance), but it was not a “significant predictor” according to p < 0.05 and
standardised regression coefficient > 0.2. We also conducted an additional regression model on the quarter sample that included all three
subscales. This model indicated that the omitted subscale (the Understand Gendered DV Subscale) would make the smallest contribution of the

three subscales.

68 Regarding Figure 5-9, note that 31 per cent s the variance in AGIS scores that could be explained if you know people’s demographic characteristics,
as well as their scores on the UVAWS (AGIS Model 3). Because people’s demographic characteristics and understanding of violence against women
are interrelated, the combined predictive ability of these factors is less than the sum of the demographic contribution alone (18%; AGIS Model 1)

and the scale contribution alone (19%; AGIS Model 2).



Figure 5-9: Contribution of demographics and scale to attitudinal rejection of gender inequality (AGIS scores), 2021
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a Based on AGIS Model 1. N = 18,869.
b Based on AGIS Model 2. N = 18,868.
c Based on AGIS Model 3. N = 18,868.

Demographic characteristics related to
attitudes towards gender inequality

As noted above, the regression results revealed that
demographics considered alone explained 18 per cent
of the variation in attitudes towards gender inequality
(AGIS Model 1). Information about differences between
demographic groups in attitudes towards gender
inequality can assist policymakers and practitioners
to target attitude change initiatives more effectively
according to the needs of different demographic groups.
Table 5-6 shows the significant demographic predictors
of attitudes towards gender inequality based on the
regression (AGIS Model 1). In order of importance
(as listed in the table), the significant demographic
predictors of attitudes towards gender inequality were
gender, formal education, age, English proficiency,
sexuality, country of birth and length of time in Australia,
and socioeconomic status of area. Gender, the most
important predictor, explained 5 per cent of the variance
in attitudes towards gender inequality (first column in
Table 5-6).

Table 5-6 also shows significant differences between
demographic groups in attitudes towards gender
inequality based on the regression results (AGIS Model 1).
For each significant demographic predictor, a selected or
“reference” group was compared to each other group. For

Demographic and scale
contribution combined¢

UVAWS
contribution

16%

Demographic
contribution

15%

Unexplained

69%

example, for gender, the “comparison” groups of women
and non-binary respondents were both contrasted
against the “reference” group of men.*® The table shows
whether each comparison group had significantly higher
(>), significantly lower (<) or not significantly different
(ns) understanding compared to the reference group.

Based on the regression, the demographic groups that
had significantly higher rejection of gender inequality
were:’°

e gender: women and
compared to men

« formal education: university graduates compared to
respondents without university education

e age: all ages on average compared to respondents
aged 75 or over

* English proficiency: respondents who spoke English
at home compared to respondents who spoke a
language other than English (LOTE) at home

» sexuality: lesbian; gay; bisexual or pansexual; and
asexual, queer or sexuality-diverse respondents
compared to heterosexual respondents

* country of birth and length of time in Australia:
Australian-born respondents compared to
respondents born in a non-main English-speaking
country (N-MESC) who had lived in Australia for less
than six years

non-binary respondents

69 The reference group (REF) was chosen based on considerations of statistical power (i.e. the group with the most respondents) and ease of
interpretation (e.g. comparing the group with the highest formal education to each other group).

70 Each dot point below lists the demographic group with significantly higher understanding first, regardless of whether it was a comparison or
REF. The table always shows whether each comparison group had significantly higher (>) or lower (<) understanding than the REF. If the REF had
significantly higher understanding than a comparison group, this is indicated in the table by a “<” symbol next to the comparison group.
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e socioeconomic status of area: respondents living in
areas with the highest economic status compared to
those living in areas with the lowest socioeconomic
status.”

In addition, for each significant demographic predictor
in the regression, Table 5-6 presents bivariate results
showing the percentage of each demographic group with
“advanced” attitudinal rejection of gender inequality.”?
For example, for gender, about one third of women
(35%) and more than half of the non-binary respondents
(56%) were categorised as having “advanced” rejection
of gender inequality, compared to about one fifth of men
(21%). Thus, even though some demographic groups
have higher rejection of gender inequality, further
improvement is needed across all demographic groups
to achieve a society where all people have “advanced”
rejection of gender inequality.

Table 5-6: Significant demographic predictors of rejection of gender inequality (AGIS score), 2021

Demographic factor Demographic group

(% unique contribution
to AGIS scores)

MenREF
Gender

(5%)

Women

Non-binary respondents

University or higher®tF
Formal education

Trade/certificate/diploma
(3%)

Secondary or below
All ages on average®t*
16-24
25-34
Age (in years) 35-44
(2%) 45-54
55-64
65-74

75+

Regression results

Significantly higher (>) or
lower (<) rejection of gender
inequality compared to REF?

ns
ns
ns
ns
ns

ns

Bivariate results

% of respondents with
“advanced” rejection of
gender inequality®

21
35
56

39

26
22
28

1

Continues on next page

71 Mainlabour activity and remoteness of area were retained in the final model because they improved model fit. However, they were not “significant
predictors” in that there were no significant differences of non-negligible size between the groups examined for these variables (p < 0.05 and
standardised regression coefficient > 0.2). Disability was removed from the final model because it did not improve model fit.

72 See note "b" to Table 5-6 or "Methodology reminder 5-3" for the definition of “advanced” rejection.
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Demographic factor Demographic group Regression results Bivariate results

(% unique contribution Significantly higher (>) or % of respondents with
to AGIS scores) lower (<) rejection of gender “advanced” rejection of
inequality compared to REF? gender inequality®

English at home~F 30

English proficiency© .
LOTE: good English < 21

(2%)
LOTE: poor English < 13
HeterosexualRE 27
Lesbian > 59

Sexuality Gay > 48

e Bisexual or pansexual > 50
Asexuglf queer or diverse S 52
sexualities
Born in Australia®* 30
MESC: 0-5 years ns

Country of birth and MESC: 6-10 years ns

length of time in

Australia® MESC: >10 years ns

(1%) N-MESC: 0-5 years < 21
N-MESC: 6-10 years ns
N-MESC: >10 years ns

Socioeconomic status 5 - Highest statusReF 35

f e

otarea 1 - Lowest status < 20

(1%)
2 - Second-lowest status ns
3 - Middle status ns
4 - Second-highest status ns

Note: N = 18,869. Regression results are from AGIS Model 1. Only significant predictors are shown. The total contribution of the demographic
predictors alone to AGIS scores was 18%. Main labour activity and remoteness of area were retained in the model because they improved model fit,
but they were not significant predictors. Disability was removed from the final model because it did not improve model fit.

REF The reference group for this demographic factor. All other groups for the demographic factor were compared to the REF. The REF was chosen
based on considerations of statistical power (i.e. the group with the most respondents) and ease of interpretation (e.g. comparing the group with the
highest formal education to each other group).

ns No significant difference between this demographic group and the REF.

aBased ontheregression results, this demographic group had significantly higher (>), significantly lower (<) or not significantly different (ns) rejection
of gender inequality compared with the REF. For example, for gender, the table shows that women and non-binary respondents had significantly
higher (>) rejection compared to men (the REF). It can also be stated that men (the REF) had significantly lower understanding compared to women
and non-binary respondents, but this direction is not shown in the table.

b “Advanced” rejection of gender inequality means strongly disagreeing with at least 75% of attitudes condoning gender inequality, and somewhat
disagreeing with the remaining AGIS items. See Section 2.5 for further details.

c“LOTE"refers to language other than English spoken at home. “Good English” refers to good or very good self-reported English proficiency and “poor
English” refers to no English or poor self-reported English proficiency.

d “MESC" refers to people born in a main English-speaking overseas country (ABS classification) and “N-MESC" refers to people born in a non-main
English-speaking country. The number of years refers to the number of years since the respondent moved to Australia.

e “Socioeconomic status of area” refers to an ABS measure of socioeconomic conditions in geographic areas in terms of people’s access to material
and social resources, and their opportunity to participate in society (SEIFA quintiles).
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5.4 Conclusions about attitudes
towards gender inequality

Attitudes that endorse gender inequality are both
inherently problematic and problematic in practice
because they perpetuate a system where some
individuals in society, generally men, are valued more
highly than others and where individuals are constrained
in their interests, participation in society and self-
expression (Our Watch, 2021a). In addition, attitudes
towards gender inequality have been repeatedly
associated with attitudes that condone violence against
women (Chapter 6; Webster et al., 2018a).

The results in this chapter show that Australians'
attitudinal rejection of gender inequality continues to
improve over time, albeit slowly. While most Australians
reject gender inequality, concerning proportions still
condone certain attitudes that undermine women'’s
leadership, reinforce rigid gender roles in specific areas,
limit women'’s personal autonomy, normalise sexism
and deny that gender inequality is a problem.

Tolerance of gender inequality was also significantly
stronger for some demographic groups, although these
differences were not particularly large. Gender was the
most important demographic predictor of attitudes
towards gender inequality, with men demonstrating
lower rejection of gender inequality than women
and non-binary respondents. Notably, however, the
combined ability of alldemographicfactors for predicting
attitudes towards gender inequality was relatively
small (18%). Thus, there is room to improve rejection
of gender inequality across the Australian population.
Understanding of violence against women, particularly
recognition of the different forms of domestic violence,
was also a significant predictor of attitudes towards
gender inequality, although again its predictive ability
was not large (19%).

These results have implications for informing policy
and practice design to reduce violence against women.
It appears that, despite the renewed focus on gender
inequality and sexism since the previous iteration of the
NCAS, some attitudes towards gender inequality persist
among a minority of the community and are slow and
difficult to change. Policy and prevention efforts should
therefore:

* Engage with all genders and all demographic groups
across the population to improve attitudes and
behaviours that support gender equality.

Ensure strategies are gender-transformative in their
design; that is, ensure initiatives encourage the
community to actively challenge and ultimately reject
rigid or harmful gender norms, roles, expectations,
relations and power imbalances (Our Watch, 2021a).
Address “backlash” attitudes, or resistance towards
gender equality movements, and correct denial
of gender inequality experiences wherever they
occur across the community; for example, through
interventions that engage men as advocates and
highlight the mutual benefits of gender equality in
intimate relationships and public life (Bell & Flood,
2020; Flood, 2019b; Kingma & Vandeplas, 2022).
Address the normalisation of everyday sexism
and tolerance of sexist microaggressions across
social settings, including within organisations and
institutions and online.

Promote equality within intimate relationships and
challenge attitudes that presume and accept men's
patriarchal position in the family and intimate
relationships.

Promote gender equality in public life by requiring
institutions, organisations and community groups to
take responsibility for ensuring that both formal and
informal processes provide equal opportunity.
Challenge attitudes condoning gender inequality and
sexism through points of influence, such as peer and
social groups.

Engage school-aged
relationships education.
Incorporate knowledge of violence against women
components in programs that aim to promote gender
equality, including knowledge about the range of
behaviours that constitute violence, such as coercive
control, as well as training in appropriate responses
to signs of abuse.

Use strengths-based and gender-transformative
approaches to effectively engage with men and
improve their attitudes towards gender equality.
Increase the proportion of the population with
“advanced” rejection of gender inequality by breaking
down barriers and facilitating enablers that are
relevant for specific demographic groups (Chapter
9).73

children in  respectful

73 See Chapter 10 for more details on the implications listed here.



6 Findings: Attitudes

towards Violence against
Women Scale (AVAWS)

The Attitudes towards Violence against Women Scale (AVAWS) measures
Australians’ attitudes towards violence against women and provides

a means of monitoring changes over time in community attitudes

that reject violence. “Reduction of attitudes that are associated with
violence against women” is cited in the National Plan 2022-2032 as a
(primary) prevention key indicator (COAG, 2022, p. 30). Attitudes that
condone or normalise violence are a key aspect of the “underlying social
conditions that produce and drive violence against women, and that
excuse, justify, or even promote it” (Our Watch, 2021a, p. 8). Primary
prevention aims to shift attitudes, social norms and practices expressed
by individuals and embodied within institutions and social structures,
which, over time, will ultimately change the underlying social context
that drives violence against women (Our Watch, 2021a).

This chapter presents the results for the AVAWS, including:

* AVAWS scores over time by gender (Section 6.1)

» scores for the three AVAWS subscales, which examine rejection of
three aspects of attitudes condoning violence (Section 6.2)

* results for individual AVAWS items in each subscale (Section 6.2)

» predictors of AVAWS scores, including demographic factors,
understanding of violence and attitudes towards gender inequality
(Section 6.3)

» the conclusions and implications arising from these results
(Section 6.4).
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CHAPTER RESULTS SUMMARY

Findings: Attitudes towards
Violence against Women Scale (AVAWS)

Australians mostly hold attitudes that reject violence against women and this rejection has
significantly improved since 2013. However, there was no significant improvement in overall
attitudes towards violence against women between 2017 and 2021, largely reflecting a
plateauing of attitudinal rejection of domestic violence despite an improvement in attitudinal
rejection of sexual violence since 2017 (Section 6.1).

A minority of respondents endorsed attitudes that condone violence against women,
including attitudes that minimise the seriousness of violence and shift blame to victims and
survivors, attitudes that mistrust women’s reports of violence and attitudes that objectify
women and disregard consent (Section 6.2).

Non-binary respondents and women were significantly more likely than men to have
“advanced” attitudinal rejection of violence against women (Section 6.1).

Respondents’ attitudes towards violence against women were significantly and closely related
to their attitudes towards gender inequality. Respondents’ attitudes towards violence against
women were also significantly, but less strongly, related to their level of understanding of
violence against women and their demographic characteristics (Section 6.3).

There is room to further improve attitudes towards violence against women across the
Australian community (Section 6.3).



Methodology reminder 6-1

Significant: Refers to statistically significant findings where we can be confident (with 95% certainty) that the
difference observed in the survey sample is meaningful and likely to represent a true difference in the Australian
population (p < 0.05) that is not negligible in size (Cohen’s d = 0.2).

AVAWS scores: Each respondent received a (rescaled Rasch) score on the AVAWS based on their responses to
the items in the scale. AVAWS scores could range from 0 to 100, with higher scores indicating stronger attitudinal
rejection of violence against women.

AVAWS subscale scores: The three AVAWS subscales each measure a different conceptual aspect of attitudes
towards violence against women. Each respondent also received a (rescaled Rasch) score on each subscale based
on their answers to the items in the subscale. AVAWS subscale scores could range from 0 to 100, with higher scores
indicating stronger attitudinal rejection of the aspect of violence against women measured by the subscale.

Item codes: To simplify reporting, each item has been assigned an alphanumeric code (e.g. D1). The letter in the
code identifies the item’s thematic topic (e.g. D = domestic violence, S = sexual violence and V = violence against

women). The number corresponds to the order that items within a thematic topic were presented in the 2021 NCAS
instrument.

For further details see Chapter 2.
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6.1 Attitudes towards violence
against women over time
by gender

Figure 6-1 presents the change in rejection of violence
against women over time by gender, according to mean
AVAWS scores. We could not examine change over time
in attitudes for non-binary respondents as non-binary
genders were not reliably captured in previous waves of
the NCAS. However, we updated the gender item in 2021
to capture non-binary genders more accurately and are
able to provide the mean AVAWS score for non-binary
respondents in 2021.

For all respondents, and for men and women separately,
the mean AVAWS score was significantly higher in 2021
compared with both 2009 and 2013. However, there
were no significant differences in mean AVAWS scores
between 2017 and 2021, indicating no further significant
improvement in overall community attitudes towards
violence againstwomen since 2017. As detailed in Section
3.2, the plateau in rejection of violence against women
since 2017 reflects a plateau in rejection of domestic
violence, as rejection of sexual violence significantly
improved between 2017 and 2021.74

Examining only 2021 AVAWS scores, there were
significant gender differences. Specifically, both non-
binary respondents and women showed significantly
higher rejection of violence against women in 2021
compared to men.”®

Figure 6-1: Attitudinal rejection of violence against women over time (AVAWS scores) by gender, 2009 to 2021

75

70

65 65* 65*
64*
63* 63*

62*

60

Rejection of violence against women
(mean AVAWS score)

2009 2013

Women Men

69*1
68
67
66 66
65
2017 2021
NCAS wave
Non-binary
— = Al
respondents

Note: “na” below means reliable data was not available. Ns in 2009, 2013, 2017 and 2021 were:

« women - 2,200; 2,997; 9,276; 10,121

* men -1,543; 2,481; 8,224; 8,858

* non-binary respondents - na; na; na; 81
« all - 3,743; 5,478; 17,538; 19,097.

Demographic items for gender were updated for the 2021 NCAS, in accordance with the ABS Standard (ABS, 2021h). As the gender item in previous
survey waves did not include the same response options for non-binary respondents, only results for men and women can be compared over time.
* Statistically significant difference on this scale between the year indicated and 2021.

*1 Statistically significant difference compared to men in 2021.

74 The 2021 item on gender is consistent with the ABS Standard (ABS, 2021h). Following stakeholder advice, for ease of understanding and due to
small numbers, “non-binary” is used in reporting as an umbrella term to refer to all respondents who reported they were non-binary or another

gender identity outside the gender binary.

75 In contrast to the bivariate results reported here, the difference between non-binary people and men did not reach significance in the regression
analysis (Section 6.3). Unlike the bivariate analysis, the regression adjusted for other demographic factors that are related to gender, such as age
and education, to determine which factors are most important in predicting attitudes. Non-binary respondents were more likely to be younger,
and as a result, more likely to be students. Although non-binary respondents had significantly higher understanding of violence against women
than men in the bivariate analysis, this effect was no longer significant after adjusting for the effects of age and education (and other factors) in

the regression analysis.



6.2 Attitudes towards violence
against women: AVAWS
subscales

Methodology reminder 6-2

The AVAWS comprises three psychometrically
validated subscales, each measuring a different
conceptual aspect of attitudes towards violence
against women. Respondents were asked whether
they agree or disagree with attitudes that support
violence on a 5-point scale: “Strongly agree”,
“Somewhat agree”, “Neither agree or disagree”,
“Somewhat disagree”, “Strongly disagree™
¢ The Minimise Violence Subscale comprises 15
statements that minimise the seriousness of
violence against women and shift blame from
perpetrators to victims and survivors.
¢ The Mistrust Women Subscale comprises 13
statements that mistrust women’s reports of
violence.
* The Objectify Women Subscale comprises 15
statements that objectify women or disregard
the need to gain women’s consent.

Higher mean scores on subscales indicate higher
rejection of the problematic attitudes.

Figure 6-2 displays changes over time for the three
AVAWS subscales.” There were improvements over time
for all three subscales. The mean scores for the Mistrust
Women Subscale and Objectify Women Subscale were
significantly higher in 2021 compared to 2017, indicating
stronger rejection of these attitudes. While the Minimise
Violence Subscale was significantly higher in 2021 than
in 2009 and 2013, improvement on this subscale slowed,
with no significant difference between 2017 and 2021.

The mean scores on the different AVAWS subscales in
2021 were also compared to one another to examine
whether some types of problematic attitudes towards
violence against women are more likely to be rejected
than others (Figure 6-2). Based on all respondents in
2021, there were no significant differences between the
mean scores on the three AVAWS subscales. This finding
suggests that the Australian population has a similar
level of rejection of attitudes that minimise violence
against women and shift blame, attitudes that mistrust
women'’s reports of violence and attitudes that objectify
women or disregard consent.

The mean scores on each AVAWS subscale in 2021 were
also compared by gender (Figure 6-3). There were
significant differences between genders for each AVAWS
subscale in 2021. Specifically:

* Women demonstrated significantly higher rejection
of violence against women on two of the three AVAWS
subscales, showing higher rejection on the Minimise
Violence Subscale and Mistrust Women Subscale
compared to men.

¢ Non-binary respondents demonstrated significantly
higher rejection of violence against women on two of
the three AVAWS subscales, showing higher rejection
on:

o the Mistrust Women Subscale compared to men
o the Objectify Women Subscale compared to both
men and women.

76 Reliable mean scores for 2009 and 2013 could only be calculated for the Minimise Violence Subscale as the other subscales had insufficient data

in previous years.
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Figure 6-2: Rejection of different aspects of violence against women (AVAWS subscales) over time, 2009 to 2021
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NCAS wave
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Note: “na” means reliable data was not available. Ns in 2009, 2013, 2017 and 2021 were:
* Minimise below Violence Subscale - 5,045; 16,852; 17,538; 19,093
* Mistrust Women Subscale - na; na; 17,269; 18,968
+ Objectify Women Subscale - na; na; 17,480; 18,780.
There was no significant difference between AVAWS subscales in 2021.
* Statistically significant difference on this subscale between the year indicated and 2021.
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Findings: Attitudes towards Violence against Women Scale (AVAWS)

Figure 6-3: Rejection of different aspects of violence against women (AVAWS subscales) by gender, 2021

Minimise
Violence Subscale
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* Statistically significant difference compared to men on this subscale in 2021.
*1 Statistically significant difference compared to men and women on this subscale in 2021.

The three "AVAWS in focus” sections below present the
item-level results for each AVAWS subscale in turn. In
these sections, the item-level results are discussed in
the context of the existing literature on the concepts
underlying the subscales of mistrusting women,
minimising violence against women and objectifying
women. These latent constructs measured by the
subscales were identified based on factor analysis of
the AVAWS items, which examine attitudes to multiple

types of violence. Each AVAWS subscale similarly relates
to attitudes about multiple types of violence. Chapter
7 discusses the results for each type of violence scale
separately and provides further conceptual insights
on attitudes related to each type of violence. Chapter 7
notes where these additional conceptual insights about
specific types of violence link to the concepts underlying
the AVAWS subscales of mistrusting women, minimising
violence against women and objectifying women.

Attitudes matter: The 2021 National Community Attitudes towards Violence against Women Survey (NCAS), Findings for Australia

80 //100
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AVAWS in focus:
Minimise Violence Subscale

The Minimise Violence Subscale of the AVAWS comprises
15 items examining the attitudinal concept of minimising
violence against women and shifting blame from the
perpetrator to the victim or survivor. This subscale
consists almost entirely of items about domestic
violence (12 items), but also includes two items about
sexual violence and one item about violence against
women more generally.

The attitudinal concept underlying the Minimise Violence
Subscale suggests that violence against women is not
serious and thatthe women who experience this violence
may be responsible for causing or triggering the violence.
Attitudes minimising violence can involve excusing the
perpetrator, positioning women as responsible for the
violence occurring and continuing, and dismissing or
underplaying the adverse impacts or harms of violence.
Sometimes victims’ and survivors' experiences are
minimised based on the type of abuse to which they
are subjected. Physical and sexual violence continue to
be perceived as the most extreme and serious forms of
violence, while the impacts of other forms of domestic
abuse are downplayed in comparison (Mwatsiya &
Rasool, 2021).

At their core, minimising and blame-shifting attitudes
are characterised by over-identification with the
abuser’s perspective (Bongiorno et al., 2020; Gilmore,
2019). These attitudes can involve failing to recognise
the serious impacts of violence, as well as perceiving
violence as unavoidable or acceptable, given particular
circumstances or perpetrator vulnerabilities. For
example, the perpetrator’s alcohol or drug use, mental
health issues or experience of life stressors such as
unemployment are sometimes used to excuse violence
(Keilholtz et al., 2022; Mwatsiya & Rasool, 2021; Pugh
et al., 2021). Similarly, minimising attitudes can result
in apportioning blame to the victim or survivor by
suggesting, for example, that she “triggered” the
violence by her clothing choices, general antagonism,

infidelity or consumption of alcohol, or by “leading” the
man on (Hockett et al., 2016; Minter et al., 2021; Persson
& Dhingra, 2022; Suarez & Gadalla, 2010). These excuses
thereby shift responsibility away from perpetrators
and ultimately reinforce a culture that downplays the
seriousness, prevalence and impacts of violence against
women (Bongiorno et al., 2020; Mwatsiya & Rasool, 2021).

Minimising and blame-shifting attitudes have real-
world implications. Research has shown how the media
continues to frame domestic violence, sexual assault
and sexual harassment through a lens that implies
mutual responsibility for violence or that women “drive”
men to behave violently (Easteal, Holland, et al., 2018;
Easteal et al., 2015; Sutherland et al., 2016; Sutherland et
al., 2019). Minimising and blame-shifting attitudes have
been evidenced in both formal and informal support
systems (J. M. Gray & Horvath, 2018; Hine & Murphy,
2017; A. Murphy & Hine, 2019; Mwatsiya & Rasool, 2021;
Temkin et al., 2018). As discussed further in Section 7.2,
downplaying the seriousness of violence and abuse, and
shifting focus away from the perpetrator’s responsibility,
creates a context where it is difficult for victims and
survivors to leave abusive relationships (Ahmad et al.,
2009; Bongiorno et al., 2020; Capezza & Arriaga, 2008;
Heron et al., 2022).

Figure 6-4 presents the findings for the 2021 NCAS items
in the Minimise Violence Subscale. The vast majority of
respondents disagreed, either strongly or somewhat,
with each item in this subscale (74-97%). These results
indicate that Australians generally reject attitudes that
minimise violence and shift blame from perpetrators to
victims and survivors. Nonetheless, the results suggest
that further positive shifts could be made in some of
these attitudes that minimise violence, particularly
attitudes that position violence as simply a reaction to
day-to-day stress (D17) and attitudes that women are
responsible for their own victimisation because they
make their partner angry (D25). Around one in five
respondents agreed (strongly or somewhat) with these
statements (23% and 19%, respectively).



Figure 6-4: Minimising violence against women and shifting blame (AVAWS subscale items), 2021
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a New item in 2021. Thus, change over time could not be examined.

A Asked of half of the sample.
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Table 6-1 shows the level of disagreement with the
items in the Minimise Violence Subscale over time.
Consistent with the lack of significant improvement at
the subscale level between 2017 and 2021 (Figure 6-2),
there was also no significant improvement in any of the
subscale items (Table 6-1). It is worth noting that this
lack of improvement since 2017 may partly reflect the
reasonably high level of rejection of minimising attitudes
in 2017. At least 9 in 10 respondents disagreed with the
minimising attitudes measured by six of the 10 subscale
items that were present in the 2017 NCAS (Table 6-1).”7

However, in keeping with the significantly higher
Minimise Violence Subscale mean score in 2021
compared to 2009 and 2013 (Figure 6-2), four items
improved significantly in 2021 compared to either 2013
or 2009 or both. Specifically, in 2021 compared to 2009
or 2013, a higher proportion of respondents strongly or
somewhat disagreed that it is a woman'’s duty to stay in
a violent relationship to keep the family together (D24),
women who are sexually harassed should deal with
it themselves rather than report it (59), and domestic
violence can be excused on the basis of outbursts of
anger (D18) or because the person regrets their actions
afterwards (D19).

Table 6-1: Minimising violence against women and shifting blame (AVAWS subscale items) over time, 2009 to 2021

Item

Women should keep quiet about domestic violence to protect

their family’s reputation

It’s a woman’s duty to stay in a violent relationship to keep the

family together

A man is less responsible for rape if he is drunk or affected by

drugs at the time

It’s only really stalking if it’s by a stranger

Domestic violence can be excused if the offender is heavily

affected by alcohol

Women who are sexually harassed should deal with it themselves

rather than report it

Women who stay in abusive relationships deserve less help from
counselling and support services than women who leave their
abusive partner

Domestic violence can be excused if the victim is heavily affected
by alcohol

It’s acceptable for police to give lower priority to domestic
violence cases they’ve attended many times before

Domestic violence can be excused if the violent person was
themselves abused as a child

Code 2009 2013 2017 2021
% net disagree?®

D30 - - - 97
D24 91/ 89* 96 95/
$19 90~ 90 90~ 93A
V8 - - - 95
D20 91/ 90 94 94
S9 84N1* 85* 91~ 937
D31 - - 87 91A
D21 904 88 93 931
D32 - - 86 89A
D22 - 85 90 90

Continues on next page

77 Note that two of the 15 Minimise Violence Subscale items only had data for 2021 because they were new or revised items in 2021.



Item

Domestic violence can be excused if it results from people getting

so angry that they temporarily lose control

Domestic violence can be excused if, afterwards, the violent

person genuinely regrets what they have done

Sometimes a woman can make a man so angry that he hits her

when he didn’t mean to

Domestic violence is a private matter that should be handled in

the family

A lot of what is called domestic violence is really just a normal

reaction to day-to-day stress and frustration

Note: Ns in 2009, 2013, 2017 and 2021 were 10,105; 17,517; 17,542; 19,100.

Code 2009 2013 2017 2021
% net disagree®
D18 797 76* 87 84
D19 71N 74% 84 85
D25 - - 75 78N
D16 834 80/ 85 877
D17 - - 76 74

a Percentage of respondents who strongly or somewhat disagreed with the item.

* Statistically significant difference compared to 2021.
~ Asked of one of the sample in this year.
A Asked of half the sample in this year.

AVAWS in focus:
Mistrust Women Subscale

The Mistrust Women Subscale of the AVAWS comprises 13
items focusing on the attitudinal concept of mistrusting
women's reports of violence victimisation. This subscale
comprises eight items about sexual violence, four about
domestic violence and one about violence against
women more generally. Further conceptual insights
regarding attitudes related to specific types of violence
against women are presented in Chapter 7.

The concept of mistrust involves attitudes that women's
reports of violence victimisation are suspicious,
exaggerated or false. Recent ANROWS research
investigating community perceptions of women’sreports
of sexual assault found that mistrusting these reports
was the default position for almost all participants
(Minteretal., 2021). Both the ANROWS study and arecent
English investigation similarly revealed how people
perceive disclosures of violence through this default
lens of mistrust and draw on rape myths and gendered
stereotypesto“fillin” the gaps and make sense of reports
of victimisation (Minter et al., 2021; Mulder & Bosma,

2022). Mistrusting women's reports of sexual assault
victimisation based on myths about “genuine victims” of
sexual assault is discussed further in Section 7.3. Hostile
gender stereotypes that have been linked to mistrust
include that women are “untrustworthy”, deceitful,
vindictive, motivated by greed and “willing to use their
sexuality to harm men” (Rees & White, 2012, p. 428).
Perceived ulterior motives for reporting sexual assault -
such as to gain some advantage, as a way of “getting back
at men” or to cover for embarrassment or regret - were
highly influential on community mistrust in women'’s
reports of violence (Minter et al., 2021). Perceptions of
ulterior motives have also been shown to increase levels
of mistrust among police towards women'’s reports of
sexual assault (Jordan, 2004b; Kelly, 2010; Lievore, 2004;
McMillan, 2018; Rumney, 2006; Saunders, 2012; Wall &
Tarczon, 2013). Similarly, studies suggest a perceived
delay in reporting violence victimisation is also linked to
suspicions that the woman disclosing violence may be
lying or have an ulterior motive (Ellison & Munro, 2009a,
2009b; Jordan, 20044, 2004b; McMillan, 2018; Minter et
al., 2021; O. Smith & Skinner, 2017; Temkin et al., 2018;
von Sikorski & Saumer, 2021).
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Mistrusting attitudes have real-world impacts. Many
victims and survivors do not disclose their experiences
of violence to informal support networks or report
to police based on fears that they will not be taken
seriously or will not be believed (K. J. Holland et al.,
2021; H. Johnson, 2017; Lorenz et al., 2019; MaclLeod,
2016; O'Donohue, 2019; Reich et al., 2021; Wamboldt et
al., 2019; Weiss, 2013; Whiting et al., 2020; Wilson et al.,
2021). This fear of not being believed can also prevent
victims and survivors from leaving abusive relationships
(E. A. Bates, 2020). These fears of not being believed
are arguably warranted: extensive Australian and
international literature has demonstrated how beliefs
that women lie about or exaggerate claims of violence
remain pervasive in the community, the justice system
and the media (Beshers & DiVita, 2019; Dellinger Page,
2010; Dinos, 2014; Epstein & Goodman, 2018; Fakunmoju,
2022; Gilmore, 2019; Gunby et al., 2013; Harmer & Lewis,
2022; McMillan, 2018; Minter et al., 2021; Navarro &
Tewksbury, 2017; O'Brien, 2016; O'Neal & Hayes, 2020;
Webster et al., 2018b). For example, in the United States,
a recent study of Californian police officers revealed that
nearly three quarters (73%) of participants claimed that
teenagers lie about sexual assault (O'Neal & Hayes, 2020).
Relatedly, studies in Australia and overseas indicate
that police often vastly overestimate the prevalence of
false allegations of sexual assault, and many assume
that most women who do report being assaulted are
lying, contrary to the fact that false allegations of
sexual assault victimisation are extremely rare (Daly &
Bouhours, 2010; Dewald & Lorenz, 2021; C. E. Ferguson &
Malouff, 2016; Jordan, 2004b; Kelly, 2010; McMillan, 2018;
O’Neal & Hayes, 2020; Venema, 2014; Waterhouse et al.,
2016). Mistrust can lead to further traumatisation when
women's reports of violence are not taken seriously or
not believed, or when women are mis-identified as the
perpetrators of violence (C. E. Ferguson & Malouff, 2016;
Heenan & Murray, 2006; Laing, 2016; Nancarrow et al.,
2020; Ullman, 2021; Untied et al., 2018).

Figure 6-5 shows the level of agreement or disagreement
with the 13 items in the Mistrust Women Subscale in
2021. The subscale items present attitudes that mistrust
women's reports of violence and respondents were
asked if they agreed or disagreed with these mistrusting
attitudes. Respondents predominantly rejected attitudes
that mistrust women’s reports of violence. With the
exception of one item (D23), the majority of respondents
disagreed, either strongly or somewhat, with the
Mistrust Women Subscale items (57-93%). Levels of
disagreement were highest for attitudes that women's

claims of violence should not be taken seriously (S2, S22,
D27) and attitudes that women who delay reporting
are lying (S10, S25). Nonetheless, the proportions of
respondents who agreed with most Mistrust Women
Subscale items was concerning, indicating considerable
mistrust of women’'s reports of violence among
the Australian population. For example, about one
quarter to one third (23-37%) of respondents strongly
or somewhat agreed that women lie about domestic
violence to gain an advantage in a custody battle (D23);
women lie about sexual assault as a way of “getting back
at men” (S23) or due to regretting consensual sex (524);
and women exaggerate the extent of men’s violence
(V3). Similarly, 14 per cent of respondents agreed that
many sexual assault allegations are false (S18), contrary
to the Australian and international evidence that false
allegations of sexual assault are exceedingly rare
(Heenan & Murray, 2006; Kelly, 2010; Lisak et al., 2010;
Spohn et al., 2014; Wall & Tarczon, 2013; Weiser, 2017).
These findings highlight that much work is still needed
to challenge these deep-seated mistrusting attitudes,
particularly hostile attitudes that women have malicious
agendas and ulterior motives when disclosing their
stories of violence victimisation.

Attitudes reflecting mistrust of women and hostile
sexism also intersect with other structural inequalities
and discriminatory attitudes. Racism results in white
women being constructed as the “ideal”, and thus
the most believable, victim and survivor compared
with Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander or Black
women, for example (Cripps, 2021; Hamad, 2019; Slakoff
& Brennan, 2020). Similarly, ableist attitudes have
been shown to inform perceptions among police that
women with intellectual, mental health or psychosocial
disabilities are “less credible” (Antaki et al., 2015;
Benedet & Grant, 2007; Ellison et al., 2015, Heenan
& Murray, 2006). New items in the 2021 NCAS gauged
the extent to which Australians reject attitudes that
mistrust reports of sexual violence victimisation made
by women with mental health issues (S1) and lesbian
and bisexual women (S2). Importantly, the vast majority
of respondents strongly or somewhat disagreed with
such mistrusting attitudes (93% for S2 and 86% for S1).
These results align with other recent American research
on attributions of blame towards bisexual and lesbian
sexual assault victims and survivors (K. E. Morrison &
Pedersen, 2020). Nonetheless, more work is needed to
address suspicions held by 1 in 16 Australians (6%) that
women with mental health concerns may be lying when
they say they have been sexually assaulted (S1).



Figure 6-5: Mistrusting women'’s reports of violence (AVAWS subscale items), 2021
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A Asked of half of the sample.
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Table 6-2 shows the level of disagreement with the
Mistrust Women Subscale items over time. Consistent
with the significant increase in rejection of attitudes
that mistrust women at the subscale level between
2017 and 2021 (Figure 6-2), two items showed significant
improvement over time. Specifically, a significantly
higher proportion of respondents in 2021 strongly or
somewhat disagreed that women falsify or exaggerate
domestic violence to improve their custody claims
(D23) compared to previous years (47% versus 25-
36%). Similarly, a significantly higher proportion of
respondents strongly or somewhat disagreed that

women lie to cover for regretful sex (S24) in 2021 than
in 2013 and 2017 (66% versus 47-55%). It is notable that
these two items showing improvement over time were
among those evidencing the highest levels of mistrust
historically and still in 2021. Also noteworthy is that
there was no significant improvement over time in the
rejection of the other 11 Mistrust Women Subscale items,
despite a trend in this direction in the raw percentages.
Thus, the findings in Table 6-2 and Figure 6-5 indicate that
further work is needed to address community mistrust
of women's reports of violence, despite a few promising
shifts over time in these mistrusting attitudes.

Table 6-2: Mistrusting women'’s reports of violence (AVAWS subscale items) over time, 2009 to 2021

Item

When lesbian or bisexual women claim to have
been sexually assaulted by their partner, they S2
probably shouldn’t be taken too seriously

If a woman claims to have been sexually

assaulted but has no other physical injuries, she S22
probably shouldn’t be taken too seriously

Women who wait weeks or months to report $10
sexual harassment are probably lying

Women who wait weeks or months to report 25
sexual assault are probably lying

If a woman keeps going back to her abusive D27
partner, then the violence can’t be very serious

It’s easy for a woman to leave an abusive D28
relationship

Women with mental health issues who report $1
being sexually assaulted are probably lying

A female victim who does not leave an abusive

partner is partly responsible for the abuse D29
continuing

Many allegations of sexual assault made by s18

women are false

Code

2009 2013 2017 2021
% net disagree®

- - - 93
- - 91 93
- - 87~ 90
- - 85 90
- - 84 884
- - - 88A
- - - 86
- - 65 72
- - 72~ 78~

Continues on next page



Item Code

A lot of times, women who say they were raped

S24
had led the man on and then had regrets
Many women exaggerate the extent of men’s V3
violence against women
It is common for sexual assault accusations to be 23

used as a way of getting back at men
Women going through custody battles often

make up or exaggerate claims of domestic D23
violence in order to improve their case

Note: Ns in 2009, 2013, 2017 and 2021 were 10,105; 17,517; 17,542; 19,100.

2009 2013 2017 2021

% net disagree®

- 47n* 55* 66

- - 65 67/

- - 47 57
261* 25n* 36~* 471

a Percentage of respondents who strongly or somewhat disagreed with the item.

* Statistically significant difference compared to 2021.
~ Asked of one quarter of the sample in this year.
A Asked of half the sample in this year.

AVAWS in focus: Objectify Women Subscale

The Objectify Women Subscale of the AVAWS comprises
15 items, including 11 standalone items (Figure 6-6)
and four items concerning two scenarios about sexual
consent (Figure 6-7 and Figure 6-8). All the items and
scenarios in this subscale examine sexual violence,
except for one item about domestic violence. The
discussion below focuses on the attitudinal concept of
objectifying women and disregarding sexual consent, which
underlies the subscale based on psychometric analysis.
Further theoretical insights regarding attitudes related
to sexual harassment and sexual assault are presented
in Section 7.3.

Sexual objectification is a type of gender-based
discrimination where women’s experiences - from
everyday street harassment to sexual assault - can
resultin feeling simply like a “body that exists for the use
and pleasure of others” (Wesselmann et al., 2021, p. 841;
see also Miles-McLean et al., 2014). Sexual objectification
reduces people to sexual objects by prioritising or
separating a person into their sexual features and
disregarding their emotional, social or intellectual worth,
and their individual agency. As a result, the person is
dehumanised and cast as an “object” for others’ use
or abuse (Bernard et al., 2018; Bernstein et al., 2022a;
Bevens & Loughnan, 2019; Hollett et al., 2022; Loughnan
et al., 2013; K. L. Morris et al., 2018; Saez et al., 2022).
The sexual objectification of women is heteronormative,
being both gendered and heterosexual, as these attitudes

and social practices reduce women “to their physical
attributes and heterosexual attractiveness” as objects
for men’s sexual gratification (Paasonen et al., 2020, p. 7).
Objectifying attitudes, for example, underlie claims that
women behave in such a way that invites men'’s actions,
or which imply women should always be readily available
for men’s sexual pleasure. Importantly, the intersections
of race, class and gender minority experiences also
shape particular forms of sexual objectification and the
narratives of blame associated with it (J. R. Anderson et
al., 2018; Kiebler & Stewart, 2022; Ussher et al., 2022).

Sexually objectifying attitudes are reproduced and
reinforced through many social institutions. For
example, research regularly suggests that media,
including television shows, newspaper texts, internet
pornography, video games and social media, are key
sites of sexual objectification in society (Bernstein et
al., 2022a; Karsay et al., 2018; Skowronski et al., 2020).
Analyses of such media content highlights that women
are often defined by their bodies, posed in submissive
or exploitative postures, and even depicted as deserving
or enjoying their own abuse (Dines, 2010; Galdi & Guizzo,
2021; Paasonen et al., 2020). Other sites of sexual
objectification include, for example, requirements that
women wear sexualised attire in certain jobs (such as
in some hospitality jobs), which may result in women
becoming targets for sexual harassment by clientele
who interpret such attire as permission to harass women
(Easteal, O'Neill, et al., 2018; Klein et al., 2021).
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Adherence to these sexually objectifying attitudes can
have dangerous consequences. Research has evidenced
links between sexually objectifying attitudes and
sexual or physical aggression, as well as perpetration
of emotional and physical intimate partner violence
(Bevens & Loughnan, 2019; Blake et al., 2018; Saez et
al., 2022; Vasquez et al., 2018). Exposure to sexualised
media has been associated with the development of
sexist attitudes, dehumanisation and even sexual
violence perpetration (Awasthi, 2017, Maes et al.,
2019). Similarly, a sense of entitlement to sex has been
identified as a factor in intimate partner sexual violence
(Tarzia, 2020). Additionally, a systematic qualitative
review found that sexual violence perpetration was
significantly associated with the acceptance of violent
sexual behaviours, experiences and attitudes (Tharp et
al., 2013). More recent research has similarly associated
sexually objectifying attitudes with the acceptance of
rape myths, hostile sexism and other negative attitudes
towards women (Harsey & Zurbriggen, 2021; Methot-
Jones et al.,, 2019; Poerwandari et al., 2021; Samji &
Vasquez, 2020). Thus, attitudes play a role in promoting
a culture of sexual violence by normalising the sexual
objectification of women as objects for men’s sexual
attention and gratification.

Sexual objectification also impacts the way people see
and treat themselves and others (Bernard et al., 2020).
Research has associated the consumption of sexualised
media with a greater use of alcohol to feel sexual and
the lower likelihood of condom use, as well as negative
sexual effects and negative impacts on wellbeing (L. M.
Ward et al., 2018). Sexual objectification has also been
associated with body image concerns, while feeling
sexually objectified by an intimate partner has been
linked with lower relationship satisfaction (Saez et al.,
2019; Skowronski et al., 2020). Additionally, research
suggests that objectification is linked to victim-blaming
attitudes, where objectified women are perceived to be
more responsible for being sexually assaulted, more
responsible for forms of image-based abuse (colloquially
referred to as “revenge porn”) and less worthy of help
or support from others (E. Holland & Haslam, 2016;
Loughnan et al., 2013; Serpe & Brown, 2022; Spaccatini
etal., 2022).

Attitudes that promote disregard for consent reinforce
heterosexual scripts that promote women as sexual
gatekeepers, and men as the aggressive pursuers of
sex (Benoit & Ronis, 2022; Jozkowski et al., 2018). These
heterosexual scripts normalise and legitimise men
applying pressure and coercion for sex (Bernstein
et al.,, 2022b; Fahs & Gonzalez, 2014; E. M. Morgan
& Zurbriggen, 2016). This perspective also focuses

attention on whether women adequately resist rather
than on whether perpetrators lawfully seek and receive
consent (Brady et al., 2018; Minter et al., 2021; O'Byrne
et al., 2006; O'Byrne et al., 2008). Positioning women
as “sexual gatekeepers” can result in blaming victims if
they are unable to consent or resist; for example, due to
intoxication, or if they “give in" to the repeated pressure
for sex (Hills et al., 2020; Sims et al., 2007). When women
do refuse consent, it can be disregarded with harmful
suggestions that women play hard to get, say “no” when
they mean “yes” or have already provided ongoing
consent by showing interest or pleasure at some
earlier point (Hills et al., 2020; Jozkowski et al., 2018).
Despite recent updates to sexual consent laws in many
Australian states and territories requiring affirmative
consent, the Australian media continues to endorse
these problematic gender roles and sexual scripts and
fails to acknowledge sexual pressure and coercion as
harmful (Hindes & Fileborn, 2019).

Figure 6-6 shows that the majority of respondents either
strongly disagreed (56-86%) or somewhat disagreed
(6-25%) with each of the 11 standalone items in the
Objectify Women Subscale. These results indicate that
most Australians reject attitudes that reduce women to
sexual objects or show an indifference to gaining active
consent. In particular, the highest level of rejection was
for the items relating to rape or forced sexual touching,
with around 9 in 10 respondents strongly or somewhat
disagreeing with these attitudes (S21, S17, S7, S20, S4).

Nonetheless, concerning proportions of respondents
agreed with several Objectify Women Subscale items.
For example, 25 per cent of respondents strongly or
somewhat agreed that a man may not realise a woman
does not want to have sex if he is very sexually aroused
(S8). This result reveals concerning community support
for gender role attitudes relating to men's entitlement to
sex, sexual dominance, and insatiable and uncontrollable
sex drives - attitudes that ultimately minimise men's
responsibility for sexual violence perpetration and
their failure to respect women’s consent and bodily
autonomy (Jeffrey & Barata, 2017, 2019, 2020; Ray &
Parkhill, 2021; R. M. Smith et al., 2015). Additionally, 21
per cent of respondents agreed (strongly or somewhat)
that a woman who sends her partner a naked picture of
herself is partly responsible if the partner then shares
the image without her consent (S6), while around 1 in
8 respondents agreed that women should be flattered
by receiving catcalls in public (S3) or being repeatedly
pursued by someone they are not interested in (S11).



Figure 6-6: Objectifying women and disregarding consent (AVAWS subscale items), 2021
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A Asked of half of the sample.
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In addition to the standalone items in Figure 6-6, the
Objectify Women Subscale also included two scenarios
about sexual consent, one about a married couple and
the other about a couple who had just met at a party.
Both scenarios asked respondents whether sexual
assault was justified if 1) the man had initiated kissing
before the woman pushed him away and 2) the woman
had initiated kissing before pushing him away. Figure
6-7 shows the results for the married couple scenario,
while Figure 6-8 shows the results for the acquaintance
scenario.

The overwhelming majority of respondents strongly or
somewhat disagreed that the man in each scenario was
justified in forcing sex when he had initiated intimacy
(94% for the married couple scenario; 96% for the
acquaintance scenario).

However, for both scenarios, fewer respondents
strongly or somewhat disagreed that forced sex was
justified when the woman had initiated intimacy (83% for
the married couple scenario; 88% for the acquaintance
scenario). Additionally, around 1 in 10 respondents
strongly or somewhat agreed that the man would
be justified in forcing sex if the woman had initiated
intimacy (11% for the married couple scenario; 8% for
the acquaintance scenario).

Figure 6-7: Sexual consent scenario (AVAWS Objectify Women Subscale items), married couple variation, 2021
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Figure 6-8: Sexual consent scenario (AVAWS Objectify Women Subscale items), acquaintance variation, 2021
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As noted earlier, disagreement with the Objectify
Women Subscale improved significantly between 2017
and 2021 (Figure 6-2). Table 6-3 shows the level of
disagreement with the items in the Objectify Women
Subscale over time, including both the standalone items
and the two scenarios about sexual consent. Consistent
with the improvement at the subscale level, most items
showed a raw increase in rejection between 2017 and
2021 and this difference was significant for three of
the subscale items. Specifically, in 2021 compared to
2017, higher proportions of respondents strongly or
somewhat disagreed that women find it flattering to
be persistently pursued (S11), that it is understandable
if men think they can touch women without consent
because “women are so sexual in public” (S7), and that
a woman who sends her partner a naked picture of
herself is partly responsible if he shares it without her
permission (S6). Additionally, two of the standalone
items that didn’'t show an improvement since 2017
showed an improvement since earlier years. Specifically,
significantly higher proportions of respondents in 2021
compared with 2009 and 2013 disagreed (strongly or
somewhat) that women often say “no” when they mean
“yes” (S5) and that sexual assault victims and survivors
are to blame for their assault if they are intoxicated (S20).
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However, there was no significant improvement in
the two scenarios about sexual consent. Specifically,
the high level of rejection in 2021 of forced sex when
intimacy is initiated by the man was identical to that
in 2017. Further, although there was a raw tendency
towards an improvement between 2017 and 2021 in the
proportion of respondents disagreeing that forced sex is
justified when the woman initiates intimacy, this finding
did not reach statistical significance for either scenario
(80-83% for the married couple scenario; 83-88% for
the acquaintance scenario; Table 6-3).

While the significant improvements over time for some
of the Objectify Women Subscale items are promising,
more work remains to challenge attitudes that normalise
the sexual objectification of women and that normalise
disregarding women's consent.
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Table 6-3: Objectifying women and disregarding consent (AVAWS subscale items) over time, 2009 to 2021

Item Code 2009 2013 2017 2021
% net disagree?
Standalone items

If a woman meets up with a man she met on a mobile dating app,

: ible i s21 - - - 92
she’s partly responsible if he forces sex on her
If a w.or.nan doesn’t physically resist - even if protesting verbally - 17 _ 85A 88~ 91~
then it isn’t really rape
Since some women are so sexual in public, it’s understandable that 7 _ _ 76% 89
some men think they can touch women without permission
If awoman is r?ped while drunk or affected by drugs, she is at least $20 QOA*  7gAK 85 88
partly responsible
If a woman is drunk and starts having sex with a man, but then falls sq _ _ 82 89
asleep, it is understandable if he continues having sex with her anyway
Women often say "no" when they mean "yes" S5 T8Nk TAN® 82 86
Wom'en who flirt a.II the time are somewhat to blame if their partner D26 _ _ 83 87
gets jealous and hits them
If a woman sends a naked picture to her partner, then she is partly 6 _ _ 67~* 77
responsible if he shares it without her permission
When a man is very sexually aroused, he may not even realise that the <8 _ _ 66 69
woman doesn’t want to have sex
Women find it flattering to be persistently pursued, even if they are 1 _ _ 68~* g1A
not interested
A woman should be flattered if she gets wolf-whistles or catcalls when s3 _ _ B 82

walking past a group of men in public
Scenario items

Married: Man initiates

After coming home from a party, a man kisses his wife and tries

to have sex with her. She pushes him away, but he has sex with S12 - - ER 94~
her anyway. Do you agree or disagree that the man is justified

in his behaviour?

Married: Woman initiates

What if she had taken him into the bedroom and started kissing him s13 _ _ S0A 83~
before pushing him away. Do you agree or disagree that the man
would have been justified in having sex with her anyway?

Continues on next page
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Item

Just met: Man initiates

A man and woman have just met at a party and get on well. They go
back to the woman'’s home where he kisses her and tries to have sex
with her. She pushes him away, but he has sex with her anyway. Do
you agree or disagree that the man is justified in his behaviour?

Just met: Woman initiates

What if she had taken him into the bedroom and started kissing him
before pushing him away. Do you agree or disagree that the man
would have been justified in having sex with her anyway?

Note: Ns in 2009, 2013, 2017 and 2021 were 10,105; 17,517; 17,542; 19,100.

a Percentage of respondents who strongly or somewhat disagreed with the item.
* Statistically significant difference compared to 2021.
~ Asked of one quarter of the sample in this year.

A Asked of half the sample in this year.

Code 2009 2013 2017

% net disagree?

s14 - - 96N

$15 - - 837

2021

96~

88~
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6.3 Attitudes towards violence
against women: Assessing
the importance of
demographics, understanding
and attitudes

Methodology reminder 6-3

Bivariate analysis: Examines the direct or
straightforward relationship between two variables
only, such as an outcome of interest (e.g. attitudes
towards violence against women) and one other
variable or factor (e.g. a demographic factor such as
age), without taking into account the effect of any
other variables or factors.

“Advanced” rejection of gender inequality:
Respondents were grouped into two categories:

“advanced” and “developing” rejection of gender
inequality. Respondents in the “advanced” category
had a high AGIS score that indicated they had strongly
disagreed with at least 75 per cent of attitudes
condoning gender inequality (AGIS items) and
somewhat disagreed with the remaining AGIS items
(or the equivalent). Bivariate analysis was used to
examine the percentage of each demographic group
(e.g. each age group) that fell into the “advanced”
category.

Multiple linear regression: Examines the relationship
of an outcome variable of interest (e.g. attitudes
towards violence against women) to multiple
factors (or input variables) considered together (e.g.
demographic characteristics and understanding).
Unlike bivariate analysis, multiple regression analysis
has the advantage that it can determine which of
multiple factors:

e are independently related to or “predict” the
outcome variable, after accounting for any
relationships between the factors

* are most important in predicting the outcome
variable.

Contribution of demographics,
understanding and gender inequality
attitudes to attitudes rejecting violence
against women

Efforts to prevent violence against women are aided by
understanding the factors that are associated with, or

contribute to, an individual’s attitudes towards such
violence. Four multiple regression models were

Four multiple regression models were conducted to
examine whether the level of attitudinal rejection of
gender inequality, as measured by AGIS scores, could
be predicted by:

* demographic factors (AGIS Model 1)
*  UVAWS scores (AGIS Model 2)

* demographic factors and UVAWS scores combined
(AGIS Model 3)

*  UVAWS subscale scores (AGIS Model 4).

Outcome variable: The measure of an outcome that
we are trying to predict via regression.

Input variables: The factors (e.g. demographic factors)
that we are examining to see if they are independently
associated with the outcome variable via regression.

Significant predictors: Input variables retained in

a regression model that had at least one significant,
independent relationship with rejection of gender
inequality (AGIS scores; the outcome variable) that
was of non-negligible size (p < 0.05 and standardised
regression coefficient 0.2).

Variance explained: Regression analyses provide
the percentage of the variance explained by each
model. This percentage indicates to what extent the
differences (or variance) in respondents’ attitudes
towards gender inequality (the outcome variable)
can be predicted or explained by the factors (such as
demographic factors) included in the model (input
variables).

conducted to examine how well we can predict
respondents’ attitudes towards violence against women
(the outcome variable) if we know their demographic
characteristics, their understanding of the nature of this
violence and their attitudes towards gender inequality
(the input variables; see Methodology reminder 6-3 and
Section 3.5).



When demographic factors were considered on their
own (AVAWS Model 1), they explained one fifth (20%)
of the variance in AVAWS scores (Figure 6-9). Thus,
while demographic characteristics help us to predict
attitudes towards violence against women, much of the
difference in these attitudes (80%) cannot be explained
by demographic characteristics alone.

AVAWS Model 2 examined how well attitudes towards
violence against women (as measured by the AVAWS)
could be predicted by only examining understanding of
violence against women and attitudes towards gender
inequality (as measured by the UVAWS and AGIS) as
possible predictors. This model found that the UVAWS
and AGIS were significant predictors and explained one
half (50%) of the variance in AVAWS scores. The AGIS
explained 37 per cent of the variance in the AVAWS
scores, while the UVAWS explained 13 per cent. This
finding is consistent with other literature and research
that highlights the important relationship between
attitudes towards gender inequality and violence against
women (COAG, 2010b, 2022; Webster et al., 2018a). Thus,
improving the community’s attitudes towards gender
inequality, as well as understanding of violence against
women, may improve the rejection of violence against
women. However, half of the difference in respondents’
attitudes towards violence against women (50%) could

not be explained by these factors, suggesting that other
factors are also important in predicting and shaping
attitudes towards violence against women (Figure 6-9).

Another regression (AVAWS Model 4) examined which
UVAWS and AGIS subscales were most responsible for
the scale-level relationships between the UVAWS, AGIS
and AVAWS. The AGIS Deny Inequality Subscale was the
subscale that made the largest contribution to AVAWS
scores and was a significant predictor of AVAWS scores.”®
This result suggests that shifting attitudes that deny
gender inequality experiences may be an important
component of initiatives that aim to improve rejection
of violence against women by increasing rejection of
gender inequality.

Considering demographic factors, UVAWS scores and
AGIS scores together (AVAWS Model 3) improved the
ability to predict AVAWS scores, with more than half
(54%) of the variance in AVAWS scores being explained
(Figure 6-9).”° However, some of the difference in
respondents’ attitudes (46%) still could not be explained
by respondents’ understanding of violence, attitudes
towards gender inequality and their demographic
characteristics. Thus, other factors are also important
in predicting and shaping attitudes towards violence
against women.

78 The model included only two of the three UVAWS subscales (the Recognise VAW Subscale and the Recognise DV Subscale) and four of the five
AGIS subscales (Reinforce Gender Roles Subscale, Undermine Leadership Subscale, Limit Autonomy Subscale and Deny Inequality Subscale). The
UVAWS Understand Gendered DV Subscale and AGIS Normalise Sexism Subscale were only asked of one quarter of the sample and were omitted
from the model so that the model could be conducted on the full sample. The AGIS Deny Gender Inequality Subscale explained 17 per cent of the
variance. The other UVAWS and AGIS subscales in the model were retained in the final model because they improved model fit (explaining 3-8% of
the variance each) but were not “significant predictors” according to p < 0.05 and standardised regression coefficient > 0.2. We also conducted an
additional regression model on the one-quarter sample that included all eight UVAWS and AGIS subscales. This model indicated that the omitted
subscales would make smaller contributions than the AGIS Deny Inequality Subscale.

79 Regarding Figure 6-9, note that 54 per centisthevariancein AVAWS scores that could be explained ifyou know people’s demographic characteristics,
as well as their scores on the UVAWS and AGIS (AVAWS Model 3). Because people’s demographic characteristics, understanding of violence against
women and attitudes towards gender inequality are all interrelated, the combined predictive ability of these factors is less than the sum of the
demographic contribution alone (20%; AVAWS Model 1) and the scale contribution alone (50%; AVAWS Model 2).
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Figure 6-9: Contribution of demographics and scales to attitudinal rejection of violence against women

(AVAWS scores), 2021

Demographic
contribution
only?

20%

Scale
contribution

only®

50%

Note:

a Based on AVAWS Model 1. N =18,876.
b Based on AVAWS Model 2. N = 18,868.
¢ Based on AVAWS Model 3. N =18,868.

Demographic characteristics related to
attitudes towards violence against women

As noted above, the regression results revealed that
demographics considered alone explained 20 per cent
of the variation in attitudes towards violence against
women (Figure 6-9; AVAWS Model 1). Information about
differences between demographic groups in attitudes
towards violence against women can assist policymakers
and practitioners to target attitude change initiatives
more effectively according to the needs of different
demographic groups. Table 6-4 shows the significant
demographic predictors of attitudes towards violence
against women based on the regression (AVAWS Model
1). In order of importance (as listed in the table), the
significant demographic predictors of attitudes towards
violence against women were age, English proficiency,
country of birth and length of time in Australia,
education, gender, main labour activity, sexuality and
socioeconomic status of area. Age, the most important
predictor, explained almost 4 per cent of the variance in
attitudes towards violence against women (first column
in Table 6-4).

Demographic and scale
contribution combined®

Scale
contribution

42%
Unexplained

46%

Demographic
contribution

12%

Table 6-4 also shows significant differences between
demographic groups in attitudes towards violence
against women (AVAWS Model 1). For each significant
demographic predictor, a selected or “reference” group
was compared to each other group. For example, for age,
each age group was treated as a “comparison” group that
was contrasted against the “reference” group of all ages
on average.®® The table shows whether each comparison
group had significantly higher (>), significantly lower (<)
or not significantly different (ns) rejection of violence
against women compared to the reference group.

Based on the regression, the demographic groups that
had significantly higher rejection of violence against women
were:®!

* age: 25- to 34-year-old respondents compared to all
ages on average and all ages on average compared to
respondents aged 75 or over

* English proficiency: respondents who spoke English
at home compared to respondents who spoke a
language other than English (LOTE) at home

e country of birth and length of time in Australia:
Australian-born respondents compared to

80 The reference group (REF) was chosen based on considerations of statistical power (i.e. the group with the most respondents) and ease of
interpretation (e.g. comparing the group with the highest formal education to each other group).

81 Each dot point below lists the demographic group with significantly higher understanding first, regardless of whether it was a comparison or
reference group (REF). The table always shows whether each comparison group had significantly higher (>) or lower (<) understanding than
the REF. If the REF had significantly higher understanding than a comparison group, this is indicated in the table by a “<” symbol next to the

comparison group.



respondents born in a non-main English-speaking
country (N-MESC) who had lived in Australia for less
than 11 years

« formal education: university graduates compared to
respondents without university education

e gender: women compared to men&?

e main labour activity: employed
compared to unemployed respondents

¢ sexuality: lesbian; gay; bisexual or pansexual; and
asexual, queer or sexuality-diverse respondents
compared to heterosexual respondents

* socioeconomic status of area: respondents living
in areas with the highest socioeconomic status
compared to those living in areas with the lowest
socioeconomic status.®

respondents

In addition, for each significant demographic predictor
in the regression, Table 6-4 presents bivariate results
showing the percentage of each demographic group
with “advanced” attitudinal rejection of violence against
women.® For example, for age, 43 per cent of 25- to
34-year-olds and 10 per cent of respondents aged 75
years or older were in the “advanced” rejection of
violence against women category compared to 34 per
cent of all ages. Thus, even though some demographic
groups have higher rejection of violence against women,
further improvement is needed across all demographic
groups to achieve a society where all people have
“advanced” rejection.

Table 6-4: Significant demographic predictors of rejection of violence against women (AVAWS score), 2021

Demographic factor Demographic group

(% unique contribution
to AVAWS scores)

All ages on averageRtF
16-24
25-34
35-44

Age (in years)

(4%) 45-54

55-64
65-74
75+

English at homeREF
English proficiency*
(3;) P y LOTE: good English

LOTE: poor English

Regression results Bivariate results

Significantly higher (>)
or lower (<) rejection of
violence compared to REF?

% of respondents with
“advanced” rejection of
violence against women®

34
ns
> 43
ns
ns
ns
ns
< 10
38
< 21
< 6

Continues on next page

82 Although the proportion of people falling into the category of “advanced” rejection of violence was higher for the non-binary group (54%) than
for men (27%) and women (41%) in raw terms, and non-binary respondents had significantly higher mean AVAWS scores than men in the bivariate
analysis (Section 6.1), this difference did not reach statistical significance in the regression. This lack of significance in the regression may partly
reflect lack of statistical power due to the small number of non-binary respondents or may reflect that the higher rejection of violence by non-
binary respondents in raw terms was better explained by their other demographic characteristics than by their gender. Non-binary respondents
were more likely to be younger and, as a result, more likely to be students.

83 Remoteness of area was retained in the final model because it improved model fit. However, remoteness was not a “significant predictor” in that
it didn’t involve any significant differences of non-negligible size (p < 0.05 and standardised regression coefficient > 0.2). Disability was removed

from the final model because it did not improve model fit.

84 See note "b" to Table 6-4 or "Methodology reminder 6-3" for the definition of "advanced" rejection.
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Demographic factor

(% unique contribution
to AVAWS scores)

Country of birth and
length of time in Australia®

(3%)

Formal education
(3%)

Gender
(2%)

Main labour activity
(2%)

Demographic group

Born in Australia®

MESC: 0-5 years

MESC: 6-10 years

MESC: >10 years
N-MESC: 0-5 years
N-MESC: 6-10 years
N-MESC: >10 years
University or higher?®
Trade/certificate/diploma

Secondary or below

MenREF
Women

Non-binary respondents
Employed®EF
Unemployed

Home duties

Student

Retired

Unable to work
Volunteering

Other

Regression results

Significantly higher (>)
or lower (<) rejection of
violence compared to REF?

ns
ns

ns

ns

ns

ns
ns
ns
ns
ns

ns

Bivariate results

% of respondents with
“advanced” rejection of
violence against women®

38

13

21

44
33
27
27
41
54¢
39

30

Continues on next page



Demographic factor Demographic group Regression results Bivariate results

. S Significantly higher (>) % of respondents with
(% unique contribution L. " . .
or lower (<) rejection of advanced” rejection of
to AVAWS scores) . . ;
violence compared to REF? violence against women®
HeterosexualRE 33
Lesbian > 69
Sexuality Gay > 53
(2%) )
Bisexual or pansexual > 57
Asexual, queer or diverse
se l, queer or dive > 55
sexualities
5 - Highest status® 41
1 - Lowest status < 25
Socioeconomic status
of area’ 2 - Second-lowest status ns
(1%) .
3 - Middle status ns
4 - Second-highest status ns

Note: N = 18,876. Regression results are from AVAWS Model 1. Only significant predictors are shown. The total contribution of the demographic
predictors alone to AVAWS scores was 20%. Remoteness of area was retained in the model because it improved model fit, but it was not a significant
predictor. Disability was removed from the final model because it did not improve model fit.

REF The reference group for this demographic factor. All other groups for the demographic factor were compared to the REF. The REF was chosen
based on considerations of statistical power (i.e. the group with the most respondents) and ease of interpretation (e.g. comparing the group with the
highest formal education to each other group).

ns No significant difference between this demographic group and the REF.

aBased on theregression results, this demographic group had significantly higher (>), significantly lower (<) or not significantly different (ns) rejection
of violence against women compared with the REF. For example, for age, the table shows that respondents aged 25 to 34 years had significantly
higher (>) rejection compared to all ages on average (the REF). It can also be stated that all ages on average (the REF) had significantly lower rejection
compared to 25- to 34-year-old respondents, but this direction is not shown in the table.

b “Advanced” rejection of violence against women means strongly disagreeing with at least 75% of attitudes condoning violence against women, and
somewhat disagreeing with the remaining AVAWS items. See Section 2.5 for further details.

c“"LOTE" refers to language other than English spoken at home. “Good English” refers to good or very good self-reported English proficiency and “poor
English” refers to no English or poor self-reported English proficiency.

d “MESC” refers to people born in a main English-speaking overseas country (ABS classification), “N-MESC” refers to people born in a non-main
English-speaking country. The number of years refers to the number of years since the respondent moved to Australia.

e Regression results can differ from bivariate results because regressions provide the unique contribution of each predictor variable after accounting
for associations between predictor variables. Non-binary respondents had significantly higher mean AVAWS scores than men in bivariate analyses,
but not multivariate analyses.

f “Socioeconomic status of area” refers to an ABS measure of socioeconomic conditions in geographic areas in terms of people’s access to material
and social resources, and their opportunity to participate in society (SEIFA quintiles).
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6.4 Conclusions about attitudes
towards violence against
women

Shifting individuals' attitudes that condone violence
against women is a key aspect of breaking down the
broader societal culture that allows violence against
women to perpetuate. Attitudes that tolerate, minimise
or condone violence interact with a broad range of other
factors, systems and structures at multiple levels within
society to facilitate violence against women (Our Watch,
2021a).

Positively, the results indicate that most Australians
hold attitudes that reject violence against women and
that this attitudinal rejection of violence against women
has generally improved over the longer term. However,
there are still concerning levels of endorsement of some
attitudes that condone violence against women. These
problematic attitudes include attitudes that minimise
the seriousness of violence against women and shift
blame to victims and survivors, attitudes that mistrust
women's reports of victimisation based on hostile
gendered stereotypes that women often lie to gain
some advantage over men, and attitudes that objectify
women and disregard the need to gain consent. Further,
progress in shifting attitudes appears to have stalled
somewhat in recent years, largely reflecting a plateauing
of attitudinal rejection of domestic violence despite an
improvement in attitudinal rejection of sexual violence
since 2017.

The results also reaffirm the 2017 NCAS finding that
high rejection of gender inequality was the strongest
predictor of high rejection of violence against women.
Thus, problematic attitudes towards violence against
women need to be addressed together with problematic
attitudestowardsgenderinequality, particularlyattitudes
that deny gender inequality experiences. The findings
also confirm that better understanding of the nature of
violence against women is linked, albeit less strongly, to
higher attitudinal rejection of violence against women.
While demographic factors also significantly predicted
attitudes towards violence, much of the difference in
respondents’ attitudes towards violence (80%) could not
be explained from their demographic characteristics
alone. Thus, there is room for improvement in the
rejection of violence against women across demographic
groups within the Australian community.

These results have implications for policy and prevention
initiatives and indicate that increasing the community’s
attitudinal rejection of gender inequality is key to

reducing cultures of support for violence against women.
To accelerate progress in Australia’s rejection of violence
against women, initiatives should:

* Raise awareness that problematic attitudes towards
violence against women normalise and perpetuate
this violence.

¢ Address attitudes that support violence against
women simultaneously with attitudes that condone
gender inequality, given the continued evidence that
these attitudes are closely linked.

e Foster a culture of trust and support in women's
reports of violence victimisation. Correct attitudes
mistrusting women'’s reports of violence and instead
emphasise the barriers and difficulties women face
when reporting violence (Minter et al., 2021).

e Promote appropriate reporting of perpetrators and
violence against women in the media.

e Challenge attitudes that normalise the sexual
objectification of women and shift problematic
heterosexual sex scripts that normalise disregarding
women'’s active and affirmative consent (Minter et al.,
2021).

* Affirm the seriousness of violence against women
and place responsibility on the perpetrator to avoid
minimising and blame-shifting scripts.

* Address legislative, policy and service barriers to
reporting of violence and to recovery of victims and
survivors. For example, it is important to reform
legislation and legal processes to facilitate reporting
and access to justice; upskill police, justice officers
and support services in best-practice victim-centred,
trauma-informed and culturally safe practices; ensure
institutions (including schools and universities),
industries and businesses have policies that treat
violence and abuse seriously; and ensure action to
support victims and survivors and prevent further
perpetration.

* Increase the level of “advanced” rejection of violence
against women by:

o increasing rejection of gender inequality through
gender-transformative interventions, including
addressing attitudes that deny gender inequality
experiences (Section 5.4)

o increasing understanding of violence against
women by improving recognition of repeated
“subtle” or non-physical forms of domestic violence
and violence against women more broadly, and
distinguishing between healthy and unhealthy
relationship conflict (Section 4.4).

¢ Increase the level of “advanced” attitudinal rejection
of violence against women by breaking down
barriers and facilitating enablers relevant to specific
demographic groups (Chapter 9).8°

85 See Chapter 10 for more details on the implications listed here.



7 Findings:
Specific types of violence
against women

All types of violence against women are generally underpinned by
inequalities in power and control that permeate many structures

and systems throughout society and are reflected in community
attitudes (Section 1.2).
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CHAPTER RESULTS SUMMARY

Findings: Specific types of violence against women

Australians’ attitudinal rejection of sexual assault, sexual harassment and technology-
facilitated abuse significantly improved between 2017 and 2021. Although attitudinal rejection
of domestic violence improved over the longer term (since 2013), there was no improvement
between 2017 and 2021.

Myths, misconceptions and harmful stereotypes regarding different types of violence that are
still evident among a minority in the Australian community include:

domestic violence: misconceptions that perpetration can be justified, it is easy to

leave violent relationships and domestic violence should be handled within the family
(Section 7.2)

sexual assault: hostile stereotypes of women as vengeful and untrustworthy,
heteronormative stereotypes that privilege men’s entitlement to sex, and rape myths that
sexual assault is primarily committed by strangers and that “genuine” victims report their
assault immediately and have evidence of physical injury (Section 7.3)

sexual harassment: misconceptions that sexual harassment is “flattering” and not serious
(Section 7.3)

technology-facilitated abuse: misconceptions that technology-facilitated abuse is not
serious and is not a criminal offence (Section 7.4)

stalking: misconceptions that persistent attention or actions by a person that intend to
maintain contact with and exercise power or control over another person are harmless or
simply indicative of care and concern (Section 7.5).



71 The AVAWS and type of
violence scales

The results for the Attitudes towards Violence against
Women Scale (AVAWS; Chapter 6) revealed attitudes
that underpin the social context that normalises and
reinforces violence against women in general. These
attitudes were grouped and discussed according to
the constructs underlying the AVAWS subscales, which
were empirically derived via factor and Rasch analyses,
namely attitudes that minimise violence against women,
attitudes that mistrust women'’s reports of violence and
attitudes that objectify women and disregard the need
for consent. However, each AVAWS subscale comprises
items describing different types of violence, including
domestic violence, sexual violence and technology-
facilitated abuse. It is important to acknowledge that
these types of violence can often overlap. For example,
sexual violence can occur within or outside domestic
relationships, and technology-facilitated abuse can
include domestic abuse, sexual abuse or abuse that
is neither of a domestic nor sexual nature. Despite
such overlaps, policymakers and practitioners may
nonetheless be interested in the more specific attitudes
that may relate to each type or form of violence against
women. Thus, the AVAWS items were subdivided
according to the type of violence they describe and were
used as the basis for creating five type of violence scales:

¢ the Domestic Violence Scale (DVS; Section 7.2)

¢ the Sexual Violence Scale (SVS), which is a composite
of two scales:
o the Sexual Assault Scale (SAS; Section 7.3)
o the Sexual Harassment Scale (SHS; Section 7.3)

¢ the Technology-Facilitated Abuse Scale (TFAS;
Section 7.4).

Apart from the TFAS, all the type of violence scales
consist of items drawn entirely from the AVAWS, and
thus examine attitudes towards these types of violence.
The TFAS comprises two attitude items from the AVAWS
and four understanding items from the Understanding
of Violence against Women Scale (UVAWS).

By examining the items in each type of violence scale,
the present chapter uses thematic examination to
provide conceptual insights about the specific myths
and misconceptions that underlie each type of violence.
This thematic examination of the attitudes related to
each violence type supplements the insights from the
analysis of the AVAWS subscales. Thus, the analysis in
this chapter may help to further inform prevention
initiatives related to specific types of violence.

The 2021 NCAS also included three items on stalking, one
on technology-facilitated stalking and two on in-person
stalking. The item on technology-facilitated stalking
was included in the TFAS. There were insufficient
stalking items to form a reliable psychometric scale on
stalking. However, the present chapter also examines
misconceptions underlying stalking based on the three
items included in the 2021 NCAS.
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Methodology reminder 7-1

The Attitudes towards Violence against
Women Scale (AVAWS) comprises three
subscales:

¢ the Mistrust Women Subscale
¢ the Minimise Violence Subscale
* the Objectify Women Subscale.

For further details see Chapter 6.

Significant: Refers to statistically significant
findings where we can be confident (with
95% certainty) that the difference observed in
the survey sample is meaningful and likely to
represent a true difference in the Australian
population (p < 0.05) that is not negligible in
size (Cohen’s d = 0.2).

Type of violence scale scores: Each respondent
received a (rescaled Rasch) score on each of
the type of violence scales based on their
responses to the items in that scale. Scale

scores could range from 0 to 100, with higher
scores indicating:

* higher attitudinal rejection of domestic
violence (DVS)

* higher attitudinal rejection of sexual violence
(SVS), sexual assault (SAS) and sexual
harassment (SHS)

¢ higher understanding and attitudinal rejection
of technology-facilitated abuse (TFAS).

Item codes: To simplify reporting, each item has
been assigned an alphanumeric code (e.g. D1). The
letter in the code identifies the item’s thematic
topic (e.g. D = domestic violence, S = sexual
violence and V = violence against women). The
number in the code corresponds to the order that
items within a thematic topic were presented in
the 2021 NCAS instrument.

For further details see Chapter 2.



To maximise the utility of this chapter for policymakers
and practitioners, each section on each violence
type begins with an examination of the changes in
understanding or attitudes over time and between
genders. Each section then presents item-level analysis
which groups thematically linked items together
to explore the underlying attitudes, myths and
misconceptions associated with each type of violence.
Exploring these underlying myths and misconceptions
within each distinctive type of violence allows us
to deconstruct problematic attitudes that may be
particularly relevantto thattype of violence. This analysis,
coupled with the AVAWS subscale analysis, provides rich
and nuanced information about the challenging and toxic
attitudes that encourage violence against women and
useful insights for informing education and prevention
strategies.

7.2 Domestic violence

Domestic violence involves harmful, violent, abusive,
coercive or bullying behaviour towards an intimate
partner. Research consistently demonstrates that while
men are most likely to experience violence perpetrated
by a male assailant in a public place, women are most
likely to experience violence perpetrated by a male
partner in their homes (ABS, 2017). Women are also
more likely to be afraid of, be hospitalised by or be
killed by an intimate partner (ABS, 2017; Cussen &
Bryant, 2015). Domestic violence can occur at home,
outside the home and online, and arises across different
communities, cultures, socioeconomic groups, age
groups and occupations, and among people of any
education level (WHO, 2013). Domestic violence can
include many different types of abusive and violent
behaviours, which can be considered coercive control
when used in a pattern over time to create and maintain
power and control over someone (Meeting of Attorneys-
General, 2022; NSW Department of Communities and
Justice, 2022). Examples of domestic violence include
the following behaviours enacted against an intimate
partner:
¢ physical violence or abuse (e.g. pushing, kicking,
punching, slapping, strangulation)
* use of weapons or objects
¢ denial of food
¢ the destruction of property
* non-physical forms of psychological manipulation or
emotional abuse, including verbal abuse, social abuse
and spiritual abuse
¢ financial and economic abuse
¢ stalking

» technology-facilitated abuse, including image-based
abuse (NSW Department of Communities and Justice,
2022).

As discussed in Section 1.2, attitude change often occurs
slowly, with research indicating this process may be
delayed or inhibited by several person- and context-
related factors.

A note on terminology

Common terms used in contemporary research
and policy to refer to violence within intimate
relationships are “intimate partner violence” and
“domestic violence”. Many Aboriginal and/or Torres

Strait Islander peoples prefer the broader term

of “family violence”, which encompasses both

partner violence and violence involving other
family members or kin (e.g. parents, children,
grandparents and siblings). Family violence,
however, is not a focus of the NCAS (NSW

Department of Communities and Justice, 2022).

The NCAS focuses on:

e intimate partner violence, which is also
referred to as “domestic violence”

* “violence against women”, which is used to
refer to violence against women that is not
specific to intimate relationships. This term is
also used as an umbrella term to describe the
multiple forms this violence can take, and to
discuss the systemic or contextual basis for
this violence.

Rejection of domestic violence over time
and between genders

For all respondents, and for men and women separately,
the mean score onthe Domestic Violence Scale (DVS)was
significantly higher in 2021 compared with both 2009
and 2013 (Figure 7-1). These findings indicate a stronger
attitudinal rejection of domestic violence in 2021
compared to 2009 and 2013 for the Australian population
overall and for both Australian men and Australian
women separately. However, for all respondents, and for
men and women separately, there were no significant
differences in mean DVS scores between 2017 and 2021.
This finding indicates that despite efforts to educate the
community and a series of high-profile domesticviolence
cases between 2017 and 2021 (Section 1.1), community
attitudes towards domestic violence have not improved
since 2017.
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Mean DVS scores in 2021 were also compared by gender
(Figure 7-1). There were significant differences between
genders, with both women and non-binary respondents
having significantly higher rejection of domestic violence
in 2021 compared to men.%

Domestic violence:
Thematic item examination

Chapter 4 discussed the importance of developing
nationally consistent definitions for domestic violence
and coercive control and increasing community
understanding of both the range of domestic violence
behaviours and the gendered nature of domestic
violence. The DVS is comprised entirely of items drawn
from the AVAWS measuring attitudes towards domestic
violence. Chapter 6 discussed how community attitudes
endorsing violence against women are underpinned by
empirically confirmed constructs that correspond to
the AVAWS subscales, namely minimising violence and
shifting blame, mistrusting women, and objectifying
women and disregarding consent. Many of these

problematic attitudes are evident for domestic violence
more specifically. To further examine the community
attitudes related to domestic violence, we examine the
results for thematically grouped items from the DVS.
This thematic examination is used to highlight prevailing
myths or misconceptions regarding domestic violence,
thereby providing guidance to policymakers on both
barriers to change and opportunities for intervention.

Domestic violence myths and misconceptions: “It's a
family matter”

The AVAWS Minimise Violence Subscale (Section 6.2)
examined the way dismissing the impact of violence
against women, and displacing blame onto victims and
survivors, affords perpetrators dangerous justifications
that allow violence to continue unchecked (Bongiorno et
al., 2020). This minimisation is achieved by downgrading
the adverse impacts of violence against women and
by holding victims and survivors accountable for the
violence perpetrated against them. Minimising and
blame-shifting attitudes are directly relevant to domestic
violence. Several NCAS items describe attitudes

Figure 7-1: Rejection of domestic violence (DVS) over time and by gender, 2009 to 2021
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Note: “na” below means reliable data was not available. Ns in 2009, 2013, 2017 and 2021 were:

* women - 2,986; 3,802; 9,276; 10,116

* men - 1,984; 3,048; 8,223; 8,854

* non-binary respondents - na; na; na; 81
« all - 4,970; 6,850; 17,537; 19,088.

Demographic items for gender were updated for the 2021 NCAS in accordance with the ABS Standard (ABS, 2021h). As the gender item in previous
survey waves did not include the same response options for non-binary respondents, only results for men and women can be compared over time.

* Statistically significant difference on this scale between the year indicated and 2021.
*1 Statistically significant difference for this gender compared to men in 2021.

86 The mean score for non-binary respondents has been calculated and included in the NCAS reporting for the first time in the 2021 wave.



involving misconceptions that domestic violence can
and should be handled within the family, in the same
way that a minor family disagreement might be privately
addressed (Table 7-1). Such minimising attitudes suggest
that domestic violence is not serious enough to warrant
external assistance or support, including from services,
the police and criminal prosecution.

The idea that women should prioritise family sanctity or
reputation over their own safety minimises the gravity of
domesticviolence. This notion also shifts the burden onto
victims and survivors to endure violent acts rather than
holding perpetrators accountable for their behaviour
(Croucher, 2014; Douglas & Stark, 2010). As Table 7-1
demonstrates, beliefs that domestic violence is a private
relationship or family issue persist among a minority of
respondents (2-12%; D16, D24, D30). These perceptions
are often informed by myths and misconceptions that
domestic violence incidents are too minor to report to
police, by a lack of awareness that these acts constitute a
criminal offence, and by a desire to “keep it private” and
deal with domestic violence incidents without outside
assistance (ABS, 2013; Carmody, 2009; J. Taylor, 2020).
Ethnicity factors may also confer unique challenges
for some women that compound their feelings of
isolation and powerlessness and prevent them from

accessing appropriate support services (Femi-Ajao et
al., 2020). These factors include cultural proscriptions
against tarnishing family names, valuing family cohesion
above all else, fears that reporting will stigmatise one's
cultural group or community, and institutional racism
and immigration laws deterring help-seeking (Arce et
al., 2020; Dhunna et al., 2021; Fontes & McCloskey, 2011;
Hulley et al., 2021; Sawrikar, 2019).

Attitudes that minimise domestic violence by suggesting
thatthisviolence should be handled privatelyare notonly
a barrier to victims and survivors obtaining assistance
but can also lead to mistrust of victims and survivors
who choose to seek legal remedies or fight for custody of
their children. Such attitudes can contribute to women
suffering “secondary victimisation” if they decide to
navigate the legal system, whereby they feel silenced,
controlled and undermined by the family law system and
its agents (Laing, 2016). Thus, addressing attitudes that
minimise the seriousness of domestic violence is crucial.
As Table 7-1 shows, 37 per cent of respondents agreed
that women often fabricate or embellish domestic
violence claims for tactical advantage in custody
proceedings (D23), contrary to the empirical evidence
that this contention is unsubstantiated (Gutowski &
Goodman, 2020; Kaspiew & Carson, 2016). This belief

Table 7-1 Thematic item grouping: Domestic violence myths and misconceptions: “It’s a family matter”, 2021

Item

It’s a woman'’s duty to stay in a violent relationship to
keep the family together»

Domestic violence is a private matter that should be
handled in the family»

Women should keep quiet about domestic violence to
protect their family’s reputation

Women going through custody battles often make up
or exaggerate claims of domestic violence in order to
improve their case”

AVAWS % net % net

Code .
subscale disagree? agree®
Minimise

D24 Violence 95 >
Minimise

D16 Violence 87 12
Minimise

D30 Violence 97 2
Mistrust

D23 Women 47 37

Note: N = 19,100 unless otherwise noted. Percentages do not always add to 100 because undecided and unanswered categories are not shown in

the table.

a Percentage of respondents who strongly or somewhat disagreed with the item.
b Percentage of respondents who strongly or somewhat agreed with the item.

A Asked of half the sample.
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among some sections of the community, including
some lawyers, perpetuates violence minimisation and
blame-shifting attitudes (Tosto & Bonnes, 2022). An
evaluation of the 2012 Family Violence Amendments
to the Commonwealth Family Law Act 1975 found that
false denials of true violence allegations were actually
more common than false reports. Similarly, despite
amendments to the Act aimed at improving the
family law system’s responsiveness to family violence,
there was a decrease in the percentage of mothers
experiencing domestic violence since separation who
sought a protection order (Kaspiew & Carson, 2016).

Domestic violence myths and misconceptions:
“Why does she stay?”

The Mistrust Women Subscale results highlight that when
confronted with disclosures of violence victimisation
by women, some members of our community are
likely to doubt the veracity of the claim or question the
severity of the violence (Section 6.2). Shared attitudes
that mistrust women can become entrenched as toxic

and misogynistic social norms (Section 1.2). Mistrust of
women's reports of violence is also demonstrated by the
simplistic assumptions and misconceptions that persist
regarding why women remain in violent relationships
(S. Murray, 2007; Pugh et al., 2021). For example, there
are misconceptions that leaving an abusive relationship
is straightforward and that staying in a relationship
indicates that the reported violent behaviour is benign.
As Table 7-2 indicates, while most respondents disagreed
that domestic violence victims already known to police
and counselling services deserved less support (D32 and
D31), 9-25 per cent of respondents agreed that it is easy
to leave an abusive relationship (D28) and that women
who don't leave either are partly responsible for the
continuing abuse (D29) or are exaggerating its gravity
(D27).

There are many complex reasons why women don't
leave abusive and violent situations, including fears
about partner reprisals, the presence of children (or
pets) in the home, a lack of financial independence, a

Table 7-2: Thematic item grouping: Domestic violence myths and misconceptions: “Why does she stay?”, 2021

Item Code
It’s acceptable for police to give lower priority to
domestic violence cases they’ve attended many D32

times before~
Women who stay in abusive relationships deserve
less help from counselling and support services D31

than women who leave their abusive partner»

A female victim who does not leave an abusive

partner is partly responsible for the abuse D29
continuing

It’s easy for a woman to leave an abusive D28
relationship”

If a woman keeps going back to her abusive D27

partner, then the violence can’t be very serious”

AVAWS % net % net

subscale disagree? agree®
Minimise Violence 89 9
Minimise Violence 91 6
Mistrust Women 72 25
Mistrust Women 88 10
Mistrust Women 88 9

Note: N = 19,100 unless otherwise noted. Percentages do not always add to 100 because the undecided and unanswered categories are not shown

in the table.

a Percentage of respondents who strongly or somewhat disagreed with the item.
b Percentage of respondents who strongly or somewhat agreed with the item.

A Asked of half the sample.



lack of knowledge about or access to support services
or informal support networks, and many other unique
factors (Box 7-1; ABS, 2013; Baly, 2010; Carmody, 2009;
Hayes, 2017; Meeting of Attorneys-General, 2022;
S. Meyer, 2016; S. Murray, 2007). Two in five NCAS
respondents indicated they would not know where to
go to access support for domestic violence (Box 7-1 and
Figure 7-2).

Summers (2022) brought attention to the devasting
choice that many abused women face: remain in a
violent relationship or leave and face poverty, often with
their children in tow. To safely leave violent relationships,
victims and survivors may need organisational,
institutional and broad societal support, including
financial, housing, legal and emotional support. To assist
victims and survivors to leave violent relationships,
Commonwealth legislation in 2022 amended the
National Employment Standards to provide 10 days' paid
family and domestic violence leave under the Fair Work
Amendment (Paid Family and Domestic Violence Leave) Act
2022 (Cth). The availability of safe and stable housing is
also required, as is advocacy for sole parents who rent,
given the growing rental crisis (Meacham, 2022; Rowley
& James, 2018; Wakatama, 2022). Evidence suggests that
single mothers particularly struggle to secure housing,
even if they have the financial means to pay commercial
rents, due to landlord and real estate agent bias (Short
et al., 2008; Talbot, 2021).

Research also consistently demonstrates that women
are most at risk of acute injury or being killed during
the period when they are preparing to leave or leaving
a violent relationship (Boxall et al.,, 2022; Femicide
Census, 2022). Indeed, to successfully leave violent
relationships, victims and survivors may often need
broad, coordinated legal and human services as they
are often at crisis point and face elevated rates of a
wide range of often severe legal problems with adverse
impacts on broad life circumstances (Coumarelos, 2019).
Thus, initiatives that provide coordinated, wraparound
services across the legal and human services systems
are essential (Coumarelos, 2019). In addition to financial
assistance and safe housing, victims and survivors
may require, for example, access to free legal advice,
assistance with navigating the criminal and family court
systems, trauma counselling, employment services
(such as career coaching to facilitate returning to the
workforce) and technological support to assist with
managing the impact of technology-facilitated abuse.
Examples of coordination between some services for
domestic violence include family violence units run
by legal services, domestic violence court assistance
schemes and health-justice partnerships (Coumarelos,
2018, 2019; Forell & Nagy, 2021).

In addition to fundamental needs such as economic,
housing, legal and safety needs, there are also often key
emotional reasons why women may stay with an abuser,
including biased optimism that the relationship may
improve and the psychological impacts of chronic abuse
(Martin et al., 2000; Meeting of Attorneys-General, 2022;
S. Murray, 2007; Pugh et al., 2021; Sweet, 2019). The Cycle
of Violence theory argues that a perpetrator’s changing
behaviour from one day to the next can leave women
traumatised and depleted of the emotional resources
required to leave (Walker, 1979). This theory describes
a pattern of violence and abuse involving a tension-
building phase when the abuse increases and the victim
and survivor tries to defuse the situation; a severe
period when the violence is explosive and acute; and
a honeymoon phase when the perpetrator expresses
remorse and tries to justify or mitigate their behaviour,
before tension again begins to build (Walker, 1979).
This dysfunctional cyclical pattern has been argued to
keep victims and survivors locked into an emotional
rollercoaster that may make them question their own
assessment of the situation and can delay them leaving
the relationship (Both et al., 2019).

Although the Cycle of Violence theory usefully describes
some of the emotional reasons why women may stay
in abusive relationships, it has been criticised for
providing a simplistic and not always accurate view
of abusive relationship dynamics and the reasons
victims and survivors may stay in abusive relationships
(ANROWS, 2019b; Tarrant et al., 2019). Social Entrapment
theory provides a more comprehensive analysis of
the challenges to leaving abusive relationships by
recognising:
¢ the coercive, strategic and retaliatory nature of
perpetrator behaviour, which can entrap victims and
survivors and leave them with few practical options
for leaving the relationship
* the broader social circumstances and structural
inequities which can constrain victims' and survivors’
ability to leave abusive relationships, including
disbelief and lack of trauma-informed, victim-centred
responses from family, friends, police, the courts
and service providers (ANROWS, 2019b; Tarrant et al.,
2019).

Social Entrapment theory has also been used to identify
key social and structural constraints when investigating,
charging, prosecuting, defending or trying a woman
who has killed her violent or abusive intimate partner
(Tarrant et al., 2019). Further, it has been argued that
education on the Social Entrapment framework should
be provided to all those involved in the criminal justice
process (ANROWS, 2019b; Tarrant et al., 2019). Similarly,
it is important to improve community empathy for
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BOX 7-1:

Knowledge of domestic violence support services
Item was not part of any scale.

Lack of knowledge about available services for domestic violence and how to access them can be a critical barrier
to victims and survivors disclosing the violence and seeking help (Fanslow & Robinson, 2010; Fiolet et al., 2019;
Francis, 2016). Knowledge of support services is also important for third parties who may become aware that
someone they know is experiencing violence but may be uncertain how to assist (Powell, 2012). Notably, many
support services available in urban areas are unavailable to women in some rural communities (Mantler et al.,
2022; Walter & Chung, 2020). Evidence suggests that COVID-19 lockdowns not only exacerbated abuse but also
impacted help-seeking (AIHW, 2021b; Boserup et al., 2020; Boxall et al., 2020). A recent report by United Nations
Women asked respondents where they thought women experiencing domestic violence go to seek help. Most
respondents (49%) indicated women would seek help from family, while only 11 per cent said women would
seek help from police and 10 per cent said they would go to support centres (e.g. shelters, women'’s centres, etc.;
United Nations Women & Women Count, 2021).

Figure 7-2: Knowledge of domestic violence services, 2021

Would know where to get outside
advice or support for someone 28 28 1 25 15 2
about domestic violence (D33)

0 20 40 60 80 100
% of respondents

Strongly Somewhat Neither agree Somewhat Strongly

] - . Unsure Unanswered
agree agree or disagree disagree disagree

Note: N =5,103. Percentages in the figure do not always add to 100 or exactly correspond to percentages in the text due to rounding.
Asked of one quarter of the sample in 2021.

In the 2021 NCAS, more than half of all respondents (56%) agreed that they would know where to go to access
support for someone experiencing domestic violence, while two in five (41%) indicated that they wouldn't
know where to access support (Figure 7-2). There has been no significant change over time in the percentage
of respondents who agreed with this statement. This finding has important implications both for victims and
survivors and for bystanders witnessing domestic violence. Awareness campaigns on help services for victims
and survivors are likely to reach bystanders and perpetrators also, so should be accompanied by references to
services for victims and survivors, their friends and family, and men’s behaviour change services.



victims and survivors and understanding regarding the
barriers to leaving violent relationships, as this may help
shift attitudes that attribute blame to women who stay
in abusive relationships.

Domestic violence myths and misconceptions:
“He must have had a reason”

Even if women’s reports of violence victimisation
are believed, which they are often not (Section 6.2),
erroneous misconceptions about shared responsibility
for violence persist. Many of these beliefs are driven
by a desire to identify plausible explanations for men’s
violence against women. As Table 7-3 shows, 23 per
cent of respondents attributed domestic violence to
“day-to-day stress” (D17). Not only is this a simplistic
explanation for a complex and systemic social problem,
but this misconception also grossly minimises and
underestimates the significant individual and social
impact of domestic violence (see also Section 1.1 and
Section 1.2).

Minimising violence against women (Section 6.2)
is similarly embodied in prevailing misconceptions
about the causes of domestic violence, including that
perpetrators are “provoked” or “temporarily lose control”
as a result of being goaded, shamed or insulted in some
way (Esqueda & Harrison, 2005; J. Hill, 2019). Around 1

in 5 respondents agreed that women can make men so
angry that men “accidentally” hit them (D25), and around
1in 10 respondents agreed that flirting by a woman can
trigger an assault by her partner (D26; Table 7-3). These
misconceptions shift blame from the perpetrator to
the victim and survivor, whose “misconduct” is seen as
having triggered or invited the assault (Hockett et al,,
2016; Persson & Dhingra, 2022; Suarez & Gadalla, 2010).

Table 7-3 also shows that almost 1 in 10 respondents
agreed that violence might be excusable if the offender
experienced childhood abuse (D22), and more than 1 in
10 agreed that domestic violence might be excusable if a
man temporarily loses control (D18) or if he “regrets” his
actions (D19). Prior research confirms that perpetration
risk factors such as childhood trauma or substance use
are sometimes offered as an explanation to mitigate
and deflect perpetrator responsibility (McCloskey et al.,
2016; McMurran & Gilchrist, 2008; Mwatsiya & Rasool,
2021; Pugh et al., 2021). Alcohol intoxication is likewise
simultaneously identified as both an aggravating and a
mitigating factor inviolence against women (Balfouretal.,
2018; Cafferky et al., 2016; Carline et al., 2018; Gunby et
al., 2013; Spencer et al., 2020). A minority of respondents
agreed that perpetrator or victim intoxication might
excuse violence perpetration (6%; D20 and D21).

Examined together, these minimising and blame-
shifting attitudes privilege the abuser’s perspective by
offering possible “reasons” for domestic violence. These
minimising attitudes obscure perpetrator responsibility
and deny the victim’s and survivor's right to personal
safety because of their intoxication or “provocative
behaviour (Bongiorno et al., 2020; Thapar-Bjérkert &
Morgan, 2010). These attitudes also hinder recognition
of the power and control disparity that underlies
violence against women (Our Watch, 2021a). Thus, it
is important to challenge community misperceptions
that violence under any circumstances is excusable and
to assist perpetrators to accept responsibility for their
violent behaviours rather than viewing them as “out-of-
character” incidents. Accurate media reporting should
also be promoted to facilitate community understanding
that domestic violence is a community-wide social
problem rather than isolated incidents of aberrant
violence where a perpetrator “snapped”.

"
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Table 7-3: Thematic item grouping: Domestic violence myths and misconceptions: “He must have had a
reason”, 2021

AVAWS % net % net
Item Code - "
subscale disagree? agree

A lot of what is called domestic violence is really just a 5 Minimise 74 3
normal reaction to day-to-day stress and frustration Violence

Domestic violence can be excused if it results Minimi
f le getting so angry that they temporaril D18 nimise 84 15

rom people getting gry y temporarily Violence

lose control

Domestic violence can be excused if, afterwards, the S Minimise 85 13
violent person genuinely regrets what they have done Violence
Sometimes a woman can make a man so angry that he S Minimise 78 19
hits her when he didn’t mean to” Violence
Women who flirt all the time are somewhat to blame S Objectify 87 1
if their partner gets jealous and hits them Women

Domestic violence can be excused if the violent person 5 Minimise 90 3
was themselves abused as a child Violence

Domestic violence can be excused if the offender is o Minimise 94 6
heavily affected by alcohol Violence

Domestic violence can be excused if the victim is e Minimise 93 6
heavily affected by alcohol* Violence

Note: N = 19,100 unless otherwise noted. Percentages do not always add to 100 because undecided and unanswered categories are not shown in
the table.

a Percentage of respondents who strongly or somewhat disagreed with the item.
b Percentage of respondents who strongly or somewhat agreed with the item.
A Asked of half the sample.
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7.3 Sexual violence

The concept of “sexual violence” emerged as a result of
feminist discourse that sought to rectify the silencing of
women who experience unwanted sexual activity that
does not fit with the notion of “stranger rape”. Such
silencing serves to limit what counts as sexual violence
(Brownmiller, 1975). Consistent with the empirical
evidence, the feminist approach emphasised that
stranger rape (typically in a “dark alleyway”) is neither
the most prevalent form of sexual violence nor the
only form of serious or “real” rape. Stranger rape is less
common than sexual violence perpetrated in everyday
settings such as homes and workplaces by a person
known to the victim and survivor, such as a partner,
relative, friend, colleague or acquaintance (ABS, 2017;
Friis-Rgdel et al., 2021; Kelly & Radford, 1990; Waterhouse
et al,, 2016). Addressing the silencing of victims and
survivors of violence requires the ability to identify
violent behaviours. One feminist author therefore
proposed the concept of a “continuum of sexual violence”
to ensure that the full range of non-consensual sexual
acts are recognised as sexual violence, instead of only
those that were criminalised at the time (Kelly, 1987).
Contemporary discourse, research and policy similarly
conceptualise “sexual violence” as covering a wide range
of criminal and non-criminal sexual activity enacted
without consent, and recognise emerging forms of
sexual violence that may occur via new or more recent
electronic means. For example, it has been recognised
that violent, abusive and dehumanising depictions of
women in some internet pornography and in the use
of sex robots can serve to normalise the objectification
of women and to undermine the importance of gaining
sexual consent (Bernstein, 2022a; B. Cook et al., 2001;
DeKeseredy, 2020).

Sexual violence includes all forms of sexual assault
and sexual harassment. Examples of sexual violence
include intimidation, unwanted sexual touching, coerced
sexual activity, forcing someone to watch and enact
pornography, attaining participation in sexual acts
through trickery or pressure, reproductive coercion, and
many other forms of sexual abuse (Baldwin-White, 2019;
Bernstein et al., 2022b; Fahs & Gonzalez, 2014; Henry
et al., 2020; Henry & Powell, 2016; Stanley et al., 2018;
Tarzia et al., 2020).

Currently there is no prevalence measure that
comprehensively captures all types of sexual violence,
but it is widely accepted that sexual violence is an

evolving and complex social problem that must be
examined using a multilayered, multilevel approach
(AIHW, 2020; Banyard, 2014).

People of any age or gender can experience sexual
violence and perpetrators of sexual violence may be
acquaintances, family members, trusted individuals or
strangers (National Sexual Violence Resource Center,
2010). Data based on the 2016 PSS, which uses a more
circumscribed definition of sexual violence,®” indicates
that 23 per cent of Australian women and 8 per cent of
Australian men aged 18 years and over have experienced
sexual violence at some point in their lifetime, including
childhood sexual abuse or sexual assault since the
age of 15 years (ABS, 2017). Similarly, the Australian
Longitudinal Study on Women's Health reported high
lifetime prevalence of sexual violence experienced
during adulthood, ranging from 39 per cent for women
respondents aged in their twenties to 12 per cent for
women respondents aged 68 to 73 (Townsend et al.,
2022).1n 2018, the rate of police-recorded sexual assault
was almost seven times as high for females as males,
and one in three hospitalised sexual assault cases in
2017-18 identified a spouse or domestic partner as the
perpetrator (AIHW, 2020).

Victims and survivors of sexual violence report numerous
adverse psychological and physical outcomes, including
physical injuries, disruption to everyday functioning
such as eating and sleeping habits, post-traumatic
stress disorder, depression and suicidal ideation (Ades,
2020; Balfour et al., 2018; B. Cook et al., 2001; Hailes
et al., 2019). Perpetration of sexual violence is unlikely
to be attributable to one layer of influence, but to a
convergence of risk factors (and an absence of protective
factors) found at individual, relationship, community,
organisational and societal levels (Tharp et al., 2013).

On 12 August 2022, the Australian Government's Work
Plan to Strengthen Criminal Justice Responses to Sexual
Assault 2022-27 was endorsed. Under this Work Plan,
jurisdictions will seek to take collective and individual
action to improve the experiences of victims and
survivors of sexual assault in the criminal justice system,
focusing on the following priority areas:

» strengthening legal frameworks to ensure victims
and survivors have improved justice outcomes and
protections, wherever necessary and appropriate,
across Australia

* building justice sector capability to better support
and protect victims and survivors

87 The PSS defines sexual violence as the “occurrence, attempt or threat of sexual assault experienced by a person since the age of 15" (ABS, 2017).
This definition notes that there are two components to sexual violence, namely sexual assault and sexual threat (face-to-face threats of a sexual
nature). The NCAS sexual violence items are based on a broader definition of sexual violence.
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e supporting research and greater collaboration to
identify best practices, and to ensure actions are
supported by a sound and robust evidence base.

The Work Plan will operate alongside ongoing and
prospective initiatives that seek to improve responses
to sexual violence that are being progressed at both the
national and state and territory level.5®

The 2021 NCAS includes the Sexual Violence Scale (SVS),
which is further split into a Sexual Assault Scale (SAS)
and a Sexual Harassment Scale (SHS). Figure 7-3 shows
changes in attitudinal rejection of sexual violence over
time by gender according to mean scores on the SVS.
For all respondents, and for men and women separately,

the mean SVS score was significantly higher in 2021
compared with 2017. These findings indicate a significant
increase in the attitudinal rejection of sexual violence by
the Australian population overall, and by both men and
women separately.

SVS scores in 2021 were also compared by gender
(Figure 7-3). There were significant differences in mean
SVS scores between genders in 2021. Specifically:

e compared to men, women had significantly higher
attitudinal rejection of sexual violence in 2021

e compared to women and men, non-binary
respondents had significantly higher rejection of
sexual violence in 2021.8°

Figure 7-3: Rejection of sexual violence (SVS) over time by gender, 2009 to 2021
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Note: Demographic items for gender were updated for the 2021 NCAS in accordance with the ABS Standard (ABS, 2021h). As the gender item in
previous survey waves did not include the same response options for non-binary respondents, only results for men and women can be compared
over time. “na” below means reliable data was not available. Ns for respondents in 2017 and 2021 were:

* women -9,214; 10,091

* men -8,169; 8,822

* non-binary respondents - na; na; na; 81
« all-17,419; 19,031.

* Statistically significant difference on this scale between the year indicated and 2021.

*1 Statistically significant difference compared to women and men in 2021.

*2 Statistically significant difference compared to men in 2021.

88 For further details, see Attorney-General’s Department (2022).

89 The mean score for non-binary respondents has been calculated and included in the NCAS reporting for the first time in the 2021 wave.



Figure 7-4 displays change over time for the SAS and the
SHSseparately. Themeanscoresforbothscalesimproved
in 2021 compared to the 2017 NCAS wave, indicating a
positive improvement in Australians’ attitudes towards
sexual assault and sexual harassment. Based on all
respondents in 2021, there was no significant difference
between the mean scores on the SAS and SHS, indicating
a similar level of rejection of attitudes condoning sexual
assault and attitudes condoning sexual harassment.

Although causation cannot be inferred, the promising
improvement in community attitudes towards sexual
assault and harassment since 2017 coincides with
a period defined by an amplification of awareness,
visibility and advocacy regarding sexual violence against
women. The #MeToo movement, high-profile criminal
trials and accusations of sexual assault and workplace
sexual harassment have all served to focus the public
discourse (Section 1.1). These movements and events
have likewise exposed the pervasive and systemic
nature of sexual violence against women. In Australia,
the Set the Standard review into Commonwealth

parliamentary workplaces provided recommendations
for creating Commonwealth parliamentary workplaces
that are safe and respectful and reflect best practice
in their prevention of and response to bullying, sexual
harassment and sexual assault (AHRC, 2021).

The mean scores on the SAS and SHS in 2021 were also
compared by gender (Figure 7-5). There were significant
differences between genders for both scales in 2021.
Specifically:

e Compared to men, women had significantly higher
rejection of sexual assault, but were similar in their
rejection of sexual harassment.

e Compared to men, non-binary respondents had
significantly higher rejection of sexual assault.

¢ Compared to both men and women, non-binary
respondents had significantly higher rejection of
sexual harassment.

Figure 7-4: Rejection of sexual assault (SAS) and sexual harassment (SHS) over time, 2009 to 2021
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difference between the SAS and SHS scales in 2021.

* Statistically significant difference on this scale between the year indicated and 2021.
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Figure 7-5: Rejection of different types of sexual violence (SAS and SHS) by gender, 2021
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Section 6.2 discussed how community attitudes
condoning violence against women are underpinned
by the empirically confirmed constructs underlying
the AVAWS subscales, namely minimising violence,
mistrusting women and objectifying women. To further
examine community attitudes related to sexual violence,
we examine thematically grouped items from the
SAS and SHS separately. This thematic examination
highlights prevailing myths or misconceptions regarding
these types of sexual violence and the characteristics of
perpetrators and victims and survivors.

Sexual assault: Thematic item examination

The Australian Government's Work Plan to Strengthen
Criminal Justice Responses to Sexual Assault 2022-27
defines sexual assault as any “type of criminalised sexual
violence or harm that involves any physical contact,
threat, or intent of contact, of a sexual nature against
a person’s will" (Meeting of Attorneys-General, 2022).

Legal definitions and interpretations of sexual assault
are included in Commonwealth and state and territory
law and vary across the jurisdictions.

Sexual assault is a major health and welfare issue in
Australia and across the world. The effects of a sexual
assault can be extensive and chronic across a person'’s
lifetime. Victims and survivors may experience physical
injuries, long-term mental health effects and disruption
to their day-to-day functioning (AIHW, 2020; Balfour et
al., 2018; Hailes et al., 2019). Between 2010 and 2018,
rates of sexual assault victimisation recorded by police
for Australians aged 15 and over rose by more than 30
per cent. Recent data further revealed an increase of
2 per cent in sexual assault victims from 2019 to 2020,
representing the highest number of victims recorded
since the commencement of the 28-year time series
(ABS, 2019, 2021e).



Women are more likely than men to be victims of sexual
assault, with 84 per cent of the recorded sexual assault
victims in 2020 being women (ABS, 2021g). In 2018-19,
almost all sexual assault offenders recorded by police
were male (97%), with males aged 15 to 19 demonstrating
the highest offender rates (ABS, 2020). Most (95%)
sexual assaults against women are committed without
a weapon, exemplifying the clear power imbalance
between male perpetrators and female victims, whereby
fear alone is enough to facilitate an assault (ABS, 2021g).
Notably, around 9 out of 10 Australian women did not
report their most recent sexual assault victimisation to
police because they felt ashamed or embarrassed, or
assessed the incident as not being serious enough to
report (ABS, 2017).

Sexual assault myths and misconceptions:
“She’s not a genuine victim”

Section 6.2 explored how mistrust of women reporting
victimisation is based on gendered and hostile
stereotypes of women as malicious liars who routinely
serve an agenda to harm and vilify men (Emmers-
Sommer, 2017; Harmer & Lewis, 2022; Rees & White,
2012). Recent ANROWS research similarly found that
participants defaulted to a position of doubt and
suspicion when asked to appraise a woman's allegation
of sexual assault, engendering a range of unrealistic
standards and conditions to be met for the allegation to
be believed (Minter et al., 2021). Rape myths regarding
the characteristics of “genuine” sexual assault victims,
coupled with assumptions that women frequently lie
about sexual assault, promote hostile scepticism about
sexual assault disclosures from the outset (Boux &
Daum, 2015; Edwards et al., 2011; Rumney, 2006).

As Table 7-4 shows, misconceptions about why women
delay reporting a sexual assault or their motives for
reportingstill prevail. Morethanoneinthreerespondents
(34%) agreed that sexual assaultis commonly used to get
back at men (S23) and almost one quarter (24%) agreed
that sexual assault allegations could be a response to
a regretted sexual encounter (S24). Such mistrustful
attitudes impact whether victims and survivors report
sexual violence, whether bystanders intervene and
whether key stakeholders, including police and judges,
believe women (G. D. Anderson & Overby, 2021; Carretta
et al., 2016; K. J. Holland et al., 2021; H. Johnson, 2017;

Temkin et al., 2018). Research indicates that fear of not
being believed and fear of retribution are key factors in
whether women disclose sexual assault to their informal
support networks and formally report sexual assault to
police or authorities (K. J. Holland & Cipriano, 2019; K. J.
Holland et al., 2021; O'Donohue, 2019; Reich et al., 2021;
Wamboldt et al., 2019; Weiss, 2013; Whiting et al., 2020;
Wilson et al., 2021). Sexual assault is also one of the
most difficult offences to successfully prosecute, with
around 85 per cent of sexual assaults never reaching the
criminal justice system (ABS, 2021g; Lievore, 2003).

Myths and misconceptions regarding victimisation
are also likely to contribute to the low reporting and
prosecution numbers. The results in Table 7-4 suggest
that victims and survivors need to meet certain
parameters or characteristics to be seen as a “genuine
victim” and be believed. Although most respondents
disagreed, 3-6 per cent of respondents agreed that
lesbian or bisexual women, women with mental health
issues and women who can't demonstrate physical
resistance or injury are not “genuine” victims of sexual
assault (52, S1, S17, S22). Prior research confirms that
women with disability, people with diverse genders
and sexualities, women of colour and women from
various cultural backgrounds face additional challenges
when reporting a sexual assault to authorities, driven
by racism, ableism and heteronormative assumptions
about sexual violence victims (Palmer & St. Vil, 2018;
Slatton & Richard, 2020).

Misunderstandings of the law, including that sexual
assault evidence is predicated on physical injury and
resistance, have also been noted in previous studies
(Haugen et al., 2018; Kassing & Prieto, 2003; Rodriguez-
Madera et al., 2017; Wirtz et al., 2018).

Thus, itisimportantto correct myths and misconceptions
about the nature of sexual assault and “genuine” victims
within the community and justice and service systems,
including by correcting hostile gendered stereotypes
of women as malicious, vindictive and untrustworthy;
addressing persistent myths that false allegations of
sexual assault are common; and increasing recognition
of the diversity of ways that sexual assault can be
experienced and responded to by victims and survivors.
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Table 7-4: Thematic item grouping: Sexual assault myths and misconceptions: “She’s not a genuine victim”, 2021

Item

Women with mental health issues who report being
sexually assaulted are probably lying

When lesbian or bisexual women claim to have been
sexually assaulted by their partner, they probably
shouldn’t be taken too seriously

If a woman doesn’t physically resist - even if
protesting verbally - then it isn’t really rape~

Many allegations of sexual assault made by women
are false~

If a woman claims to have been sexually assaulted but
has no other physical injuries, she probably shouldn’t
be taken too seriously

It is common for sexual assault accusations to be used
as a way of getting back at men

A lot of times, women who say they were raped had
led the man on and then had regrets

Women who wait weeks or months to report sexual
assault are probably lying

AVAWS % net % net

Code . o

subscale disagree? agree
S1 Mistrust Women 86 6
S2 Mistrust Women 93 3
s17 Objectify Women 91 6
s18 Mistrust Women 78 14
S22 Mistrust Women 93 5
$23 Mistrust Women 57 34
S24 Mistrust Women 66 24
S25 Mistrust Women 90 7

Note: N = 19,100 unless otherwise noted. Percentages do not always add to 100 because undecided and unanswered categories are not shown in

the table.

a Percentage of respondents who strongly or somewhat disagreed with the item.

b Percentage of respondents who strongly or somewhat agreed with the item.

~ Asked of one quarter of the sample.

Sexual assault myths and misconceptions:
“We expect too much of men”

Section 6.2 examined the impact of objectifying women,
including by the media, and disregarding women'’s
consent in sexual interactions. Objectifying attitudes
are exemplified in the contradictory notions that women
invite sexual assaults by their inappropriate behaviour
and choices but should also always make themselves
desirable and sexually available to men (Bareket et
al., 2018; Carline et al., 2018; Harmer & Lewis, 2022;
O'Hara, 2012). These objectifying norms and sexist
double standards perpetuate notions that women are
responsible for keeping themselves safe from men'’s
violence andrelieve men from accountability (Brownhalls
et al., 2020; Davey, 2018). Similarly, these attitudes
reflect heteronormative beliefs about stereotypical
gender roles and problematic heterosexual sex scripts
that privilege men’s entitlement to sex as aggressive
initiators and position women as passive “gatekeepers”

who must resist men’s advances. This perspective
rationalises men'’s non-consensual sexual behaviour on
the grounds that it is “natural” due to the perception
that it is biologically difficult for men to regulate their
own sexual drives (Frith, 2009; Gavey, 2018; Hirsch et al.,
2019; Jeffrey & Barata, 2017).

The notion that women should protect themselves from
sexual violence is not mutually exclusive from the notion
that perpetrators should be accountable, but they
elicit different places of intervention (Brownhalls et al.,
2020). The first perspective places the onus on women
as sexual gatekeepers who must stay vigilant to actively
resist the insatiable and inevitable demands of men,
while the latter seats responsibility with men to regulate
their own sexual and moral behaviour.

The items in Table 7-5 illustrate many of these notions.
While most respondents disagreed with these
objectifying attitudes, 1 in 4 respondents agreed that a



sexually aroused man may be “unaware” that a woman
has refused consent (25%; S8) and 1 in 10 respondents
agreed that women say “no” when they mean “yes” (10%;
S5). Attitudes minimising violence against women due
to intoxication were also evident among a minority of
respondents, with 1 in 20 agreeing that an intoxicated
man is less responsible for perpetrating sexual assault
(6%,; S19).

Objectifying and blame-shifting attitudes are also
demonstrated by the gendered double standard

whereby offenders are pardoned for their intoxication
and sexual drives, butvictims and survivors are censured
for their intoxication and dating choices. Around 1 in 10
respondents (6-10%) agreed that an intoxicated woman
is partly responsible if she is sexually assaulted (S4
and S20) and 7 per cent agreed that meeting up with a
man she met on a dating app renders a woman partly
responsible for her assault (S21). These objectifying
and blame-shifting attitudes held by a minority of the
community belie the need for affirmative and ongoing
sexual consent.

Table 7-5: Thematic item grouping: Sexual assault myths and misconceptions: “We expect too much of

men”, 2021

Item

If a woman is drunk and starts having sex with a
man, but then falls asleep, it is understandable if he
continues having sex with her anyway

If a woman is raped while drunk or affected by drugs,
she is at least partly responsible

If a woman meets up with a man she met on a mobile

dating app, she’s partly responsible if he forces sex
on her

Women often say "no" when they mean "yes"

When a man is very sexually aroused, he may not even
realise that the woman doesn’t want to have sex

A man is less responsible for rape if he is drunk or
affected by drugs at the time»

Code AVAWS .% net % net
subscale disagree® agree®
520 %iiﬁg;y 88 10
521 ?Ak,’éer:]tei;y 92 7
s5 C\)At/’éfztei;y 86 10
© omen 09 25
S Vilence 03 °

Note: N = 19,100 unless otherwise noted. Percentages do not always add to 100 because undecided and unanswered categories are not shown in

the table.

a Percentage of respondents who strongly or somewhat disagreed with the item.
b Percentage of respondents who strongly or somewhat agreed with the item.

A Asked of half the sample.
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Sexual assault myths and misconceptions:
“Rapes are committed by strangers”

Many myths and misconceptions endure about the
nature and context of sexual assaults (Adolfsson et al.,
2017; Basow & Minieri, 2011; Yapp & Quayle, 2018). These
myths include the stranger rape myth that women are
more likely to be raped by a stranger in the publicdomain
rather than by someone they know in a private space
and that consent can be assumed as ongoing or “owing”
within a dating or established relationship (also see Box
7-2), and that it cannot be revoked (Angelone et al., 2015;
Baldwin-White, 2019; Basow & Minieri, 2011; Bieneck &
Krahe, 2011; Carline et al., 2018; Jeffrey & Barata, 2019;
Waterhouse et al., 2016; Webster et al., 2018a).

As Figure 7-6 (Box 7-2) shows, most respondents (69%)
strongly or somewhat agreed thatawoman is more likely
to be raped by someone they know than a by stranger
(516). However, the stranger rape myth was evident
among almost one third of respondents, who either
disagreed (18%)ordidn'tknow (12%)thatawomanismore
likely to be raped by someone they know. Perceptions
about stranger rape fuel sensationalised media reports
and can serve to curtail women’s freedoms to freely
move around the community under the mistaken
impression that stranger-based sexual assaults are the
norm rather than the exception (Merken & James, 2020).
These beliefs also contribute to rape by known persons
being ignored or not taken seriously by police and the
justice system and being overlooked in legal and policy
reform, allowing misconceptions about the law to prevail
(Brooks-Hay, 2019; Dinos, 2014; Lundrigan et al., 2019;
Persson & Dhingra, 2022). Misconceptions that rape
is typically perpetrated by strangers who use physical
force can draw attention away from the need to ensure
affirmative and ongoing consent in everyday sexual
relationships, including intimate partner and dating
relationships.

Afew NCAS items examined respondents’understanding
of sexual consent. Figure 7-7 (Box 7-2) shows that while
most respondents correctly understood that sexual
assault in marriage is a criminal offence (526), 20 per
cent either said this is not a criminal offence or were
unsure if it is.

In addition, as discussed in Section 6.2, respondents
were presented with two scenarios about sexual
consent, one describing a married couple and the other
describing a couple who had just met at a party. Both
scenarios asked respondents whether they felt sexual
assault was justified under two contexts: 1) the man had
initiated kissing before the woman pushed him away,
and 2) the woman had initiated kissing before pushing
him away (items S12 to S15). As Figures 6-7 and 6-8 show,
although only 3 per cent agreed that sexual assault was
justified when the man had initiated kissing, 8-11 per
cent thought sexual assault was justified if the woman
had initiated kissing and then pushed the man away.
This finding indicates that a minority of respondents did
not appreciate the need to obtain consent at every stage
of sexual activity and failed to recognise that consent
can be withdrawn at any stage.



BOX 7-2:

The stranger rape myth and sexual consent in marriage
Items were not part of any scale.

Figure 7-6: Stranger rape myth, 2021

Women are more likely to be
raped by someone they know 34 34 2 1" 7 12
than by a stranger (S16)
0 20 40 60 80 100

% of respondents

Strongly Somewhat Neither agree Somewhat Strongly

R - . Unsure Unanswered
agree agree or disagree disagree disagree

Note: N=4,661. Asked of one quarter of the sample in 2021. Percentages in the text do not always exactly correspond to percentages
in the figure due to rounding.

Respondents were asked if they thought women are more likely to be raped by someone they know than by

a stranger (516). While most respondents (69%) correctly agreed (strongly or somewhat) with this statement,
almost 1in 5 (18%) disagreed and a further 1in 10 (12%) were unsure. Perceptions about stranger rape fuel
sensationalised media reports and can serve to curtail women'’s freedom to move around the community under
the misconception that stranger-based sexual assaults are the norm rather than the exception (Ryan, 2011). These
beliefs also contribute to rape by known persons being ignored or not taken seriously by police and the justice
system and being overlooked in legal and policy reform, allowing misconceptions about the law to prevail
(Brooks-Hay, 2019; Dinos, 2014; Lundrigan et al., 2019; Persson & Dhingra, 2022).

A separate item asked respondents to consider if a man having sex with his wife without her consent constituted
a criminal offence (526). While most respondents correctly answered that this behaviour is a criminal offence,
around 2 in 10 respondents either said this was not a criminal act or were unsure. These misperceptions about the
ambiguity of consent within established relationships highlight the need for further education across relational
contexts.

Figure 7-7: Sexual consent in marriage, 2021

Is it a criminal offence for a
man to have sex with his wife 80 11 9
without her consent? (526)

0 20 40 60 80 100

% of respondents

Yes No Unsure Unanswered

Note: N = 4789. Asked of one quarter of the sample in 2021.
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These misperceptions about the nature of sexual
consent highlight the need for nationally consistent
definitions that remove any ambiguity about the nature
of consent by legislating for the need for affirmative
and ongoing consent. Under an “affirmative consent
standard”, consent must be mutually confirmed,
silence or lack of resistance cannot be interpreted as
consent, and consent can be withdrawn at any point
during sexual activity. An affirmative consent standard
shifts the emphasis from the actions of the victim and
survivor to those of the accused. As discussed in Section
1.1, although most jurisdictions have recently taken
steps towards improving their sexual assault laws, an
affirmative consent standard is not yet implemented
nationally, leading to inconsistencies across jurisdictions,
with people accused of rape still able to argue in some
Australian jurisdictions that they had a reasonable
belief of consent but were mistaken (Bucci, 2021; Burgin,
2019). In addition, awareness and education initiatives
are needed to increase community understanding
of affirmative and ongoing consent, both within
established relationships and in more casual contexts.
It is also important to shift problematic heterosexual
sex scripts that privilege men's entitlement to sex by
positioning men as dominant and aggressive sexual
initiators and women as submissive sexual gatekeepers,
as these place the responsibility of voicing consent and
preventing sexual violence on women while absolving
men from responsibility (Brady et al., 2018).

Sexual harassment:
Thematic item examination

Sexual harassment is a widespread and global problem
that affects individuals of all genders, but is more
commonly experienced by women and girls than
men and boys. It is defined as an unwelcome sexual
advance, unwelcome request for sexual favours or other
unwelcome conduct of a sexual nature which makes a
person feel offended, humiliated and/or intimidated,
where a reasonable person would anticipate that
reactionin the circumstances (Sex Discrimination Act 1984
[Cth]). While prevalence data remains limited, sexual
harassment is estimated to be experienced by between
51 per cent (European Union) and 81 per cent (United
States) of people during their lifetime (Lim et al., 2018).

Sexual harassment can occur within institutions and
workplaces, and in public spaces and online, and it
includes a range of behaviours (AHRC, 2020). Examples
of sexual harassment include, but are not limited to:

e verbal harassment, such as sexually suggestive
comments or jokes, intrusive questions, comments
about physical appearance, repeated invitations to go
on dates, or requests or pressure for sex

» sexually explicit pictures, posters or gifts

e intimidating or threatening behaviours, such as
inappropriate staring or leering, sexual gestures or
indecent exposure

* inappropriate physical contact, such as unwelcome
touching

¢ harassment involving the use of technology, such as
sexually explicit emails, texts or social media; indecent
phone calls; repeated or inappropriate advances
online; or sharing or threatening to share intimate
images (AHRC, 2020; eSafety, 2022a, 2022f, 2022h).

In Australia, the Sex Discrimination Act 1984 (Cth) prohibits
sexual harassment at work and established the role of
the Sex Discrimination Commissioner. Although the
elimination of sexual harassment, particularly within
workplaces, has been a key focus since 1984, Australia
has lagged behind many other nations in its progress
towards this goal (AHRC, 2020). It is estimated that 53
per cent of Australian women experience some form
of sexual harassment in their lifetime, including, for
example, street harassment and workplace harassment.
Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander peoples are also
more likely to experience workplace sexual harassment
than people from non-Indigenous backgrounds (53%
compared to 32%; AHRC, 2020).

Sexual harassment myths and misconceptions:
“It’s a compliment”

As discussed in Section 6.2, attitudes that legitimise
objectifying women as sexual objects diminish and
silence women when they face harassment, aggression
or violence (Loreck, 2016; L. McDonald, 2022). This
sexualised way of viewing women empowers men as
“the viewers” and disempowers women as mere objects
of men’s desire (Wright, Arroyo et al., 2015). Attitudes
that objectify women are also exemplified by the
misconception that women always welcome any form of
sexual attention or that they provoke sexual attention,
for example, by placing themselves in a particular
context (e.g. a bar or club) or by the way they dress or act
either in the public, private or online domain (S. Becker
& Tinkler, 2021; Gillett, 2018, 2021). Relatedly, harassers
often claim to be surprised when their attempts at
“humour” or “flattery” or their sexual overtures are met
with offence or insult, displaying a disregard for consent
and an assumption of sexual entitlement (Bouffard,
2010).

Table 7-6 shows the results for items describing the myth
that sexual attention is always welcome and should
be viewed as a compliment, regardless of consent.
Although most respondents disagreed with these
statements that objectify women, 10-21 per cent agreed
that women find it flattering to receive catcalls in public



Table 7-6: Thematic item grouping: Sexual assault harassment myths and misconceptions: “It's a compliment”,

2021

Item

A woman should be flattered if she gets wolf-whistles
or catcalls when walking past a group of men in public®

Women find it flattering to be persistently pursued,
even if they are not interested”

Since some women are so sexual in public, it’s
understandable that some men think they can touch
women without permission

If a woman sends a naked picture to her partner,
then she is partly responsible if he shares it without
her permission

AVAWS % net % net
Code .

subscale disagree® agree®
Objectify

o Women 82 13
Objectify

Al Women 81 13
Objectify

5 Women 89 10
Objectify

S6 Women 77 21

Note: N = 19,100 unless otherwise noted. Percentages do not always add to 100 because “undecided” and “unanswered” categories are not shown

in the table.

a Percentage of respondents who strongly or somewhat disagreed with the item.
b Percentage of respondents who strongly or somewhat agreed with the item.

A Asked of half the sample.

or be persistently pursued (S3, S11) and that men are
entitled to touch women or share naked pictures of their
partner without permission (S6, S7). These attitudes
that objectify women seem to persist despite research
consistently demonstrating that women find these acts
troubling, threatening and violating, and that they report
wide-ranging psychological and physical impacts (AHRC,
2017a; Blumell & Mulupi, 2020; Lim et al., 2018). Such
attitudes disregard consent (S6, S7, S11) and apportion
blame to victims and survivors rather than holding
harassers accountable for their behaviour (S6).

Sexual harassment myths and misconceptions:
“You're making too much of it”

As discussed (Section 6.2), many reports of violence
against women are met with mistrust, and research
indicates that reports of sexual harassment are also
frequently disbelieved (Bongiorno et al., 2020; Easteal &
Judd, 2008; Harmer & Lewis, 2022). Sexual harassment
at work is prevalent and pervasive, occurring in every
industry, in every location and at every level of both
private and government organisations (Limetal., 2018). It
is a serious form of sexual violence with serious financial,
social, emotional, physical and psychological harms,
whether it occurs via technology or in person (AHRC,
2020; Harmer & Lewis, 2022). In 2018, workplace sexual

harassment in Australia cost an estimated $2.6 billion in
lost productivity and $0.9 billion in other financial costs,
with each case of harassment representing around
four working days of lost output. It was estimated that
employers bore 70 per cent of this financial cost, with
government bearing 23 per cent and individuals bearing
7 per cent. Impacts on victims’ and survivors’ wellbeing
accounted for an additional $250 million, or nearly
$5,000 per victim on average (AHRC, 2020).

Despite these manifest impacts, a small percentage of
NCAS respondents (5-7%) have attitudes that minimise
the significance of sexual harassment and mistrust
women who delay reporting of sexual harassment (Table
7-7). Research suggests that despite the prevalence and
seriousness of sexual harassment, many misconceptions
persist and often delay timely reporting. Victim-blaming,
underestimation oftheimpactof sexual harassment, and
disbelief of victims and survivors are common features
in many domains (Berdahl & Aquino, 2009; Blumell &
Mulupi, 2020; Easteal &Judd, 2008; Worthington & Snape,
2021). Given these prevailing myths and misconceptions,
itis not surprising that a recent survey found that only 17
per cent of people who experienced sexual harassment
at work in the previous five years made a formal report
or complaint about the harassment (AHRC, 2018a). Of
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Table 7-7: Thematic item grouping: Sexual assault myths and misconceptions: “You're making too much of
it”, 2021

Item AVAWS % net % net
Code : b
subscale disagree® agree
Women who wait weeks or.months to report sexual i Mistrust Women 90 7
harassment are probably lying
Women who are sexually harassed should deal with it - Minimise 93A 5
themselves rather than report it Women

Note: N = 19,100 unless otherwise noted. Percentages do not always add to 100 because "undecided" and "unanswered" categories are not shown

in the table.

a Percentage of respondents who strongly or somewhat disagreed with the item.
b Percentage of respondents who strongly or somewhat agreed with the item.

A Asked of half the sample.

the small percentage of incidents reported, even fewer
are formalised as complaints to the AHRC or equivalent
regulatory body (AHRC, 2019). Research suggests the
system and process for reporting sexual harassment
encourages silence, with complainants who settle before
going to court often motivated to do so because of
concerns about the time and cost of litigation, problems
with proving their discrimination experience and low
compensation (D. Allen, 2009).

Thus, it is important to ensure that all spaces, including
workplaces, educational settings and online forums,
are safe and respectful through legislation and policy
frameworks and through initiatives that challenge
misconceptions that sexual harassment is not serious,
raise awareness of the different forms of sexual
harassment that can occur online and in person, and
address attitudes that objectify women or disregard
consent.



7.4 Technology-facilitated abuse

Modern technology has enabled increasingly
sophisticated methods for facilitating and amplifying
violence against women (Afrouz, 2021; Henry et al.,
2020). Representing an extension of more traditional
forms of violence, abuse, coercion and harassment,
technology-facilitated abuse is an umbrella term used to
refer to abuse that is facilitated by technology, including
digital devices and social platforms, where technology
is the conduit or means of enacting or exercising
abuse. A recent ANROWS study similarly confirmed the
prevalence of technology-facilitated abuse and that
women are more likely than men to be the targets of
such abuse (Powell et al., 2022). While anonymity is not
a necessary feature of technology-facilitated abuse, the
online context of this violence can sometimes provide
perpetrators a degree of anonymity and perceived
insulation from the consequences of their behaviours,
a perception that may allow the abuse to intensify and
escalate (Cuenca-Piqueras et al., 2020).

There are four main forms of technology-facilitated
abuse:

e harassment, including sending multiple abusive
messages and frequent unwanted contact across
multiple platforms and communication methods

« stalking, including electronic tracking of an individual
and filming them without consent

e impersonation, such as taking over internet accounts
and locking the owner out of the account

¢ threats, including sharing or threatening to share
intimate images or videos of a person without their
consent (eSafety, 2022a).

Technology-facilitated abuse is often a means of
enacting domestic or sexual abuse. Evidence indicates
that technology-facilitated abusive behaviours are
often part of an ongoing pattern of domestic violence. A
survey of domestic and family violence frontline workers
found that 99 per cent of these workers reported having
clients who had experienced technology-facilitated
stalking and abuse (Woodlock, Bentley et al., 2020).
Although technology-facilitated abuse is often a means
of enacting domestic or sexual violence, it can also
be a separate or primary form of abuse. For example,
harassing, threatening and intimidating behaviours that

do not involve sexual content can be enacted online (e.g.
via a dating app) against a victim whom the perpetrator
has never metin person, where the only contact with the
victim has been online.

Similarly, women are also often the targets of online
sexist and derogatory comments, trolling and threats,
particularly when they are required to maintain an
online presence as part of their job (Media Entertainment
and Arts Alliance & Gender Equity Victoria, 2019; Pew
Research Centre, 2017). A recent study found more than
one third of women journalists had experienced online
harassment, trolling and stalking during the course
of their work, but only 16 per cent said that they were
aware of their workplace having a policy to address
online abuse (Media Entertainment and Arts Alliance &
Gender Equity Victoria, 2019).

Many of these behaviours are crimes under the law in
Australia and cover behaviour such as stalking, sending
threatening emails and texts, using tracking apps and
spyware, online bullying, and sharing intimate images or
videos without consent. A range of new Commonwealth
civil law penalties now exist for technology-facilitated
abuse, including online stalking, and eSafety has also
recently been given greater powers of enforcement for
some forms of technology-facilitated abuse (eSafety,
2022h; Online Safety Act 2021 [Cth]).

The 2021 NCAS introduced a six-item Technology-
Facilitated Abuse Scale (TFAS) to examine these evolving
types of violence against women. Four TFAS items are
drawn from the UVAWS and examine the recognition of
different forms of technology-facilitated abuse, while
the other two TFAS items are drawn from the AVAWS
and examine attitudes towards technology-facilitated
abuse.®®

Understanding and rejection of technology-
facilitated abuse between genders

In 2021, the only significant difference on TFAS scores
by gender was the significantly higher mean score on
understanding and rejection of technology-facilitated
abuse for non-binary respondents compared to men
(Figure 7-8). Changes over time in TFAS scores are not
reported, due to insufficient data in earlier NCAS waves.

90 TFAS asks about image-based abuse, rape after meeting on a mobile dating app, and technology-facilitated stalking and message-based

harassment and abuse.
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Figure 7-8: Understanding and rejection of technology-facilitated abuse (TFAS) by gender, 2021
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* Statistically significant difference compared to men in 2021.

Technology-facilitated abuse myths and
misconceptions: “What happens online isn’t serious”

The AVAWS Objectify Women Subscale (Section 6.2)
examines attitudes supporting the objectification
of women as commodified objects for the sexual
gratification of men (Loughnan et al., 2013; Wesselmann
et al., 2021, p. 841). This dehumanisation of women
permits men a sense of entitlement and superiority to
treat women as sexual property that can be disrespected
and abused, particularly online, without consequence
(Bernstein et al., 2022a; Tarzia, 2020). Just as women
are disproportionately the victims of domestic violence,
approximately two thirds of the reports of online abuse
received by eSafety are from Australian women and
girls (eSafety, 2022a). Women and girls are particularly
at risk of being coerced into sharing sexual imagery,
receiving unwanted sexual imagery, receiving threats
to share intimate imagery without their consent, and
being abused and harassed online (DeKeseredy et al.,
2019; Harris & Woodlock, 2022; Zhou, 2020). A recent
study also indicated Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait
Islander women are at increased risk of online hate and
serious online harm, and they experience online harm
and abuse using digital devices (e.g. phones) as part of
family violence at much higher rates than the general
population (Brown et al., 2021). The consequences of
these behaviours can include psychological distress,
fear and even suicidal ideation (eSafety, 2019b; Henry et
al., 2017, 2020).

71*
68
Non-binary All
respondents

Gender

The sharing of intimate images without an individual's
consent is defined as image-based abuse (eSafety,
2022h). Image-based abuse includes images or videos
that have been digitally altered and making threats to
share an intimate image. Research conducted by eSafety
found 11 per cent of Australians aged 18 and over have
had a nude or sexual photo or video posted online or
sent on without their consent, with women aged 18 to 24
most likely to be the targets of this kind of abuse (eSafety,
2017). The Online Safety Act 2021 (Cth), which replaced
the Enhancing Online Safety Act 2015 (Cth), established
a civil penalties scheme to address image-based abuse
across Australia. This scheme allows victims of image-
based abuse to make a report to eSafety, which may be
able to get content removed or act against the person
responsible. In 2018, changes made to the civil penalties
scheme mean that “intimate images” relating to image-
based abuse include not only nude and sexual images,
such as images of genitalia, but also images of a person
without the religious or cultural attire they would
normally wear in public (eSafety, 2019b). The Criminal
Code Act 1995 (Cth) includes an offence of “using a
carriage service to menace, harass or cause offence”, and
was amended in 2018 to include an aggravated offence
if the use of the carriage service involved private sexual
material. In addition to federal laws, most Australian
states and territories also have their own criminal laws,
which specifically address image-based abuse (eSafety,
2022h).



Table 7-8 and Figure 7-9 show results for four NCAS items
which tap into the misconception that image-based
abuse and online abuse more broadly is not that serious
or does not constitute “real life”. As Table 7-8 shows, one
in five respondents felt a woman was partially to blame if
an intimate image she provided to a partner was shared
without her consent (21%; S6). This response exemplifies
the blame shifting and objectifying attitudes discussed
in Chapter 6, whereby a woman's body is treated as
sexual property to be shared at will. This attitude also
demonstrates limited recognition of how this behaviour
violates, humiliates and dehumanises women, with the
distress women experience being amplified by blaming
them for the offender’s behaviour. In addition, a smaller
percentage of respondents (6-9%) did not recognise
that a man sending an unwanted picture of his genitals
to a woman (V7) and abusive messages and comments

targeted at women on social media (V6) are forms of
violence against women. Figure 7-9 shows that about 1
in 10 (11%) respondents did not recognise that sharing a
sexual picture of an ex-partner on social media without
their consent is a criminal offence or were uncertain if
it is an offence (S27). These findings suggest that while
most Australians understand that technology-facilitated
abuseis harmful and can attract criminal penalties, more
work could be done to increase awareness of the diverse
forms that this abuse can take and to change beliefs that
this abuse is not serious. In addition, safety-by-design
principles could be used to enhance the safety of digital
spaces and the digital literacy of the community could
also be enhanced to facilitate recognition and reporting
of technology-facilitated abuse and enhance skills for
accessing support.

Table 7-8: Thematic item grouping: Technology-facilitated abuse (TFAS) and stalking myths and misconceptions:

“What happens online isn’t serious”, 2021

Attitude item

If a woman sends a naked picture to her partner, then she is

partly responsible if he shares it without her permission

Understanding item

Is this a form of violence against women ... a man sends an
unwanted picture of his genitals to a woman?

Is this a form of violence against women ... abusive messages

or comments targeted at women on social media?

AVAWS % net % net
Code .
subscale  disagree® agree®
Objectify
=9 Women 7 21
o,
Code Scale % strc:ng % no
yes
V7 UVAWS 80 9
V6 UVAWS 83 6

Note: N = 19,100 unless otherwise noted. Percentages do not always add to 100 because undecided and unanswered categories are not shown in

the table.

a Percentage of respondents who strongly or somewhat disagreed with the item.
b Percentage of respondents who strongly or somewhat agreed with the item.

¢ Percentage of respondents who answered “Yes, always” or “Yes, usually”.
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Figure 7-9: Thematic item grouping: Technology-facilitated abuse (TFAS) myths and misconceptions:

“What happens online isn't serious”, 2021

Is it a criminal offence to post or share a
sexual picture of an ex-partner on social
media without their consent? (S27)

0

Yes No

Note: N =4,789. Asked of one quarter of the sample in 2021.

7.5 Stalking: Technology-facilitated
and in person

Stalking is a form of violence against women that
occurs both in person and in the form of technology-
facilitated abuse. Stalking is a common feature of
intimate partner violence but can also occur outside
domestic relationships. Whether online or in person,
stalking entails a pattern of repeated, frequently
intrusive behaviours intended to maintain contact with
or exercise power and control over another person.
These behaviours are enacted to intimidate or cause
fear, distress and loss of control in the target (Campbell,
2019; Victorian Law Reform Commission [VLRC], 2021).
Stalking is a criminal offence in all Australian states and
territories.”’ In Australia, 1 in 6 women and 1 in 15 men
reported experiencing stalking since the age of 15 (ABS,
2017). Most stalking instances reported by men and
women were perpetrated by a man. Research indicates
that in-person and online stalking are related, with
women who are stalked in person being more likely to
be subsequently stalked online (Reyns & Fisher, 2018).

As noted earlier, the 2021 NCAS included three items on
stalking, one on online stalking and two on in-person
stalking:

* The item on online stalking was included in the TFAS
and examined recognition that online stalking by a
partner is a form of domestic violence.

* The in-person stalking items were not part of the
TFAS. One of these items examined recognition that
stalking is a form of violence against women and the
other examined attitudes to in-person stalking.

89 6 5
20 40 60 80 100
% of respondents
Unsure Unanswered

The three stalking items were insufficient to form a
psychometrically valid scale examining understanding
and attitudes regarding stalking. Nonetheless we
examine them together here as they involve similar
underlying misconceptions.

Online and in-person stalking myths and
misconceptions: “I'm just checking in and
looking out for her”

Table 7-9 shows that most respondents recognised
technology-facilitated and in-person stalking as violence.
Almost all respondents strongly or somewhat disagreed
with the statement that in-person stalking “is only
really stalking if it is by a stranger” (95%; V8), and most
recognised that in-person stalking is “usually” or “always”
a form of violence against women (89%; V4). Similarly,
mostrespondents recognised thatelectronically tracking
a partneris usually or always a form of domestic violence
(83%; D6). Our findings indicate increased recognition
between 2017 and 2021 of stalking as a form of domestic
violence and violence against women, especially among
men, although a minority of respondents did not see
these behaviours as violence (4-7%).

Our findings also indicated that men (78%) are still
significantly less likely than women (88%) to recognise
electronic tracking by a partner as always or usually a
form of domestic violence (D6). This finding suggests a
sense of entitlement and “benevolent sexism"®? may still
prevail among some men in the community (A. Becker et
al., 2020; Tarzia, 2020). A recent study with young people
in five European countries found that the online domain
has provided new patriarchal platforms for extending
the scope and regularity of monitoring, control and

91 Crimes Act 1900 (ACT) s 35; Crimes (Domestic and Personal Violence) Act 2007 (NSW) s 13; Criminal Code 1913 (WA) s 338E; Criminal Code Act 1899 (Qld)
s 359B; Criminal Code Act 1924 (Tas) s 192; Criminal Law Consolidation Act 1935 (SA) s 19AA.

92 “Benevolent sexism” refers to attitudes about women that on face value seem positive, such as the need to cherish and protect women, but
are nevertheless underpinned by notions of women'’s inferiority to men because of their fragility, lack of competence and need for help and

protection.



emotional abuse (Aghtaie et al.,, 2018). This abuse
was normalised and perpetuated when young people
equated control to love, care and protection (Aghtaie et
al., 2018).

Although most respondents recognised online and in-
person stalking as violence, it remains important to
continue to challenge the myth that stalking behaviours
are harmless or are only perpetrated by a stranger (V8).
Research indicates that the misconception that stalking
is only perpetrated by strangers is relatively common
(McKeon et al.,, 2014; Sheridan et al., 2003; Sinclair,
2012). Research also suggests that, for both men and
women, stalking is increasingly used as part of coercive
control and that being a victim and survivor of intimate
partner violence during a relationship is associated with
increased likelihood of becoming a victim of stalking
after the relationship has ended (Breiding et al., 2011;
Campbell, 2019; Englebrecht & Reyns, 2011; Senkans et
al., 2021). Peer networks have also been demonstrated

to be key sites of intervention for challenging stalking
behaviours (DeKeseredy et al., 2017, 2019). Thus, it is
important to increase community understanding of the
seriousness of stalking and the different forms it can
take both in person and online.

Itis also important to shift the burden away from victims
and survivors of stalking and towards perpetrator
accountability (VLRC, 2022). The level of evidentiary
proof needed to seek recourse through the justice
system can be challenging and can require victims to
collect evidence, apply for an intervention order and
manage their risk of harm (Jerath et al.,, 2022; NSW
Government & NSW Police, 2022). A recent report
recommended financial and practical support for
victims and survivors to prevent cyberstalking, as well
as support by independent advocates to guide them
through the justice system from the point of reporting
the offence to any court actions (VLRC, 2022).

Table 7-9: Thematic item grouping: Technology-facilitated and in-person stalking myths and misconceptions:

“Just checking in”, 2021

Form of . % stron
. Understanding Item Code Scale ° 9 % no
stalking yes?®
. Is this a form of domestic violence ... repeatedly TFAS and
I D 83 7
Online keeps track of partner on electronic devices? 6 UVAWS
Is this a form of violence against women ...
In person stalking by repeatedly following/watching at \'Z] UVAWS 89 4
home/work?
. AVAWS % net % net
Attitude Item Code 2 b °
subscale disagree agree*
q ing if it . Minimise 95 4
In person It’s only really stalking if it’s by a stranger \',:] Violence

Note: N = 19,100 unless otherwise noted. Percentages do not always add to 100 because undecided and unanswered categories are not shown in

the table.

a Percentage of respondents who answered “Yes, always” or “Yes, usually”.

b Percentage of respondents who strongly or somewhat disagreed with the item.
¢ Percentage of respondents who strongly or somewhat agreed with the item.

A Asked of half the sample.
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7.6 Conclusions about types of
violence against women

The results above indicate that Australians’ attitudinal
rejection of sexual violence, sexual assault, sexual
harassment and technology-facilitated abuse continue
to improve. Attitudes towards domestic violence have
improved over the long term but have plateaued since
2017. However, various myths and misconceptions are
evident in a minority of the community regarding all of
these types of violence and need to be addressed. In
addition, there is a need to correct gaps in community
knowledge of laws about sexual consent and technology-
facilitated abuse. Prevention initiatives should:

» Develop nationally consistent definitions of domestic
violence and coercive control, sexual violence and
sexual consent, and technology-facilitated abuse
across legislative and policy settings Australia-wide
and raise community awareness of these definitions.

* Educate the community about the range of behaviours
that constitute different types of violence against
women to build community capacity to recognise and
respond appropriately to all types of violence.

¢ Educate the community about the seriousness of
all types of violence, including sexual harassment,
technology-facilitated abuse and stalking, by
raising awareness of their high prevalence, harmful
psychological impacts and their legal penalties and by
addressing attitudes that excuse or minimise violence
or shift blame to victims and survivors.

¢ Improve understanding of the barriers domestic
violence victims and survivors may face in leaving
violent relationships. Findings regarding cultural
proscriptions against involving outsiders in domestic
violence matters emphasise the importance of
working with communities to assess their needs and
the points at which intervention may be most useful.

* “Personalise” domestic violence as a community-wide
problem that requires community-wide responsibility,
and promote accurate media reporting of domestic
violence as an ongoing pattern of abusive behaviour
rather than isolated incidents of aberrant violence
where a perpetrator “snapped”.

e Correct rape myths about “stranger rape” and
“genuine” victims, including by correcting hostile
gendered stereotypes of women as malicious,
vindictive and untrustworthy; addressing persistent
myths that false allegations of sexual assault are
common; and increasing recognition of the diverse
ways that sexual assault can be experienced and
responded to by victims and survivors.

Raise awareness of the importance of affirmative,
ongoing sexual consent; shift problematic
heterosexual sex scripts that privilege men's
entitlement to sex; challenge attitudes that objectify
women; and address the objectification and
normalisation of sexual violence in media, video
games and pornography.

Employ safety-by-design principles to enhance the
safety of digital spaces and enhance the digital
literacy of the community to facilitate recognition
and reporting of technology-facilitated abuse and
enhance skills for accessing support.

Harness the role of peer-group support in rejecting
stalking and tracking behaviours, whether in person
or online, both during relationships and following
their conclusion.

Increase community awareness of trauma-informed,
culturally sensitive support services available for
victims and survivors.*

93 See Chapter 10 for more details on the implications listed here.



8 Findings:
Bystander response

Historically, the field of sexual violence prevention focused on ways
that women can protect themselves from violence perpetrated by
men (Suarez & Gadalla, 2010). More recently, research and policy has
investigated how men and women can be engaged as bystanders to
intervene when violence occurs and to prevent violence through the
normative behaviour they model among their peers (A. L. Brown et al.,
2014; Corboz et al., 2016; Flood, 2019a).

A bystander is somebody who observes, but is not directly involved in,
a harmful or potentially harmful event and could assist or intervene
(Webster et al., 2018a). Some people may be exposed to a range

of serious violent behaviours within their individual environment

(in both in-person and online settings), but these acute incidents

are less common for most people than the everyday sexism and

microaggressions, such as “jokes” that make fun of women, that

are visible across domains. The way communities respond to these

everyday microaggressions are important because while not all

disrespect results in violence, all violence against women begins

with disrespect (Australian Government, 2022a). When witnessing

disrespectful behaviour, a bystander can act as a:

» prosocial bystander, who seeks to improve the situation, such as by
confronting the perpetrator’s unacceptable, gendered and violence-
condoning attitudes and behaviour and supporting the victim and
survivor

 antisocial bystander, who exacerbates and amplifies the problematic
situation, such as by openly condoning violence-supportive attitudes
and engaging in victim-blaming

» passive bystander, who observes the situation but does not respond
or intervene (Powell, 2014; Salmivalli, 2014).
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CHAPTER RESULTS SUMMARY

Findings: Bystander response

A bystander is somebody who observes, but is not directly involved in, a harmful or potentially
harmful event and could assist or intervene. When safe to do so, prosocial bystander actions can
include confronting the perpetrator’s unacceptable, gendered and violence-condoning attitudes
and behaviour, and supporting the victim and survivor.

Respondents were asked about three bystander scenarios regarding 1) a friend telling a sexist
joke, 2) a boss telling a sexist joke and 3) a friend verbally abusing their partner. Respondents
were asked if they would be bothered by each scenario and those who would be bothered were
then asked how they would react (Section 8.1).

Prosocial bystander responses depended on:

*  the type of abusive or disrespectful behaviour, with respondents being more likely to be
bothered by verbal abuse than sexist jokes (Section 8.2)

*  the presence of a power differential between the bystander and the perpetrator, with
respondents being more likely to be bothered, but less likely to intervene prosocially, when
a boss rather than a friend told a sexist joke (Section 8.2)

*  the gender composition of respondents’ networks, with prosocial bystander responses to
sexist jokes being less likely if respondents, especially men, worked in a men-dominated
occupation or if their social network was comprised mostly of men (Section 8.2)

e anticipated peer support, with respondents being more likely to show public disapproval if
they anticipate vocal peer support rather than peer silence or criticism (Section 8.3)

*  barriers to intervention, with commonly cited barriers including fear of negative
consequences, feeling uncomfortable, not knowing what to say, feeling it would make no
difference and that it was not one’s business to intervene (Section 8.4)

*  attitudes and understanding, with respondents being more likely to be bothered by sexist
jokes if they displayed a higher rejection of gender inequality and recognised that violence
against women is a problem in Australia (Section 8.5)

e other characteristics of the bystander, including gender, formal education, age, country of
birth, main labour activity and socioeconomic status of area (Section 8.5).



The bystander role is important in the prevention of
violence against women. Prosocial bystanders can call
out unacceptable behaviour, place social sanctions on
perpetrators that discourage future perpetration, help
victims and survivors to feel supported and heard, and,
in some situations, prevent violence from escalating
or even occurring (Bell & Flood, 2020; Orchowski et al.,
2018; Palmer et al., 2020). Alternatively, when bystanders
choose to do nothing, this can be interpreted by others
as approval of, or at least ambivalence towards, the
unacceptable behaviour or attitudes (Amar et al., 2015;
Baldry & Pagliaro, 2014; Banyard, 2011, 2015; A. D.
Berkowitz et al., 2022; Rebollo-Catalan & Mayor-Buzon,
2020). Therefore, bystander response to witnessing
violence against women or its precursors plays an
important role in either challenging or perpetuating
unhelpful social norms (Baillie et al., 2022). However,
it is important to note that it is not always safe to act
as a prosocial bystander. Sometimes intervention can
put the bystander or victim at further risk of harm, or,
especially in cases of power imbalance, intervention can
be ineffective or have other serious consequences, such
as loss of employment. Therefore, bystanders must also
assess whether it would be safe to intervene and the
best method for doing so.

“Increased community-wide intention to intervene when

witnessing disrespect and violence against women” is
mentioned in the National Plan 2022-2032 as an early
intervention key indicator (COAG, 2022, p. 31).

Prosocial bystander intervention requires the
individual to:
* notice the situation as violent or condoning violence

e interpret the event as one requiring intervention or
action

e assume responsibility for intervening

¢ decide upon the method of intervention

* have confidence in their capacity to intervene (Powell,
2014; Taket & Crisp, 2017).

Methodology reminder 8-1

In addition, the bystander also needs to assess that
prosocial intervention would be safe given the context
of the abuse or disrespect.

The 2021 NCAS bystander items aimed to capture
as many of these dimensions as possible to provide
guidance to policymakers for the development of
bystander interventions.

8.1 2021 NCAS bystander scenarios

Respondents were asked whether they would be
bothered by each of three scenarios and those who
indicated they would be bothered were then asked how
they would react (Box 8-1).

To examine how contextual factors - namely, type
of disrespect and power dynamics - influence bystander
responses, the scenarios were chosen to vary in
terms of:

* the type of disrespectful behaviour - sexist joke (B1
and B2) versus verbal abuse (B3)

* the relationship of the perpetrator to the bystander
- male boss (B2) versus male work friend (B1 and B3).

This chapter presents the 2021 NCAS results regarding

bystander response including:

¢ bystander response to each scenario - whether they
would be bothered and whether they would intervene
by showing disapproval (Section 8.2)

¢ the impact of anticipated support or criticism from
peers (Section 8.3)

e barriers to bystander intention to intervene (Section
8.4)

» predictors of bystander response (Section 8.5)

« the conclusions and implications arising from these
results (Section 8.6).

Significant: Refers to statistically significant findings where we can be confident (with 95% certainty) that the
difference observed in the survey sample is meaningful and likely to represent a true difference in the Australian
population (p < 0.05) that is not negligible in size (Cohen’s d = 0.2).

Gender: Non-binary respondents were included in the result totals but could not be included in the analyses of gender
differences because each bystander scenario was asked of only one quarter of the sample so there were insufficient
numbers of non-binary respondents to draw meaningful comparisons.

For further details see Chapter 2.

187



188

BOX 8-1:

Bystander scenarios and items
Items were not part of any scale.

Respondents were asked about three bystander scenarios:
1. Friend sexist joke scenario (B1): Imagine you are talking with some close friends at work, and a male work
friend tells a sexist joke about women.

2. Boss sexist joke scenario (B2): Now, instead, imagine it was your male boss rather than a work friend who told
the sexist joke.

3. Friend verbal abuse scenario (B3): Imagine you are out with some friends and a male friend is insulting or
verbally abusing a woman he is in a relationship with.**

Respondents were asked a series of items about each scenario, with the specific items depending on their
previous answers (see below). The bracketed terms in orange font are the shortened forms used in this chapter
for each response option and were not part of the item wording.
1. Would this bother you or not?

a. No, it wouldn't bother you

b. Yes, it would bother you

2. How do you think you would react? (Asked if answered “Yes, it would bother you” to 1)
a. You wouldn't say anything
b. You'd tell them then and there you didn’t approve
¢. You'd tell them in private later you didn’t approve

3. If you did show your disapproval in front of your close work friends, how do you think most of them would
react? (Asked if answered “You'd tell them then and there you didn’t approve” or “Youd tell them in private
later you didn’t approve” to 2)°®

a. They would agree with you

b. They wouldn’t say anything then, but would agree with you later in private
¢. They wouldn’t say anything at all

d. They would criticise you for speaking out

4. What are all the reasons you would not say something? (Asked if answered “You wouldn’t say anything” to 2)
a. It’s not your business to say something?
b. It wouldn’t make any difference?
c. It might have negative consequences?
d. You wouldn’t know what to say?
e. You wouldn’t feel comfortable speaking out?

94 Asked of a different subset than the other two scenarios. All scenarios were asked of one quarter of the sample.

95 Asked for friend sexist joke (B1) and friend verbal abuse (B3) scenarios only.



8.2 Bystander response to
each scenario

Most respondents said they would be bothered by each
scenario. However, there were significant differences by
scenario type. Figure 8-1 shows that while virtually all
respondents (99%) said they would be bothered by the
verbal abuse scenario, significantly fewer respondents
said they would be bothered by the sexist joke scenarios
(69-86%). It is particularly notable that almost one
in three respondents (31%) said they would not be
bothered if a close work friend told a sexist joke (B1).

There were some gender differences in these results.®®
Women were significantly more likely than men to say
they would be bothered by a sexist joke told by a friend

(B1; 75% versus 55%) or a boss (B2; 91% versus 74%).

There was no significant difference by gender for the
verbal abuse scenario (B3).

Figure 8-2 shows whether those who said they would be
bothered by the scenarios would intervene by showing
their disapproval (immediately in public or later in
private) or would not intervene. The results indicate a

high level of prosocial bystander intention to intervene.

That is, for all three scenarios, most respondents who
reported that they would be bothered said that they

would show their disapproval either publicly or privately.

Specifically, based only on respondents who would be
bothered, the percentage who said they would show their
disapproval was 90 per cent for the friend sexist joke
scenario, 73 per cent for the boss sexist joke scenario

and 94 per cent for the friend verbal abuse scenario.

These percentages translate to 59, 63 and 92 per cent
of all respondents indicating they would show their
disapproval (in scenario B1, B2 and B3, respectively).

Therewas also a gender differenceinthe type of prosocial
behaviour for the friend sexist joke scenario (B1). Among
those who said they would be bothered, women were
significantly more likely than men to say they would

Figure 8-1: Whether respondents would be bothered by scenario, 2021

Friend sexist joke (B1)

[ Bothered

Boss sexist joke (B2)

Friend verbal abuse (B3)

1%

Not bothered

Note: N =4,468 (B1); 4,511 (B2); 4,655 (B3). Asked of one quarter of the sample in 2021.

96 All genders are included in overall results. As the bystander items were asked of only one quarter of the sample, the number of non-binary

respondents was too small for comparison with the other genders.
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disapprove immediately in public (65% versus 47%) and
less likely than men to say they would disapprove laterin
private (26% of women; 42% of men).””

Type of disrespectful behaviour and
bystander response

As noted above, the likelihood of being bothered varied
depending on the type of disrespectful behaviour, with
virtually all respondents saying they would be bothered
by the verbal abuse scenario (99%; B3), but fewer saying
they would be bothered by the two sexist joke scenarios
(69-86%; B1 and B2; Figure 8-1).

This result is consistent with the literature which
suggests that sexist jokes are often seen as unharmful.
Sexist jokes are a type of disparaging humour, where
comments are intended to “elicit amusement through
the denigration, derogation, or belittlement of a given
target” (M. A. Ferguson & Ford, 2008, p. 284; Katz et
al., 2019). Further, people are less likely to object to
sexually or racially prejudiced comments if they are
framed as jokes (Katz et al., 2019). However, jokes of a
sexist, racist or homophobic nature can have negative
health, academic and social outcomes for the individuals
targeted. Negative outcomes can include stress,
diminished academic achievement, increased likelihood
of dropping out of university, perpetuation of gendered

or racialised power hierarchies, inequality and rape
myths, and increased rape proclivity among men (M. R.
Lowe et al., 2021; Ringblom, 2021; Weber et al., 2020).

Targets of sexist jokes, as well as bystanders, often
stay silent because subtle or ambiguous sexist jokes
are commonly dismissed as “just a joke”, and those
who express offence are often characterised as overly
sensitive (Katz et al., 2019; M. R. Lowe et al., 2021;
Ringblom, 2021). There is a tendency for people,
especially men, to perceive sexist and racist jokes as
harmless (M. R. Lowe et al., 2021; Pina & Gannon, 2012).
This tendency is consistent with the present result that
more men (20%) than women (11%) agreed that “there is
no harm in men making sexist jokes about women when
they are among their male friends” (G16; Chapter 5). In
contrast, very few NCAS respondents (3% of women and
7% of men) thought verbal abuse of a partner was not a
form of domestic violence (D3; Chapter 4). These findings
suggest that verbal abuse is considered unacceptable by
almost all Australians, whereas sexist humour may still
be tolerated within particular domains.

Power imbalance and bystander response

The results in Figure 8-1 and Figure 8-2 also indicate that
bystander responses vary depending on the bystander's
relationship to the perpetrator. Significantly more

Figure 8-2: Bystander intention to intervene if bothered by scenario, 2021

Friend sexist joke (B1) 7 32

Boss sexist joke (B2) 23 38

Scenario

Friend verbal abuse (B3) 3 30

0 20 40

58 2 &—

% of “bothered” respondents

Prosocial -
private disapproval

Passive -
would not intervene

Bothered
35 4 e Not
bothered
60 80 100
Prosocial - Not sure Unanswered

public disapproval

Note: N =3,188 (B1); 4,113 (B2); 4,623 (B3). Bar figure includes only respondents “bothered” by the sexist joke (B1, B2) or verbal abuse (B3). Pie figures
are based on all respondents. Only respondents who indicated they would be “bothered” were asked how they would react. Percentages in the figure

do not always add to 100 due to rounding.

97 There were no significant gender differences for the other two scenarios.



respondents reported that they would be bothered by a
sexist joke told by a male boss than a male work friend
(Figure 8-1). Further, prosocial bystander intention to
show public disapproval was significantly lower when
the sexist joke was told by a boss rather than a friend
(Figure 8-2). Figure 8-2 shows that 23 per cent of the
respondents who would be bothered by the boss sexist
joke scenario would be passive bystanders and say
nothing, compared to only 3-7 per cent for the two
friend scenarios.

These results highlight how bystander behaviour can be
affected by the expectations and the power dynamics
within relationships. Managers play an important role
in the occurrence or deterrence of sexual harassment
in workplaces by contributing to team- or organisation-
level social norms and expectations around how
exclusion and disrespect are responded to, and through
implementation of sexual harassment policies and
procedures (Perry et al.,, 2020). When managers tell
sexist jokes they are more likely to be interpreted
as inappropriate, and can be interpreted as sexual
harassment (Ringblom, 2021).

Gender composition of occupation and
social network and bystander response

Methodology reminder 8-2

Bivariate analysis: Examines the direct or
straightforward relationship between two
variables only, such as an outcome of interest
(e.g. bystander intention to intervene) and one
other variable or factor (e.g. gender composition
of occupation), without taking into account

the effect of any other variables or factors. The
relationship between bystander responses and
the gender composition of respondents’ social
networks was examined via both bivariate and
logistic regression analysis (Section 8.5). For
employed respondents, bivariate analysis was
used to examine the relationship between
bystander responses and the gender composition
of respondents’ occupations.®®

For further details see Chapter 2.

Research suggests that from an early age men learn
“masculine” behaviours associated with stereotypical
masculine identities such as aggression, competition,
domination and control (Corboz et al., 2016; Flood, 2007;

Kidd, 2013). Gendered socialisation offers men limited
agency in the construction of their masculine identities,
with research suggesting that men construct notions of
what constitutes a man by learning what a man is not,
creating rigid binaries in their understanding of gender
in society (E. Anderson, 2008; Berdahl, Cooper, et al,,
2018; Gallagher & Parrott, 2011; Nichols, 2018). Rigid
masculinity norms also create a “masculine contest
culture” that can take hold within institutions and
organisations (Berdahl, Cooper, et al., 2018). Defined by
rigid masculinity norms of aggression, competition and
dominance, some men may feel compelled to behave
in accordance with these norms by using defensive
tactics to maintain their status in the presence of other
men, such as by telling sexist jokes which undermine
women (Berdahl, Cooper, et al., 2018; J. Lee, 2018). These
imperatives can similarly transfer to social settings
such as men-dominated sporting clubs and other social
contexts where “lad culture” may be used to defend
sexist behaviour and may function as a barrier to
bystander intervention intentions (Corboz et al., 2016;
Nichols, 2018).

InAustralia, only seven of the 19identified industries have
gender-balanced workforces, and more than one quarter
(27%) are men-dominated. In addition, 74 per cent of
company boards are men-dominated, and management
positions are frequently men-dominated (WGEA, 2022a).
It is in these men-dominated work environments that
masculinity contests are suggested to be most prevalent
and fierce (Berdahl, Cooper, et al., 2018). This unbalanced
gender disposition across Australian workplaces may
foster and normalise hypermasculine displays, sexist
behaviour and harassment of women as men seek to
protect their position in the gender hierarchy. These
behaviours have been found to occur in workplaces and
in social contexts, wherever men feel their status may
be under threat (S. Becker & Tinkler, 2021; Berdahl, 2007;
Blumell & Mulupi, 2020). To investigate some of these
ideas, the NCAS examined if the gender composition
of respondents’ occupations and their social networks
was related to respondents’ intentions to act in the three
scenarios.

The results show that the gender composition of
respondents’ occupations and social networks was
associated with bystander responses, especially for men.
In particular, for both joke scenarios, men with men-
dominated occupations and social networks were less
likely to report prosocial bystander responses - that is,
they were less likely to say that they would be bothered
and that they would show disapproval.

98 Due to sample size considerations, gender composition of respondents’ occupations was excluded from the regression analysis to avoid excluding

respondents who were not employed.
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More specifically, in the friend sexist joke scenario (B1):

* men in highly men-dominated occupations were /ess
likely to be bothered than all men on average (49%
versus 55%)

¢ menin gender-balanced occupations were more likely
to be bothered than all men on average (65% versus
55%)

* women with women-dominated social networks were
more likely to be bothered than all women on average
(82% versus 75%).

Further, in the boss sexist joke scenario (B2):

¢ men in highly men-dominated occupations were less
likely to be bothered than all men on average (69%
versus 74%)

* men with men-dominated social networks were
more likely to be passive bystanders and say nothing
(32% versus 22%) and less likely to show disapproval
immediately in public (22% versus 30%) than all men
on average

* men with gender-balanced social networks were /ess
likely to be passive bystanders and say nothing than
all men on average (17% versus 22%).

There were no other significant differences in either joke
scenario involving the relationship between bystander
responses and gender composition of occupation and
social network. There were also no such significant
differences for the verbal abuse scenario.

8.3 Anticipated peer support
or criticism

Personal and social norms, in the form of anticipated
approval or criticism from referent others, such as
friends and family, have been shown to influence the
likelihood of taking prosocial bystander action when
witnessing disrespect (Alfredsson et al., 2014; Bennett et
al., 2014; Fairbairn, 2020; Guerrero-Molina et al., 2020;
Palmer et al., 2020).

Forthe friend sexist joke (B1) and friend verbal abuse (B3)
scenarios, respondents who said they would show their

disapproval (either in public or in private) were asked to
imagine how their friends would react if the respondent
showed their disapproval of the disrespectful behaviour
then and there in public.®® As Figure 8-3 shows, most
commonly, respondents expected that if they showed
their disapproval in these two scenarios, their peers
would support them, either then and there in public or
later in private (80% for B1; 76% for B3). Only a minority
of respondents expected that showing their disapproval
would result in peer criticism or peer silence (14% for B1;
16% for B3).

There were some gender differences in anticipated peer
reaction for showing disapproval in the friend sexist
joke scenario (B1). Specifically, men were significantly
more likely than women to anticipate that showing
their disapproval would result in peer silence (B1; 15%
versus 7%). There was also a trend in the friend sexist
joke scenario (B1) for men to be more likely than women
to anticipate peer criticism and less likely to anticipate
peer support, but this trend did not reach statistical
significance.’°

Figure 8-4 presents the relationship between anticipated
peer reaction and whether respondents would choose
to show disapproval publicly rather than privately. For
both friend scenarios, respondents were significantly
more likely to say they would show disapproval
publicly if they thought their friends would support
them publicly (75-77%) than if they anticipated any
other type of peer reaction (47-64%). In addition, for
the friend sexist joke scenario (B1), respondents were
less likely to say they would show public disapproval if
they anticipated peer criticism (47%) than peer support
in private (58%). Nonetheless, it is noteworthy that a
substantial percentage of respondents in both scenarios
who anticipated criticism from their peers for speaking
out still said they would disapprove publicly (47-60%).

Given that anticipating public peer support increases
the likelihood of acting as a prosocial bystander by
expressing disapproval then and there, initiatives could
build community skills for showing support to other
prosocial bystanders, as well as building skills for acting
as a prosocial bystander.

99 These items were not asked about the boss sexist joke scenario.

100 There were no other gender differences for anticipated peer reaction to showing disapproval.



Findings: Bystander response

Figure 8-3: Anticipated peer reaction to showing disapproval as a bystander, friend sexist joke and friend verbal
abuse scenarios, 2021

Peer support in public
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Peer silence
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% of respondents showing disapproval
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Note: N = 2,891 (B1); 4,333 (B3). Includes only “prosocial” respondents who would express private or public disapproval. Percentages within each
scenario do not add to 100 as “unsure” and “unanswered” categories are not shown in the figure.
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Findings: Bystander response

Figure 8-4: Type of prosocial bystander behaviour by anticipated peer reaction, friend sexist joke and friend
verbal abuse scenarios, 2021
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8.4 Barriers to bystander intention
to intervene

In 2021, items were added to the NCAS to investigate why
some people do not intervene when witnessing abuse or
disrespect. For each bystander scenario, respondents
who reported that they would be bothered but would
not say anything - that is, respondents who would be
passive bystanders - were asked about five possible
reasons for their inaction. Most respondents said that
all five of these barriers would apply (with an average of
4.8-4.9 barriers being endorsed).

The most common reasons given for not speaking up,
endorsed by mostrespondents across all scenarios, were
“It might have negative consequences” (75-91%), “You
wouldn’t feel comfortable speaking up” (75-79%) and
“You wouldn't know what to say” (60-62%). In addition,
sizeable proportions of passive bystanders endorsed the
barriers of “It wouldn't make any difference” (34-52%)
and“It's notyour business” (30-58%; Figure 8-5). The high
endorsement of all five reasons by passive bystanders is
consistent with the Theory of Planned Behaviour, which
argues that attitudes (e.g. attitudes towards disrespect
of women) are only one factor that influences whether
a person engages in a certain behaviour (e.g. prosocial
bystander intervention; Ajzen, 1991; Ajzen & Fishbein,
1980). Other factors include motivations, perceived
norms and perceived power and control (Ajzen, 1991;
Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980). For example, bystanders assess
their likelihood of intervening successfully and avoiding
negative consequences by considering their skills for
intervening, their control over the situation and the
power dynamics involved.

There were some scenario-based differences in the
reasonsfor being a passive bystander and saying nothing.
First, passive bystanders were significantly more likely
to think it was not their business when a friend was
verbally abusing their partner (58%; B3) than when their
boss told a sexist joke (30%; B2). This finding is consistent
with the result that more than 1 in 10 respondents
perceived domestic violence as “a private matter that
should be handled in the family” (D16; Chapter 6). These
findings indicate that further education is needed to
raise awareness that domestic violence is a crime, dispel
the dangerous myth that it should be handled within
the family and provide bystanders with the skills and
resources they need to intervene effectively without
risking the safety of the victim or themselves (ACON,
2018; Cares et al., 2014; Hooker et al., 2021; Katz et al.,
2021; Palmer et al., 2020).

Second, there were differences in the reasons for being
a passive bystander to the boss sexist joke scenario
compared to the other scenarios. Passive bystanders
were:

¢ more likely to anticipate negative consequences of
intervening in the boss than the friend sexist joke
scenario (91% for B2 versus 75% for B1)

* more likely to think that intervening would make no
difference in the boss sexist joke scenario (52%; B2)
than the friend verbal abuse scenario (34%; B3).

These results are consistent with the power imbalance
in the boss sexist joke scenario and further underscore
the importance of ensuring there are safe and effective
mechanisms for preventing and responding to sexist
behaviour and related behaviours such as sexual
harassment in the workplace.

There were also some gender differences in reasons for
being a passive bystander and not saying anything in the
boss sexist joke scenario (B2):™

* men were significantly more likely than women to
think it was not their business to say anything (B2;
38% of men, 24% of women)

¢ men were significantly more likely than women to say
that feeling “uncomfortable about speaking out” was
not a reason for saying nothing (B2; 25% versus 16%).

¢ Gender composition of the respondents’ occupations
and social networks was also related to their reasons
for being a passive bystander and saying nothing:

¢ women with social networks of mainly or totally
women were less likely to agree that a friend telling
a sexist joke was not their business (B1; 15% versus
average for women, 33%)

« women in gender-balanced occupations were less
likely to agree that they would not feel comfortable
speaking out if a friend told a sexist joke (B1; 53%
versus average for women, 79%)

e perhaps surprisingly, men with gender-balanced
social networks were more likely to agree that a boss
telling a sexist joke was not their business (B2; 48%
versus average for men, 38%).

These differences by gender and by gender composition
of people's occupations and social networks suggest
that initiatives to boost prosocial bystander behaviours
may benefit from some tailoring to the particular
barriers that prevent people from speaking out. A
better understanding of the broad benefits of prosocial
bystander behaviours may help shift perceptions that
bystander intervention is not one's business, while
improving skills for acting prosocially may increase

101 There were no other significant gender differences between scenarios in reasons for being a passive bystander and saying nothing.

195



196

Figure 8-5: Reasons for not intervening as a bystander by scenario, 2021
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Note: N =216 (B1); 859 (B2); 134 (B3). Includes only respondents who would be bothered but wouldn't say anything (passive bystanders). Percentages
do not add to 100 because each respondent could select multiple reasons for not saying anything.

comfort in speaking out. Further research is required
into when and why people feel that violence against
women is not their business.

8.5 Likely bystander responses:
Assessing the importance of
demographics, understanding
and attitudes

Initiatives to increase prosocial bystander responses
are aided by understanding the factors associated with
bystanders both assessing a situation as one requiring
interventionand being preparedto assume responsibility
for intervening. Whether or not a bystander is “bothered”
by a disrespectful behaviour is likely to affect whether
they perceive the behaviour as requiring intervention.

In addition, stating an “intention to intervene” indicates
that a bystander is prepared to assume responsibility
for acting prosocially. Thus, two outcome variables were
examined for each scenario:

* Bothered: whether respondents would be bothered
by the scenario or not

* Intervene:whetherrespondentsintendedtointervene
(prosocial bystander) or not (passive bystander).

Multiple logistic regression models were conducted to
examine how well we can predict whether respondents
would be bothered and whether they would intend
to intervene (the outcome variables) if we know their
demographic characteristics, their understanding of
violence against women and their attitudes towards
gender inequality and violence against women (the
input variables; Methodology reminder 8-3). The factors
predicting the outcomes of being bothered and intending



Methodology reminder 8-3

Bivariate analysis: Examines the direct or
straightforward relationship between two variables
only, such as an outcome of interest (e.g. whether or
not someone is bothered by a sexist joke) and one
other variable or factor (e.g. a demographic factor
such as age), without taking into account the effect of
any other variables or factors.

Multiple logistic regression: Examines the
relationship of a binary outcome variable of interest
(e.g. whether or not someone is bothered by a

sexist joke) to multiple factors (or input variables)
considered together (e.g. demographic characteristics,
understanding and attitudes). Unlike bivariate analysis,
multiple logistic regression analysis has the advantage
that it can determine which of multiple factors:

» areindependently related to or “predict” the
outcome variable, after accounting for any
relationships between the factors

* are most important in predicting the outcome
variable.

Multiple logistic regression was used to examine the
significant predictors of the following outcomes for
each bystander scenario (B1, B2 and B3):

* Bothered: whether respondents would be
bothered or not by each scenario (B1 - Bothered,
B2 - Bothered)™?

* Intervene: whether respondents who would be
bothered would intervene (prosocial bystander)
or not (passive bystander) in each scenario (B1-
Intervene, B2 - Intervene, B3 - Intervene).

Three multiple logistic regression models were

conducted on each scenario outcome to examine

whether the likelihood of the outcome could be

predicted by:

» demographic factors (Model 1 for each
outcome)'?

* understanding and attitudes as measured by
UVAWS, AGIS and AVAWS scores, and item V1

(Model 2 for each outcome) demographic factors
from Model 1and understanding and attitude

factors from Model 2 (Model 3 for each outcome).

Outcome variable: The measure of an outcome with
two categories (e.g. bothered or not bothered) that
we are trying to predict via logistic regression.

Input variables: The factors (e.g. demographic
factors) that we are examining to see if they are
independently associated with the outcome variable
via logistic regression.

Significant predictors: Input variables retained in

a logistic regression model that had at least one
significant, independent relationship with the
outcome variable that was of non-negligible size (p <
0.05 and odds ratio = 1.44)"*

Variance explained: Regression analyses provide
the percentage of the variance explained by each
model. This percentage indicates to what extent the
differences (or variance) in respondents’ likelihood

of being bothered or likelihood of intervening (the
outcome variable) can be predicted or explained by
the factors (such as demographic factors) included in
the model (input variables).

102 As virtually all respondents were bothered by the friend verbal abuse scenario, it was not relevant to examine the predictors of being bothered
as opposed to not bothered for this scenario.

103 Item V1 asked “Do you agree or disagree that violence against women is a problem in Australia?” and was asked of the same quarter sample of
respondents as the sexist joke scenarios (B1 and B2).

104 Odds ratio > 1.44 is equivalent to a Cohen’s d 2 0.2 or a non-negligible effect size.
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to intervene were examined for each bystander scenario
(B1, B2 and B3)."%

Contribution of demographics,
understanding and attitudes to
likelihood of bystander responses

Table 8-1 shows how well each outcome for each
scenario was predicted by respondents’ demographic
characteristics and by their understanding and attitudes
regarding gender inequality and violence against women
(based on UVAWS, AGIS and AVAWS scores, and item V1).

Three models examined the likelihood of being bothered
by the friend joke scenario (B1 - Bothered Models 1, 2
and 3). These models showed that demographics alone
explained 8 per cent of the variance in the likelihood
of being bothered by this scenario (B1 - Bothered
Model 1), while understanding and attitudes alone (as
measured by the scales and V1) explained 13 per cent
(B1 - Bothered Model 2). The combined contribution
of demographics, understanding and attitudes was
19 per cent (B1 - Bothered Model 3).° Thus, while
demographics, understanding and attitudes helped to
predict whether respondents would be bothered by the
friend sexist joke scenario, other factors are needed to
explain the remaining difference between respondents
in the likelihood of being bothered (81%; Model 3).

The three models examining likelihood of being bothered
by the boss sexist joke scenario (B2 - Bothered Models 1,
2 and 3) produced similar results to those examining the
likelihood of being bothered by the friend sexist joke.
Demographics, understanding and attitudes together
explained 20 per cent of the variance in being bothered
by the boss sexist joke, while 80 per cent of the variance
remained unexplained (B2 - Bothered Model 3).

Table 8-1 also shows the results for the regressions
examining the likelihood of intervening for each of
the three scenarios (B1 - Intervene, B2 - Intervene
and B3 - Intervene). Again, three models examined
the likelihood of intervening in each scenario. While
demographics, understanding and attitudes helped

predict the likelihood of intervening, their predictive
ability was relatively small compared to the regressions
examining likelihood of being bothered. The variance in
likelihood of intervening that could not be explained by
demographics, understanding and attitudes combined
was 95-98 per cent for the three scenarios (Model
3 for each of B1 - Intervene, B2 - Intervene and B3 -
Intervene). These findings are consistent with the Theory
of Planned Behaviour, which argues that attitudes
are only one factor that influences behaviour and that
other important factors include motivations, perceived
norms and perceived power and control (Ajzen, 1991;
Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980). Thus, such factors may prevent
some bystanders from intervening even when their
understanding and attitudes lead them to assess a
behaviour as disrespectful.

For each bystander scenario, the sections below discuss
the demographic factors, scales and items that were
significant predictors of the likelihood of each bystander
response (being bothered and intervening prosocially).

Understanding and attitudes related to
likelihood of bystander responses

As discussed above, the ability of understanding and
attitudes (as measured by UVAWS, AGIS and AVAWS
scores and item V1) to predict bystander responses was
not large. Together, these factors accounted for no more
than 13 per cent of the variance in likelihood of being
bothered and no more than 1 per cent of the variance in
likelihood of intervening (Table 8-1).

Of these understanding and attitude variables, attitudes
towards gender inequality (AGIS scores) were the
strongest predictor of likelihood of being bothered by
both sexist joke scenarios, followed by perceptions that
violence against women is a problem in Australia (item
V1). In each case, the AGIS explained 6-7 per cent of the
variance, while V1 explained 1-2 per cent. Specifically:

* Respondents who had higher rejection of gender
inequality (AGIS) were significantly more likely to be
bothered by both sexist joke scenarios (B1 - Bothered,
B2 - Bothered).

105 As virtually all respondents were bothered by the friend verbal abuse scenario, it was not relevant to examine the predictors of being bothered
as opposed to not bothered for this scenario (B3). Note that multiple logistic regression analyses (like bivariate analyses) show relationships
between variables but cannot determine if these relationships are causal nor the direction of any causal relationship.

106 As people’s demographics, understanding and attitudes are all interrelated, their combined predictive ability (Model 3) is less than the sum of
the demographic contribution alone (Model 1) and the contribution of only understanding and attitudes (Model 2).



Table 8-1: Contribution of demographics and scales to likelihood of being bothered and intervening, bystander
scenarios, 2021

Scenario Outcome - Demographic Understanding Demographic, Unexplained
likelihood contribution and attitudes understanding variance®
of: only? contribution and attitudes
only® contribution
combinede
(Model 1) (Model 2) (Model 3) (Model 3)
% % % %

B1 - Bothered:

Friend sexist Being 8 13 19 81
joke (B1) bothered

B2 - Bothered:

Boss sexist Being 1 12 20 80
joke (B2) bothered

B1 - Intervene:

Friend sexist Intervening 1 <1 2 98
joke (B1)

B2 - Intervene:

Boss sexist Intervening 5 <1 5 95
joke (B2)

B3 - Intervene:

Friend verbal Intervening ) <1 2 98
abuse (B3)

Note: N = 4,317 (B1 - Bothered models), 4,327 (B2 - Bothered models), 2,991 (B1 - Intervene models), 3,781 (B2 - Intervene models), 4,327 (B3 -
Intervene models).

a Based on Model 1 for each scenario outcome (i.e. B1 - Bothered, B2 - Bothered, B1 - Intervene, B2 - Intervene, B3 - Intervene).

b Based on Model 2 for each scenario outcome (i.e. B1 - Bothered, B2 - Bothered, B1 - Intervene, B2 - Intervene, B3 - Intervene). The understanding
and attitudes variables for Model 2 were the scales (UVAWS, AGIS and AVAWS scores) and item V1 (“Do you agree or disagree that violence against
women is a problem in Australia?"”).

c Based on Model 3 for each scenario outcome. The understanding and attitude variables for Model 3 were the scales (UVAWS, AGIS and AVAWS) and
item V1. The percentage of the variance in the outcome that can be explained by people’s demographics, understanding and attitudes combined
(Model 3) is less than the sum of the contribution of demographics alone (Model 1) and understanding and attitudes alone (Model 2) because these
factors are interrelated.

d Based on Model 3 for each scenario outcome. This is the percentage of the variance in the scenario outcome that was not explained by demographics,
understanding and attitudes.
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e Respondents who strongly agreed that violence
against women is a problem in Australia were
significantly more likely to be bothered by both sexist
joke scenarios than respondents who gave more
moderate responses (B1 - Bothered, B2 - Bothered).

None of the understanding or attitude input variables
significantly predicted likelihood of intervening in any
scenario(B1-Intervene, B2 -Intervene, B3 -Intervene).'?”

Demographic characteristics related to
likelihood of bystander responses

As noted earlier, the regressions on bystander responses
revealed that all demographics together explained
no more than 11 per cent of the variance in bystander
responses (Model 1 for each scenario outcome; Table
8-1).

Likelihood of being bothered

Table 8-2 shows the significant demographic predictors
of the likelihood of being bothered for each sexist joke
scenario based on the regressions (B1 - Bothered Model
1, B2 - Bothered Model 1). Gender was the strongest
significant predictor of being bothered for both sexist
joke scenarios (B1 - Bothered; B2 - Bothered). The other
significant demographic predictors are listed in Table 8-2.

Table 8-2 also shows significant differences between
demographic groups in likelihood of being bothered
by each sexist joke scenario (B1 - Bothered Model
1, B2 - Bothered Model 1). For each significant
demographic predictor, a selected or “reference” group
was compared to each other group. For example, for
gender, the “comparison” groups of women and non-
binary respondents were both contrasted against the
“reference” group of men.'® The table shows whether
each comparison group had significantly higher (=),
significantly lower (<) or not significantly different (ns)
likelihood of being bothered compared to the reference

group.

Based on the regressions, some demographic groups
were significantly more likely to be bothered by one or
both of the sexist joke scenarios:

e gender: women compared to men (both scenarios)

« formal education: university graduates compared
to respondents without university education (both
scenarios)

» gender composition of social network: respondents
with women-dominated social networks compared
to respondents with men-dominated social networks
(both scenarios)

e country of birth and length of time in Australia:
respondents born in a non-main English-speaking
country (N-MESC) compared to Australian-born
respondents (both scenarios for N-MESC respondents
who had lived in Australia for 6 to 10 years; boss sexist
joke scenario for N-MESC respondents who had lived
in Australia for less than six years)

¢ age: 16- to 24-year-old respondents compared to all
ages on average (both scenarios)

¢ main labour activity: respondents unable to work
compared to employed respondents (friend sexist
joke scenario)

* socioeconomic status of area: respondents living in
areas with the highest economic status compared to
those living in areas with the middle socioeconomic
status (boss sexist joke scenario).

In addition, for each significant demographic predictor
in the regressions examining whether respondents
would be bothered by each scenario, Table 8-2 presents
bivariate results showing the percentage of each
demographicgroupthatwould be bothered. Forexample,
for gender, 75 per cent of women would be bothered by
the sexist joke (B1) told by a friend, compared to 55 per
cent of men (Table 8-2). Even though some demographic
groups are more likely to be bothered by sexist jokes,
further improvement is needed across all demographic
groups to achieve a society where all people object to
sexist behaviour.

107 The following variables were retained in the models indicated because they improved model fit but they were not significant predictors:
understanding of violence against women (UVAWS; B1 - Bothered, B2 - Bothered, B1 - Intervene, B2 - Intervene), attitudes towards violence
against women (AVAWS; B1 - Bothered, B2 - Intervene) and attitudes towards gender inequality (AGIS; B3 - Intervene).

108 The reference group (REF) was chosen based on considerations of statistical power (i.e. the group with the most respondents) and ease of
interpretation (e.g. comparing the group with the highest formal education to each other group).



Table 8-2: Significant demographic predictors of likelihood of being bothered, bystander scenarios, 2021

Demographic factor

(% unique contribution

to likelihood of
being bothered)

Gender
(3-5%)

Formal education
(2-3%)

Gender composition
of social network

(1%)

Country of birth and
length of time in
Australia®

(<1%)

Age (in years)
(<1%)

Demographic group

MenREF
Women

Non-binary
respondents

University or higher®*

Trade/certificate/
diploma

Secondary or below

Friend sexist
joke (B1)

Regression results

Significantly higher (>) or
lower (<) likelihood of being
bothered compared to REF?

> >
ns ns
< <
< <

Mainly/totally men (men-dominated)REF

Mainly/totally women

(women-dominated)

Equally men
and women
(gender-balanced)

Born in AustraliaRt*
MESC

N-MESC: 0-5 years
N-MESC: 6-10 years

N-MESC: >10 years

All ages on averageReF
16-24
25-34
35-44
45-54
55-64
65-74

75+

> >
ns ns
ns ns
ns >
> >
ns ns
> >
ns ns
ns ns
ns ns
ns ns
ns ns
ns ns

Boss sexist
joke (B2)

Bivariate results

Friend sexist
joke (B1)

Boss sexist
joke (B2)

% of respondents

55

75

78

62

60

56

78

63

85

65

75

who would be bothered

74

91

20

78

81

75

89

81

94

94

82

88

Continues on next page
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Demographic factor Demographic group Regression results Bivariate results

Friend sexist Boss sexist = Friend sexist = Boss sexist

joke (B1) joke (B2) joke (B1) joke (B2)
o . T A .
(% unlq.ue Fontrlbutlon Slgnlﬁcaptly. higher (>) ?r TS
to likelihood of lower (<) likelihood of being who would be bothered
being bothered) bothered compared to REF?
Main labour activity Employed®EF 63
<1%,
(<1%) Unemployed ns -
Student ns -
Retired ns -
Unable to work > - 71
Other ns -
Socioeconomic status 5 - Highest status® 87
of areac
(<1%) 1 - Lowest status ns ns
2 - Second-lowest ns ns
status
3 - Middle status ns < 80
4 - Second-highest ns ns
status

Note: N = 4,317 (B1 - Bothered Model 1) and 4,327 (B2 - Bothered Model 1). Only significant predictors are shown. The total contribution of the
demographic predictors to likelihood of being bothered was 8% (B1 - Bothered Model 1) and 11% (B2 - Bothered Model 2). Socioeconomic status
of area was a significant predictor of B2 - Bothered; it was not a significant predictor of B1 - Bothered but was retained in this model because it
improved model fit. Remoteness was not a significant predictor of B1 - Bothered nor B2 - Bothered; however, it was retained in the B1 - Bothered
model because it improved model fit. Disability status was removed from both the B1 - Bothered and B2 - Bothered models because it was not a
significant predictor and did not improve model fit.
REF The reference group for this demographic factor. All other groups for the demographic factor were compared to the REF. The REF was chosen
based on considerations of statistical power (i.e. the group with the most respondents) and ease of interpretation (e.g. comparing the group with the
highest formal education to each other group).
ns No significant difference between this demographic group and the REF.
- This input variable did not improve model fit so was excluded from the final version of the model indicated.
a Based on the regression results, this demographic group was significantly more (>) or significantly less (<) likely to say it would be bothered by a
sexist joke, or was not significantly different (ns) compared with the REF.
b “MESC” refers to people born in a main English-speaking overseas country (ABS classification). “N-MESC” refers to people born in a non-main
English-speaking country. The number of years refers to the number of years since the respondent moved to Australia.
c “Socioeconomic status of area” refers to an ABS measure of socioeconomic conditions in geographic areas in terms of people’s access to material
and social resources, and their opportunity to participate in society (SEIFA quintiles).



Likelihood of intending to intervene

As Table 8-3 shows, regressions were conducted on
respondents who indicated they would be bothered by
each of the three scenarios to determine the significant
demographic predictors of the likelihood of intervening
(B1 - Intervene Model 1, B2 - Intervene Model 1, B3 -
Intervene Model 1). The strongest predictor of intention
to intervene was gender composition of social network
forthe friend sexist joke scenario (B1 - Intervene), age for
the boss sexist joke scenario (B2 - Intervene) and main
labour activity for the friend verbal abuse scenario (B3 -
Intervene). The other significant demographic predictors
of intention to intervene are listed in Table 8-3.

Based on the regressions, some demographic groups
were significantly more likely to indicate their intention to
intervene in one or two of the three scenarios:

* age:
o all ages on average compared to 16- to 34-year-olds
(boss sexist joke scenario)

o 65-to 74-year-olds compared to all ages on average
(boss sexist joke scenario)

e main labour activity: employed respondents
compared to respondents who were retired or unable
to work (verbal abuse scenario)

* gender composition of social network: respondents
with gender-balanced social networks compared to
respondents with men-dominated social networks
(friend and boss sexist joke scenarios).

For each significant demographic predictor in the
regressions on likelihood of intervening, Table 8-3 also
presents bivariate results showing what percentage
of the respondents who had indicated they would be
bothered also said they would intervene. The results
demonstratethatdespitesignificantdifferences between
some demographic groups in intention to intervene as
a prosocial bystander, further improvement is needed
across all demographic groups to achieve a society
where all people are prepared to intervene prosocially
when they witness disrespect or abuse (and it is safe to
intervene).

Table 8-3: Significant demographic predictors of likelihood of intervening, bystander scenarios, 2021

Demographic Demographic

Regression results

Bivariate results

factor group
. Friend . Friend
Friend Boss Friend Boss
. . verbal . . verbal
sexist sexist abuse sexist sexist abuse
joke (B1 joke (B2 joke (B1 joke (B2
joke (BT)  joke (B2) ®3) joke (B1)  joke (B2) ®83)
(% unique
con.trlb.utlon 'Slgplﬁcantly_hlgher (.>) o.r lower (<) % of respondents bothered by the
to likelihood likelihood of intervening if bothered . .
. scenario who would intervene
of intent to compared to REF?
intervene)

Age (in years)
(3%)

All ages on averageRrtF

16-24 -
25-34 -
35-44 -
45-54 -
55-64 -
65-74 -
75+ -

73

Continues on next page
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Demographic Demographic Regression results Bivariate results
factor group
Friend Boss Friend Friend Boss Friend
. . verbal . . verbal
sexist sexist abuse sexist sexist abuse
joke (B1) joke (B2) (83) joke (B1)  joke (B2) ®83)
(% unique

contribution
to likelihood
of intent to

Significantly higher (>) or lower (<)
likelihood of intervening if bothered
compared to REF?

% of respondents bothered by the
scenario who would intervene

intervene)
Main labour EmployedREF 95
activity Unemployed - - ns
(2%)
Student - - ns
Retired - - < 92
Unable to work - - < 87
Other - - ns
Gender Mainly/totally men (men-dominated)Re* 84 64
iti f .
con.IPOSI lon o Mainly/totally ns ns -
social network
women (women-
(1%) dominated)
Equally men and > > - 92 77
women (gender-
balanced)

Note: N =2,991 (B1 - Intervene Model 1), 3,781 (B2 - Intervene Model 1) and 4,327 (B3 - Intervene Model 1). Only significant predictors are shown.
The total contribution of the demographic predictors to likelihood of intervening was 1% (B1 - Intervene), 5% (B2 - Intervene) and 2% (B3 - Intervene).

Socioeconomic status of area was not a significant predictor in the three Intervene models (B1, B2 and B3) but was retained in all three models
because itimproved model fit. Gender and English proficiency were not significant predictors in the three Intervene models but gender was retained
in the B1 - Intervene model and English proficiency was retained in the B2 - Intervene model because they improved model fit. Disability status
country of birth and length of time in Australia, and formal education were not significant predictors in the three Intervene models and were
removed from these models because they did not improve model fit.
REF The reference group for this demographic factor. All other groups for the demographic factor were compared to the REF. The REF was chosen
based on considerations of statistical power (i.e. the group with the most respondents) and ease of interpretation (e.g. comparing the group with the
highest formal education to each other group).
ns No significant difference between this demographic group and the REF.

- This input variable did not improve model fit so was excluded from the final version of the model indicated.
aRespondents not bothered by the scenario were excluded from this analysis, and therefore this represents likelihood of intervening for respondents
bothered by the scenario. Based on the regression results, this demographic group was significantly more (>) or significantly less (<) likely to say it
would intervene in each scenario, or was not significantly different (ns) compared with the REF.
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8.6 Conclusions about bystander
intention to intervene

The results in this chapter indicate that most Australians
are bothered by abusive and sexist behaviour, and that
most would show their disapproval of the behaviour
to the perpetrator. Notably, however, bystander
responses were context dependent. First, bystander
responses depended on the type of disrespectful or
abusive behaviour. Whereas virtually all respondents
saw verbal abuse as unacceptable, a sizeable minority
(14-31%) saw sexist jokes as acceptable. This result
confirms that recognising a behaviour as disrespectful or
abusive is a necessary first step to prosocial bystander
response. Second, bystander responses depended on
the bystander’s relationship to the perpetrator, with
respondents less likely to intervene if their boss told
a sexist joke, where a power differential exists, than
if their work friend did. Third, gender composition of
respondents’ networks was also linked to bystander
responses.  Respondents  with  men-dominated
occupations and social networks, particularly men, were
less likely to report prosocial bystander responses.
Respondents were also more likely to report prosocial
bystander intervention if they anticipated support from
their peers.

The results also showed that men and women have
different bystander responses. Women are more likely
than men to be bothered by sexist jokes. In addition,
when bothered by a sexist joke, men and women
intervene differently. Women were more likely than men
to say they would show their disapproval then and there,
whereas men were more likely than women to say they
would show their disapproval in private later. Consistent
with this, men were also more likely than women to
anticipate that if they showed their disapproval publicly,
their peers would be silent.

The findings also highlighted that people are more likely
to be bothered by sexist jokes if they reject gender
inequality and recognise that violence against women
is a problem in Australia. However, multiple barriers
can impede people from intervening prosocially when
they witness abusive or sexist behaviour, including fear
of negative consequences, feeling uncomfortable, not
knowing what to say, feeling it would make no difference
and feeling that it is not one's business to intervene.
These barriers reflect a lack of personal skills, as well as
context-specific and structural barriers. Fear of negative
consequences and the futility of speaking up were more
often cited as barriers for the boss sexist joke scenario.

Feeling that it was not one’s business to intervene was
more often reported in the friend verbal abuse scenario.

These results have implications for policy and prevention.
The results tell us that respondents’ willingness to act
as prosocial bystanders is situation-dependent. Thus,
more work is needed to promote community members’
confidence and skills to act as proactive bystanders, and
to address perceived barriers to safe bystander action
in a range of circumstances. Such circumstances include
in-person and online settings, workplaces and social
settings, and in response to different types of disrespect,
including sexist jokes, microaggressions, sexual
harassment, sexual assault and domestic violence. In
particular:

* Employ context-specific initiatives, given that
bystander responses are context-dependent. For
example, initiatives could be tailored according to the
power dynamics, social pressures, barriers and safety
considerations that may be relevant in different
situations.

e Encourage bystanders to identify with positive
group norms that reject violence against women
and endorse prosocial bystander intervention. For
example, interventions could:

o promote the finding that most Australians are
bothered by sexist jokes and verbal abuse, and
challenge the normalisation of everyday hostile
sexism

o educate people about the importance of calling out
disrespectful and abusive behaviour to increase
perpetrators’ awareness of the unacceptability of
these behaviours and to change the social culture
that enables these behaviours to continue

¢ Work towards reducing sexist behaviour and pressure
to adhere to rigid gender roles and stereotypes in
men-dominated contexts. This type of intervention
could be incorporated into a gender-transformative
approach that questions the need to “prove”
masculine control to others (Brush & Miller, 2019;
Casey et al., 2018; Our Watch, 2019b).

¢ Equip the community with skills, confidence and
capacity to act as prosocial bystanders and to support
other people’s prosocial bystander behaviour in a safe
and effective way in a range of situations and contexts
in person and online.

* Remove barriers and negative consequences to
speaking out, including barriers related to power
imbalancesinworkplaces, and correct misperceptions,
especially among men, thatitis “not their business” to
speak out.

* Increase community attitudes that reject gender
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inequality and acknowledge violence against women
as a problem, as these were linked with an increased
likelihood of being bothered by sexist behaviour.

e Educate leaders and managers to develop and
maintain respectful and gender-equitable work
environments by:

o recognising that power imbalance can mean that
subordinates may be reluctant to report or call out
disrespect or abuse; thus, managers need to be
sensitive to situations which may be uncomfortable,
degrading, offensive or otherwise harmful, as well
as to signs of discomfort (e.g. body language), and
provide opportunities where staff feel safe to
report any criticisms or grievances

o leading by example through modelling respectful
behaviour at all times and breaking down
cultures that facilitate disrespectful behaviour by
intervening when they witness disrespect in the
workplace

o implementing policies that specify what behaviours
are unacceptable in the workplace, and what
employees can do if they witness or experience
these behaviours

o creating environments where “whistle blowing”
on violence against women is encouraged and
appropriately acted upon.'®®

109 See Chapter 10 for more details on the implications listed here.



9 Findings:
People and contexts

The demographic group, population or culture surrounding an
individual may shape or influence their attitudes, beliefs and
behaviour (Broci¢ & Miles, 2021; Olson, 2019; L. L. Roberts, 2019). For
example, factors such as gender, age and educational attainment
influence attitudes towards risk taking, as well as attitudes towards
social issues, including environmentalism and immigration policies
(Brennan et al., 2015; Pavlicek et al., 2021). The 2017 NCAS indicated
that demographic factors accounted for a modest proportion

of the differences in people’s understanding and rejection of
violence against women and their attitudes towards gender
inequality (Webster et al., 2018a). It is important to understand

the role of demographics in shaping attitudes and beliefs about
violence against women and gender inequality to implement
effective prevention initiatives according to the needs of different
demographic groups.
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CHAPTER RESULTS SUMMARY

Findings: People and contexts

Respondents’ demographic characteristics were significantly related to their
understanding of violence, their attitudes towards violence and gender equality,
and their likely responses as a bystander to disrespect or abuse. However,
demographic factors explained only a fraction of the picture, suggesting there

is room for improvement across the population. Nonetheless, demographic
differences in understanding, attitudes and likely bystander responses can inform
the barriers and facilitators of violence prevention initiatives with different
demographic groups.

There were some differences in understanding, attitudes or bystander responses

according to gender, age, sexuality, country of birth and length of time in Australia,

English proficiency, formal education, main labour activity, socioeconomic status

of area and gender composition of social network. For example, some significant

differences indicated more “advanced” understanding, attitudes or bystander

responses among:

¢ women and non-binary people compared to men (Section 9.1)

* lesbian; gay; bisexual or pansexual; asexual, queer or sexuality-diverse
respondents compared to heterosexuals (Section 9.3)

* Australian-born respondents compared to those born in a non-main English-
speaking country (N-MESC; Section 9.5)

* university graduates compared to people with lower levels of education
(Section 9.6)

* employed people compared to other people (Section 9.7)

¢ people living in areas with the highest socioeconomic status compared to
those in areas with the lowest socioeconomic status (Section 9.8).



The present chapter focuses on the key differences
between demographic groups by drawing together the
results from previous chapters on their understanding,
attitudes and bystander responses regarding
violence against women. The chapter aims to identify
opportunities for targeted prevention with specific
demographic groups. For each demographic group, the
chapter highlights any enablers which may facilitate
prevention with this group, as well as any barriers,
including structural inequalities, which may need to
be addressed to improve this group’'s understanding,
attitudes and prosocial bystander responses. In the
context of this discussion, it is important to remember
that:

* Thereisroomforimprovementacrossalldemographic
groups, regardless of which groups demonstrated
stronger understanding, more “advanced” attitudes
or greater likelihood of prosocial bystander responses
in certain areas.

¢ While demographic factors help us to predict people’s
understanding, attitudes and bystander responses,
these factors explain only a relatively small portion
of the picture (e.g. 7%, 18% and 20% of the variance in
UVAWS, AGIS and AVAWS scores, respectively). Other
factors are also important in predicting or shaping
this understanding and these attitudes and prosocial
bystander responses.
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Methodology reminder 9-1

Significant: Refers to statistically significant
findings where we can be confident (with 95%
certainty) that the difference observed in the survey
sample is meaningful and likely to represent a true
difference in the Australian population (p < 0.05) that
is not negligible in size (Cohen’s d = 0.2).

Scale scores: Each respondent received a (rescaled
Rasch) score on each scale, based on their responses
to the items in the scale. Scores on each scale could
range from 0 to 100. As a society committed to
reducing violence against women, we are aiming
for higher scores on all NCAS scales. Higher scores
indicate a higher understanding of violence against
women (UVAWS, TFAS), higher attitudinal rejection
of gender inequality (AGIS), and higher attitudinal
rejection of violence against women in its various
forms (AVAWS, DVS, SVS, SAS, SHS, TFAS).

Bivariate analysis: Examines the direct or
straightforward relationship between two variables
only, such as an outcome of interest (e.g. attitudes
towards violence against women) and one other
variable or factor (e.g. a demographic factor such as
age), without taking into account the effect of any
other variables or factors.

“Advanced” understanding and rejection of
problematic attitudes: For each scale, each
respondent was placed into one of two categories:

“advanced” or “developing”. For the UVAWS, these
categories represented “advanced” or “developing”
understanding. For the scales measuring attitudes
(AGIS, AVAWS, DVS, SVS, SAS, SHS), these categories
represented “advanced” or “developing” rejection
of problematic attitudes. Respondents in the

“advanced” understanding category answered “yes,
always” to at

least 75 per cent of the UVAWS items and “yes,
usually” to the remaining UVAWS items (or the
equivalent). Respondents in the “advanced” rejection
category for the attitude scales “strongly disagreed”
with at least 75 per cent of the items in the scale and
“somewhat disagreed” with the remaining items in

the scale, which described problematic attitudes (or
the equivalent).™

Multiple linear and logistic regression: These
multivariate analyses examine the relationship of an
outcome variable of interest (e.g. attitudes towards
violence against women or bystander intervention)
to multiple factors (input variables) considered
together (e.g. demographic characteristics,
understanding and attitudes). Unlike bivariate
analysis, multivariate analyses have the advantage
that they can determine which of multiple factors:

* are independently related to or “predict” the
outcome variable, after accounting for any
relationships between the factors

* are most important in predicting the outcome
variable.

Outcome variable: The measure of an outcome that
we are trying to predict via regression.

Input variables: The factors (e.g. demographic
factors) that we are examining to see if they are
independently associated with the outcome variable
via regression.

Significant predictors: Input variables retained in

a regression model that had at least one significant,
independent relationship with the outcome variable
that was of non-negligible size.

For further details see Chapter 2.

110 The “advanced” TFAS category means that the respondent answered “yes, always” the behaviour is violence or “strongly disagreed” with
problematic attitudes for at least 75% of items, and answered the remaining items “yes, usually” or “somewhat disagree”.
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Table 9-1 summarises the results for different
demographic groups from all the regressions reportedin
earlier chapters, including the multiple linear regressions
on scale scores and the multiple logistic regressions on
bystander responses.

The multiple linear regression models examined which
demographic factors were significant independent
predictors of the following outcome variables:

¢ understanding of violence against women (based on
UVAWS scores)

« attitudinal rejection of gender inequality (based on
AGIS scores)

 attitudinal rejection of violence against women (based
on AVAWS scores).

The multiple logistic regression models examined
bystander responses to three scenarios describing a
man disrespecting or abusing a woman:

« friend sexist joke (B1): a male work friend tells a sexist
joke

* boss sexist joke (B2): your male boss tells a sexist joke

¢ friendverbal abuse (B3): a male friend verbally abuses
his partner.

These multiple logistic regression models examined
which demographic factors were significantindependent
predictors of the following outcome variables: 1)
likelihood of being bothered by each scenario, and 2)
likelihood of intervening in each scenario.”

For each demographic factor (e.g. gender), the multiple
linear and multiple logistic regression models compared
a“reference” group (e.g. men) with every other group (e.g.
women and non-binary respondents)."? Table 9-1 shows
which demographic groups had significantly higher (>),
significantly lower (<) or not significantly different (ns)
results compared to the reference group according to the
regression results. These regression results for different
demographic groups will be discussed throughout this
chapter along with other relevant findings.

111 Asvery few respondents said they were “not bothered” by the verbal abuse scenario, it was not practicable to examine the predictors of being
bothered versus not bothered by this scenario using regression analysis.

112 The reference group was chosen based on considerations of statistical power (i.e. the group with the most respondents) and ease of
interpretation (e.g. comparing the group with the highest formal education to each other group).



Table 9-1: Significant demographic predictors of understanding of violence against women (UVAWS), rejection of gender inequality (AGIS), rejection of violence against
women (AVAWS), and likelihood of being bothered or intervening as a bystander (Scenarios B1, B2 and B3), 2021

Outcome variable in the regression model

Demographic factor . Rejection  Likelihood of being bothered Likelihood of intervening
(% unique Demographic Understanding  Rejection of violence
contnbutuop to group of violence of gender against Friend sexist Boss sexist Friend Boss Friend
outcome variable) against women  inequality joke (B1) joke (B2) sexist sexist verbal
UVAWS) (AGIS) \women ; i
( (AVAWS) joke (B1)  joke (B2) abuse (B3)
Multiple linear regression: Multiple logistic regression:
significantly higher (>) or lower (<) significantly higher (>) or lower (<) likelihood
understanding or rejection compared to REF? compared to REF®

Gender MenREF

(18—510/0) Women > > > > > ns - -
Non-binary respondents > > ns ns ns ns - -

Age (in years) All ages on average®tf

(0.4-3.8%) 16-24 ns ns ns > > - < -
25-34 ns ns > ns ns - < -
35-44 ns ns ns ns ns - ns -
45-54 ns ns ns ns ns - ns -
55-64 ns ns ns ns ns - ns -
65-74 ns ns ns ns ns - > -
75+ ns < < ns ns - ns -

Sexuality Heterosexual®®F
Gay ns > >

Sexuality was excluded from bystander regression

Bisexual or pansexual ns > > models due to small numbers in some groups

Asexual, queer or

. " ns > >
diverse sexualities

Continues on next page



Demographic factor
(% unique
contribution to
outcome variable)

Country of birth and
length of time in
Australia®

(0.4-2.9%)

English proficiency®
(1.6-3.0%)

Formal education
(2.3-2.9%)

Demographic
group

Born in Australia®
MESC: 0-5 years
MESC: 6-10 years
MESC: >10 years
N-MESC: 0-5 years
N-MESC: 6-10 years
N-MESC: >10 years
English at homeR®F
LOTE: good English
LOTE: poor English
University or higher®
Trade/certificate/diploma

Secondary or below

Outcome variable in the regression model

. S Rejection
Understanding Rejection J.
. of violence
of violence of gender ETTED Friend sexist
o A o 1ok @)
(AVAWS)
Multiple linear regression:
significantly higher (>) or lower (<)
understanding or rejection compared to REF?
ns ns ns
ns ns ns ns
ns ns ns
< < < ns
ns ns < >
ns ns ns ns
< < <
< < < -
ns < < <
ns < < <

Likelihood of being bothered

Likelihood of intervening

Boss sexist Friend Boss Friend
joke (B2) sexist sexist verbal
joke (B1) joke (B2) abuse (B3)

Multiple logistic regression:
significantly higher (>) or lower (<) likelihood
compared to REF®

ns - - -

ns - - -

Continues on next page
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Demographic factor
(% unique
contribution to
outcome variable)

Main labour activity®
(0.3-2.0%)

Socioeconomic
status of areaf

(0.7-11%)

Demographic
group

Employed®*
Unemployed
Student
Retired

Unable to work
Home duties
Volunteering

Other

5 - Highest status®t*

1 - Lowest status

2 - Second-lowest status
3 - Middle status

4 - Second-highest
status

Understanding  Rejection

of violence of gender

against women inequality
(UVAWS) (AGIS)

understanding or rejection compared to REF?

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

Outcome variable in the regression model

Rejection
of violence
against
women
(AVAWS)

Multiple linear regression:
significantly higher (>) or lower (<)

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

Likelihood of being bothered

Friend sexist
joke (B1)

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

Likelihood of intervening

Boss sexist Friend Boss Friend
joke (B2) sexist sexist verbal
joke (B1) joke (B2) abuse (B3)
Multiple logistic regression:
significantly higher (>) or lower (<) likelihood
compared to REF®
- - - ns
- - - ns
_ - - <
_ - - <
- - - ns

ns

ns

ns

Continues on next page



Demographic factor

Outcome variable in the regression model

: . Rejection  Likelihood of being bothered Likelihood of intervening
(% unique Demographic Understanding  Rejection o iolance
contnbutlop :)T group of violence of gender against Friend sexist Boss sexist Friend Boss Friend
IR V1) against women  inequality T joke (B1) joke (B2) sexist sexist verbal
UVAWS) (AGIS) joke (B joke (B b B
( (AVAWS) joke (B1)  joke (B2) abuse (B3)
Multiple linear regression: Multiple logistic regression:
significantly higher (>) or lower (<) significantly higher (>) or lower (<) likelihood
understanding or rejection compared to REF? compared to REF®
Gender composition  Mainly/totally men (men-dominated)®
of social network .
Mainly/totally women
(0.9-1.4%) (women-dominated) Gender composition of social network > > ns ns -
was excluded from the scale regression
Equally men and women as it was quarter-sampled ns ns S S _

(gender-balanced)

Note: N = 18,876 (UVAWS Model 1), 18,869 (AGIS Model 1), 18,876 (AVAWS Model 1), 4,317 (B1 - Bothered
Model 1), 4,327 (B2 - Bothered Model 1), 2,991 (B1 - Intervene Model 1), 3,781 (B2 - Intervene Model 1) and
4,327 (B3 - Intervene Model 1). Disability and remoteness are not included in this table because they were
not significant independent predictors in any of these regression models.

REF The reference group for this demographic factor. All other groups for the demographic factor were
compared to the REF. The REF was chosen based on considerations of statistical power (i.e. the group with the
most respondents) and ease of interpretation (e.g. comparing the group with the highest formal education
to each other group).

ns No significant difference between this demographic group and the REF.
- This input variable did not improve model fit so was excluded from the final version of the model.

a Based on the multiple linear regression results, this demographic group had significantly higher (>),
significantly lower (<) or not significantly different (ns) understanding or rejection of problematic attitudes
compared with the REF.

b Based on the multiple logistic regression results, this demographic group had significantly higher (>),
significantly lower (<) or not significantly different (ns) likelihood of being bothered or intervening compared
with the REF.

¢ “MESC” refers to people born in a main English-speaking overseas country (ABS classification), and
“N-MESC" refers to people born in a non-main English-speaking country. The number of years refers to the

number of years since the respondent moved to Australia. Due to small numbers, the three MESC groups

were combined into a single MESC in the bystander regressions.

d “LOTE" refers to language other than English spoken at home. “Good English” refers to good or very good

self-reported English proficiency and “poor English” refers to no English or poor self-reported English

proficiency. Due to small numbers, the two LOTE groups were combined into a single LOTE group in the

bystander regressions.

e Due to small numbers, “home duties” and “volunteering” were included in the “other” group in the

bystander regressions.

f “Socioeconomic status of area” refers to an ABS measure of socioeconomic conditions in geographic areas

in terms of people’s access to material and social resources, and their opportunity to participate in society

(SEIFA quintiles).
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91 Gender

Gender is a social and cultural construct that describes
the roles, behaviours and attributes that are considered
appropriate for each gender in a society (Our Watch,
2021a). In Australia, gender has historically been
constructed as a binary social concept: men and women.
However, many cultures around the world include more
than two genders and thereisincreasing acceptance that
some people do not identify as either a man or woman.
“Non-binary” is an umbrella term that encompasses
a range of gender identities (ABS, 2021h; Cameron &
Stinson, 2019). For ease of communication, men and
women are discussed and their results presented first,
then the results for non-binary people are compared to
men and women.

In Australia, historically, men were positioned as superior
to women and afforded more rights than women (Our
Watch, 2021a). While many of the inequities in legal
rights have been addressed, there is still evidence that
the roles and attributes of men are valued more than
those of women. For example, industries dominated by
women tend to receive lower pay than those dominated
by men, and women continue to earn less on average
than men (WGEA, 2022a). People, regardless of gender,
are likely to adopt some aspects of the common or
normative beliefs and attitudes held by their society.
Girls and boys continue to be socialised differently,
which may differentially impact their understanding
and attitudes regarding violence. For example, boys,
young men and men are more likely to be socialised in
a way that normalises aggression and places value on
independence, risk-taking and suppression of emotion
(Our Watch, 2019b, 2021a). As the majority of domestic
violence incidents are committed by men, it is critical
that the differences in understanding of violence and
attitudes towards violence are examined across genders
(ABS, 2017; Our Watch, 2019b, 2021a).

Prior research studies, including previous waves of the
NCAS, suggest that men have lower understanding of
violence against women, are less likely to reject such
violence and are less likely to support gender equality
(Angelone et al., 2021; Australian Government, 2022a;
Beshers & DiVita, 2019; Flood, 2019c, 2022a; Flood
et al., 2020; Webster et al., 2018a). Research studies
have demonstrated that intimate partner violence is
perceived as more severe and less acceptable by women
than by men (Basow et al., 2007; El Abani & Pourmehdi,
2021; Hamby & Jackson, 2010; Hutchinson, 2012; Little &
Terrance, 2010). In terms of bystander intentions to act,
prior studies have noted that men were more likely than

women to do nothing in response to an intimate partner
violence scenario (Seelau et al., 2003; Seelau & Seelau,
2005).

The present NCAS findings are consistent with the
gender-based gaps demonstrated in previous NCAS
waves.

NCAS results for gender

Gender was a significant predictor of understanding,
attitudes and bystander responses (Table 9-1).
Nonetheless, it should be kept in mind that gender
only explained between 2-5 per cent of the variation in
respondents’ understanding, attitudes and bystander
responses. Differences between men and women are
discussed first, followed by differences involving non-
binary respondents.

Key insights: Gender

Women and non-binary people are more likely
than men to have “advanced” understanding,
attitudes and prosocial bystander responses. The
findings indicated:

*  Women were more likely than men to have

“advanced” understanding, attitudes and
prosocial bystander responses.

* Non-binary respondents were more likely to
have “advanced” understanding of violence
against women and rejection of problematic
attitudes compared to men and sometimes
compared to both men and women.

* Men were less likely than women and
non-binary people to have “advanced”
understanding, attitudes and prosocial
bystander responses.

NCAS results for men and women

Women and men showed similar rates of improvement
over time in most areas, despite more women
maintaining “advanced” understanding, attitudes and
prosocial bystander responses.

Understanding of violence against women

Women were significantly more likely than men to
demonstrate high understanding of violence, showing:

* higher overall understanding of violence (UVAWS),
with 50 per cent of women and 38 per cent of men in



the “advanced” understanding category

* higher recognition of both domestic violence and
violence against women (two of three UVAWS
subscales).

Attitudes towards gender inequality

Women were significantly more likely than men to reject
gender inequality, demonstrating:

* higher overall rejection (AGIS), with 35 per cent
compared to 21 per cent in the “advanced” rejection
category

e higher rejection of attitudes that deny gender
inequality experiences, normalise sexism, reinforce
rigid gender roles, limit women's autonomy in
relationships and undermine women's leadership
(five of five AGIS subscales).

Attitudes towards violence against women

Women were significantly more likely than men to reject

violence against women, displaying:

* higher overall rejection (AVAWS), with 41 per cent
compared to 27 per cent in the “advanced” rejection
category

* higher rejection of attitudes that minimise violence
against women and shift blame, and attitudes that
mistrust women'’s reports of violence (two of three
AVAWS subscales)

* higher rejection of domestic violence and sexual
violence (particularly sexual assault):

o 48 per cent of women and 31 per cent of men were
in the “advanced” rejection of domestic violence
(DVS) category

o 45 per cent of women and 34 per cent of men were
in the “advanced” rejection of sexual violence (SVS)
category.

Bystander responses
Women were significantly more likely than men to be
prosocial bystanders, being more likely to report that:
¢ they would be bothered by a sexist joke told by a
friend (75% versus 55%) or their boss (91% versus 74%)
» they would show public disapproval when they were
bothered by a friend telling a sexist joke (65% of

women versus 47% of men). Men were significantly
more likely than women to indicate that they would
show disapproval privately (42% of men versus 26%
of women).

NCAS results for non-binary people

The gender item was updated in the 2021 NCAS to
capture information on non-binary genders more
accurately. [n 2021, fewer than 1 per cent of
respondents (81 respondents) identified as non-binary.
Among younger respondents aged 16 to 24 years, 2
per cent identified as non-binary. Due to the relatively
small number of non-binary respondents in the sample,
there was less statistical power for raw trends involving
non-binary respondents to reach statistical significance.
Thus, a non-significant difference involving non-binary
respondents should be treated as indicative rather than
conclusive evidence that there is no difference in the
Australian population.

Understanding of violence against women

Non-binary respondents were significantly more
likely than men to demonstrate high understanding of
violence against women, with 50 per cent compared to
38 per cent demonstrating “advanced” understanding.

Attitudes towards gender inequality

Non-binary respondents were significantly more likely
to reject gender inequality, being more likely to:

« display higher overall rejection (AGIS) compared
to women and men, with 56 per cent of non-binary
respondents, 35 per cent of women and 21 per cent of
men in the “advanced” rejection of gender inequality
category

* reject attitudes that normalise sexism compared to
both men and women and reject attitudes that deny
gender inequality experiences, reinforce rigid gender
roles and undermine women'’s leadership compared
to men (four of five AGIS subscales).

Attitudes towards violence against women

Non-binary respondents were significantly more likely
to reject violence against women, being more likely to:"*

113 The item on gender was consistent with the ABS Standard (ABS, 2021h). Following stakeholder advice, for ease of understanding and due to small
numbers, “non-binary” is used in reporting as an umbrella term to refer to all respondents who reported they were non-binary or another gender

identity outside the gender binary.

114 Non-binary people had significantly higher mean AVAWS scores than men in the bivariate analysis, but this difference did not reach statistical
significance in the regression. This lack of significance may partly reflect lack of statistical power due to the small number of non-binary
respondents or may reflect that the higher rejection of violence by non-binary respondents in raw terms was better explained by their other

demographic characteristics than by their gender.
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* reject attitudes that objectify women and disregard
consent compared to men and women and reject
attitudes that mistrust women'’s reports of violence
compared to men (two of three AVAWS subscales)

* reject all types of violence examined, including

o domestic violence compared to men, with 52 per
cent of non-binary respondents and 31 per cent
of men in the “advanced” rejection of domestic
violence category

o sexual violence compared to both men and women
(SVS), with 60 per cent of non-binary respondents,
45 per cent of women and 34 per cent of menin the
“advanced” rejection of sexual violence category

o sexual assault compared to men (SAS)

o sexual harassment compared to both men and
women (SHS)

o technology-facilitated abuse compared to men
(TFAS), with 48 per cent of non-binary respondents
and 31 per cent of men in the *“advanced”
understanding and rejection of technology-
facilitated abuse category.

Implications of NCAS results for gender

Violenceeducationand prevention effortsarestillneeded
for all genders to achieve “advanced” understanding,
attitudes and prosocial bystander responses across all
sections of the community.

The2021 NCASresultssuggestthatmenwere consistently
less likely to demonstrate “advanced” understanding,
attitudes and prosocial bystander responses. This
gender gap might be reduced by addressing barriers
and facilitating enablers that are particularly impactful
for men, through actions such as the following.

* Employ a combination of

o gender-transformative approaches that aim to
identify the causes of gender-based inequalities
and inequities and transform harmful gendered
stereotypes, scripts, norms, the gender binary and
gender hierarchy

o strengths-basedapproachesthatvaluethe capacity,
skills, knowledge and potential of individuals to
effect change in violence prevention and build on
their existing strengths

o intersectional approaches that recognise that
violence is experienced differently depending on
the combination of intersecting oppressions that
are relevant to an individual.

¢ Change attitudes that mistrust women and minimise
violence, particularly among men.

e Improve attitudes towards gender inequality,

including by addressing backlash attitudes where
some men actively oppose efforts to improve gender
equality, and prevent violence against women by
creating oppositional pressure, including oppositional
information.

* Build attitude change into men’'s behaviour change

programs and encourage early engagement with
these programs.

¢ Encourage and support men to recognise sexist jokes,

attitudes and behaviours, and to speak out and act
against them. Foster group norms that reject violence
against women and support bystanders who express
disapproval when witnessing disrespect.

* Include non-binary people as allies in violence

prevention, including seeking their insights into
navigating society without identifying with traditional
gender roles, while respecting and acknowledging
that non-binary advocates may themselves be victims
and survivors of violence.'®

9.2 Age

Although violence is experienced by people of all ages,
evidence indicates increased risk of certain types of
violence at different life stages, particularly for women.
Younger women have higher risk of many forms of
violence, including stalking, sexual harassment, sexual
assault and intimate partner violence. According to the
2016 PSS, women aged 18 to 24 had the highest rates
of experiencing stalking by male perpetrators, sexual
harassment and intimate partner violence in the past 12
months. Women aged 25 to 34 are also most likely to
be hospitalised for assault by a domestic partner (AIHW,
2019b). In addition, women under the age of 35 had the
highest rates of sexual assault victimisation within the
past 12 months (ABS, 2017; AIHW, 2019b).

Some potential explanatory factors for the elevated
prevalenceofviolenceamongyoungwomenand menmay
include peer cultures that normalise sexist attitudes and
behaviours, exposure to environments that segregate
based on gender, a lack of access to services, and media
influences (Flood & Fergus, 2008). In addition, relational
factors, including inexperience in relationships and
feelings of jealousy, may be more common in younger
cohorts (Flood & Fergus, 2008). Importantly, statistics on
the prevalence of violence against women may also be
affected by differences between victims and survivors in
their ability to identify their experiences as abusive and
to report this abuse. For example, older women may be
under-represented in statistics on domestic and intimate
partner violence due to greater physical, financial and

115 See Chapter 10 for more details on the implications listed here.



interpersonal barriers to reporting. These may include a
lack of access to technological support, tailored services
and public transport, as well as a greater tolerance of
abusive behaviour due to the length of time the abuse
is experienced, or permissive social norms (Our Watch,
2022b).

In older age groups, evidence from the National Elder
Abuse Prevalence Study indicates that Australian
women have significantly higher rates of elder abuse of
any type compared to Australian men, although there
are differences in the prevalence of different types of
elder abuse by gender (Qu et al., 2021). “Elder abuse”
is conceptualised as a form of violence or abuse that
can include distinctive features that are less likely to
be evident in forms of violence or abuse experienced
at younger ages. Elder abuse is typically defined as
mistreatment or neglect of an elderly person that causes
them harm or distress and occurs within relationships
of trust that usually involve a power imbalance,
including relationships with family, carers, friends and
acquaintances (AIHW, 2019b; Qu et al., 2021; WHO,
2022a). Often the elderly person is dependent on their
abuser, such as for assistance with their health, care
needs, finances or affairs, or to avoid isolation, which
creates a power imbalance that can maintain the abuse
and deter help-seeking (Adib et al., 2019; Joosten et al.,
2017).

With respect to older age groups, previous research
has demonstrated that older people tend to display less
progressive attitudes towards gender equality and are
more likely to hold views supportive of violence against
women (Webster et al., 2018a). However, in a longitudinal
study of support for hostile and benevolent sexism
in New Zealand, sexist attitudes appeared to form a
U-shaped distribution across the lifespan (Hammond
et al.,, 2017). That is, younger and older adults displayed
a higher endorsement of sexist attitudes than middle-
aged adults. When examined longitudinally, young
adults displayed a higher endorsement of sexism
against women, but also the sharpest decrease over
time of all age groups (Hammond et al., 2017). These
findings suggests that sexist attitudes may vary across
the lifespan and with cohorts over time.

These findings were only partially supported by those of
the 2017 NCAS.

NCAS results for age

Agewasasignificant predictor of attitudes and bystander
responses (Table 9-1). It should be kept in mind that
age explained less than 4 per cent of the variation in
respondents’ attitudes and bystander responses. Each
age group was compared to the average of all others.

Key insights: Age

Attitudes and bystander responses vary by age,
with both younger and older people having
more “advanced” and less “advanced” attitudes
and bystander responses in different areas. The
findings indicated that:

* Younger respondents aged 25 to 34 years
were more likely than average to have
higher rejection of violence against women,
especially rejection of sexual violence.

* Younger respondents aged 16 to 34 years
were less likely to intervene if a boss told a
sexist joke, even though those aged 16 to
24 years were more likely to be bothered by
sexist jokes.

* Middle-aged respondents’ understanding,
attitudes and bystander responses were
similar to those of the general population.

* Older respondents aged 75 years or over
were less likely to reject gender inequality and
violence against women, including domestic
and sexual violence.

* Older respondents aged 65 to 74 were
significantly more likely to intervene if a boss
told a sexist joke.

Younger people 16 to 34 years old

Detailed results for young people aged 16 to 24 years will
be examined in a forthcoming paper.

Younger respondents aged 16 to 34 demonstrated
similar understanding of violence and similar rejection
of gender inequality as all respondents on average.

Attitudes towards violence against women

Younger respondents aged 25 to 34 were significantly
more likely than average to reject:

¢ violence against women overall (AVAWS), with 43 per
cent of 25- to 34-year-olds in the “advanced” rejection
of violence against women category compared to 34
per cent on average

¢ sexual violence (SVS), with half (50%) of 25- to 34-year-
olds in the “advanced” rejection of sexual violence
category compared to 40 per cent on average.

Bystander responses

In terms of bystander responses, 16- to 24-year-olds
would be significantly more likely to be bothered by
sexist jokes told by a male friend or boss. However, both
16- to 24-year-olds and 25- to 34-year-olds would be less
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likely to intervene if they were bothered by a boss telling
a sexist joke. Like other age groups, the most common
reasons endorsed for not speaking out in this scenario
were that “It might have negative consequences” and
“You wouldn't feel comfortable speaking out”.

Middle-aged people 35 to 64 years old

There were no significant differences in any of the
regression analyses between all respondents on average
and any of the middle-aged groups examined (35- to 44-,
45- to 54- and 55- to 64-year-olds).

Older people 65 years and older

Older respondents aged 65 or over demonstrated similar
understanding of violence to all respondents on average.

Attitudes towards gender inequality

Older respondents aged 75 or over were significantly less
likely to reject gender inequality than average, with 11
per cent in the “advanced” rejection of gender inequality
(AGIS) category compared to 28 per cent on average.

Attitudes towards violence against women

Older respondents aged 75 or over were significantly
less likely than average to reject violence against women,
demonstrating;:

* lower overall rejection (AVAWS), with 10 per cent in
the “advanced"” rejection category compared to 34 per
cent on average

e lower rejection of domestic violence and sexual
violence with:

o 19 per cent in the “advanced” rejection of domestic
violence category compared to 40 per cent on
average

o 14 per cent in the “advanced” rejection of sexual
violence category compared to 40 per cent on
average.

Bystander responses

In terms of bystander response, older respondents aged
65 to 74 years were significantly more likely to say they
would intervene if they were bothered by a boss telling
a sexist joke.

Implications of NCAS results for age

There were no significant differences by age in
understanding of violence against women. However, the
significant age differences in attitudes and bystander
responses point to barriers that could be addressed for
younger and older people.

Younger people

Positively,  younger respondents demonstrated
significantly higher rejection of violence against women
(25 to 34 years) and were more likely to be bothered
by sexist jokes (16 to 24 years). However, younger
respondents (16 to 34 years) were less likely to intervene
if a boss told a sexist joke due to discomfort and fear
of negative consequences. Younger people’s prosocial
bystander intervention could be boosted by removing
the following barriers:

e Address the power differential in employment by
ensuring safe protocols that encourage, support and
respond appropriately to disclosures of disrespect
and sexism in the workplace and employ appropriate
policies.

e Upskill young people to provide them with the
confidence and skills needed to act prosocially and
embed these training and educational opportunities
within a broader workplace and educational culture
that supports prosocial behaviour.

Older Australians

Older respondents (75 years or over) demonstrated
significantly lower rejection of gender inequality
and violence against women, despite having similar
understanding of violence against women. Education
and violence prevention initiatives with older people
could aim to facilitate increased rejection of gender
inequality and violence against women via the following
actions:

* Consider generational or cohort effects which may
have influenced older people’s attitudes because
of the particular social, economic and cultural
experiences associated with the time period in which
they were born (Piotrowski et al., 2019).

* Consider use of outreach programs as a useful
conduit for conducting education and prevention
initiatives with older Australians (E. Kim, 2016; Tucker
et al.,, 2014).7¢

9.3 Sexuality

“Sexuality” or “sexual orientation” refers to a person’s
romantic and sexual attraction to others, including
asexual, bisexual, lesbian, gay, heterosexual and other
diverse sexualities (Australian Institute of Family Studies,
2022). In the 2021 NCAS, 93 per cent of respondents
were heterosexual, 4 per cent were bisexual or
pansexual, 2 per cent were lesbian or gay, and 1 per cent
reported their sexuality as asexual, queer or diverse.
More respondents over 65 years of age (98-99%) and

116 See Chapter 10 for more details on the implications listed here for different age groups.



fewer respondents under 35 years of age (82-89%)
were heterosexual. Sexuality-minority groups may face
stigma or harassment that undermines their feelings of
safety, and a lack of support from family members and
wider society that compounds their risk of experiencing
violence (Lorenzetti et al., 2017).

Until recently, the incidence of domestic violence within
LGBTQ+ relationships was relatively unacknowledged by
policymakers, eventhoughthereisevidencethatintimate
partner violence occurs at the same or significantly
higher levels within LGBTQ+ relationships than in the
heterosexual population (Campo & Tayton, 2015b; Rollé
et al., 2018). For example, women in sexuality-minority
groups reported significantly higher rates of intimate
partner violence from current and previous partners
and greater concern about violence from a partner
than heterosexual women (Scheer et al., 2022). Within
same-sex relationships, lesbian women were more likely
to report having been in an abusive relationship than
gay men (Campo & Tayton, 2015b). These higher rates
of intimate partner violence among sexuality-minority
people appear to extend to technology-facilitated
abuse and image-based abuse (eSafety, 2017; Powell
& Henry, 2016). In a survey study, sexuality-minority
people were significantly more likely to indicate that
they had experienced sexual harassment or received
offensive messages about their gender, sexuality or
sexual identity (Powell & Henry, 2016). Similarly, when
compared to heterosexual people (11%), almost one
in five (19%) lesbian, gay or bisexual adults indicated
experiencing image-based abuse, involving the sharing
of a nude or sexual photo or video of them without their
consent (eSafety, 2017; Powell & Henry, 2016).

Experience of intimate partner violence within LGBTQ+
relationships can be exacerbated by societal structures
and beliefs that privilege heterosexual relationships
or fail to recognise LGBTQ+ relationships or intimate
partner violence within these relationships, as well as
homophobic, transphobic and heterosexist attitudes,
which can hinder primary prevention efforts, early
intervention, help-seeking, appropriate response and
effective support for recovery and healing (Campo &
Tayton, 2015b; Carman et al.,, 2020; Donovan, 2020;

Fairchild et al., 2021; R. Gray et al., 2020).

NCAS results for sexuality

An item on sexuality was included for the first time in the
NCAS in 2021 to provide more inclusive reporting. This
item asked, “How would you describe your sexuality?”,
with the following response options being read out to
respondents:

¢ heterosexual/straight

* lesbian

* gay

¢ bisexual or pansexual

* queer

e another term [please specify]

» prefer not to say/unanswered."’

Theresponse option“anotherterm”allowed respondents
(who did not identify with one of the sexualities read out)
to specify the term that they prefer to use (e.g. “asexual”,

“diverse”). As there were insufficient numbers to report
separately on each sexuality identified, the results
below (and throughout the report) are provided for the
following five sexuality groupings:

* heterosexual

* lesbian

* gay

* bisexual or pansexual

¢ asexual, queer or diverse sexualities."®

A new item (S2) was added to the 2021 NCAS to examine
community attitudes regarding the intersection
between gender-based violence and sexuality-based
discrimination. This item asked respondents if they
agreed or disagreed with the statement, “When lesbian
or bisexual women claim to have been sexually assaulted
by their partner, they probably shouldn't be taken too
seriously”. Mostrespondents(93%)strongly or somewhat
disagreed with this statement, rejecting attitudes that
mistrust reports of sexual assault by lesbian or bisexual
women. However, heterosexual respondents (93%) were
less likely to disagree with this item than respondents in
sexuality-minority groups (95-100%).

Sexuality was a significant predictor of understanding
and attitudes in the regression analyses (Table 9-1).
Nonetheless, it should be kept in mind that sexuality
explained less than 2 per cent of the variation in
respondents’ understanding and attitudes. Since 93 per
centofrespondents were heterosexual, the heterosexual
group was compared to each of the other four sexuality
groups.'?®

117 This item was developed in accordance with stakeholder advice and the ABS Standard (ABS, 2021h).

118 These groupings were decided in consultation with stakeholders. These different sexuality groups were reported on together as there were

insufficient numbers to report reliably on each group separately.

119 Where there is one majority group, comparison with this group maximises the power of the analysis and avoids a single group dominating
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Key insights: Sexuality

Sexuality-minority groups are more likely

than heterosexual people to have “advanced”
understanding and attitudes regarding gender
equality and violence against women. The
findings indicated that:

* Heterosexual respondents were less likely
to reject gender inequality and violence
against women, including domestic and
sexual violence, compared to lesbian; gay;
bisexual or pansexual; and asexual, queer or
sexuality-diverse respondents. Heterosexual
respondents were also less likely to have

“advanced” understanding of violence against
women than lesbian respondents.

* Lesbian respondents were more likely to
have higher understanding of violence
against women, rejection of gender inequality
and rejection of violence against women,
including domestic, sexual and technology-
facilitated violence, compared to heterosexual
respondents.

* Gay respondents were more likely to
reject gender inequality and violence
against women, including domestic and
sexual violence, compared to heterosexual
respondents.

» Bisexual or pansexual respondents were
more likely to reject gender inequality and
violence against women, including domestic,
sexual and technology-facilitated violence,
compared to heterosexual respondents.

» Asexual, queer or sexuality-diverse
respondents were more likely than
heterosexual respondents to reject gender
inequality and violence against women,
including domestic and sexual violence.

Understanding of violence against women

Lesbian respondents were significantly more likely to
demonstrate higher understanding of violence than
heterosexual respondents, with 63 per cent compared to
44 per cent in the “advanced” understanding of violence
against women category, respectively.

Attitudes towards gender inequality

Lesbian; gay; bisexual or pansexual; and asexual, queer
or sexuality-diverse respondents were significantly
more likely to reject gender inequality than heterosexual
respondents, with 48-59 per cent compared to 27 per

cent in the “advanced” rejection of gender inequality
category, respectively.

Attitudes towards violence against women

Lesbian; gay; bisexual or pansexual; and asexual, queer
or sexuality-diverse respondents were significantly
more likely than heterosexual respondents to reject:

* violence against women overall (AVAWS), with 53-69
per cent compared to 33 per cent in the “advanced”
rejection of violence against women category,
respectively

e domestic violence (DVS), with 53-67 per cent
compared to 39 per cent in the “advanced” rejection
of domestic violence category, respectively

» sexual violence (SVS), with 56-70 per cent compared
to 38 per cent in the “advanced” rejection of sexual
violence category, respectively.

Implications of NCAS results for sexuality

The 2021 NCAS findings indicate that rejection of gender
inequality and violence against women were significantly
higher for lesbian, gay, bisexual or pansexual, and
asexual, queer or sexuality-diverse respondents when
compared to heterosexual respondents. Lesbians also
demonstrated significantly greater understanding of
violence against women than heterosexual respondents.
Theseresults suggestthat heteronormative expectations
may sometimes act as a barrier to more “advanced”
understanding and attitudes towards violence against
women. Therefore, initiatives should aim to foster more
inclusive understanding of gender and sexuality.

Rigid and hierarchical constructions of sex, gender
and sexuality are implicated in power structures
and inequalities that maintain sexism, homophobia,
biphobia and transphobia and form common drivers of
violence against women and against people who don't
fit rigid gender and heterosexual norms (Carman et al.,
2020; Our Watch, 2021a). Both violence against women
and violence against LGBTQ+ people is most commonly
perpetrated by cis men (ABS, 2017; A.O. Hill et al., 2020).
It is important to raise awareness of and address
the intersections between sexism and homophobia,
biphobia and transphobia, such as structures that
privilege cis men, rigid definitions of masculinity that
value aggression and heterosexual assertiveness and
devalue femininity, and rigid gender roles (Our Watch,
2019b, 2021a). Action could be taken to:

e use gender-transformative approaches to challenge

heteronormative expectations and norms and
problematic heterosexual sex scripts

the average.



¢ listen and learn from those in LGBTQ+ communities

¢ work collaboratively with LGBTQ+ advocates and
communities to address underlying drivers of
violence.'?

9.4 Disability

Based on the ABS Disability, Ageing and Carers Survey,
approximately 1 in 6 Australians have one or more
disabilities, with prevalence typically increasing with age
(ABS, 2018c; Robinson et al., 2022). In the 2021 NCAS, 14
per cent of respondents had a disability with moderate
to profound impact and another 16 per cent had a
disability with no impact or mild impact on their daily
activities. Australians with disability may experience
discrimination and prejudice that increase their risk of
experiencing violence (Harpur & Douglas, 2014). There
is evidence that women with disability more frequently
experience domestic violence than women without
disability, including sexual violence and economic abuse
(Harpur & Douglas, 2014; Kutin et al., 2017).

There are also indications some people with disability
may be particularly at risk of technology-facilitated
abuse due to a reliance on technology to meet their day-
to-day needs. Examples of such technology-facilitated
abuse include receiving harassment through online
platforms that are relied on for social connection,
electronic tracking of vehicles or wheelchairs, and
withholding access to online accounts and disability
services, including through unrequested password
changes (Harris & Woodlock, 2021).

People with disability may also experience forms of
domesticand broaderviolence that are specifically linked
to their disability status, including threatening service
animals and using aspects of a partner’s disability as a
means of manipulation (Bonomi et al., 2018; Harpur &
Douglas, 2014). This abuse most frequently occurs at
the hands of partners or former partners, but violence
and harassment may also be inflicted by carers, family
members, strangers and friends (Harris & Woodlock,
2021). When compounded by economic and educational
disadvantage, people with disability may also experience
additional barriers to reporting sexual violence and
accessing support services (Fraser-Barbour et al., 2018;
Harpur & Douglas, 2014; Robinson et al., 2022).

The findings of the 2017 NCAS indicated that Australians
with and without disability did not significantly differ

on measures of understanding and attitudes towards
violence against women. However, compared to those
without disability, those under the age of 65 with
disability were more likely to deny that gender inequality
is an issue and were less likely to believe that wanting to
control women is a factor in domestic violence (Webster
et al., 2018a).

NCAS results for disability

Given that people with disability are disproportionately
affected by violence, it was of interest to examine if their
understanding and attitudes regarding violence against

women differs from those of people without disability.

Disability status and severity was not a significant
independent predictor in any of the regression analyses
once other demographic characteristics had been
considered - it was unrelated to understanding and
attitudes regarding violence against women and gender
inequality, and to bystander responses.’

Key insight: Disability

People with disability have similar understanding,
attitudes and bystander responses as people
without disability.

New items were added in the NCAS in 2021 to examine
community understanding and attitudes regarding
the intersection between gender-based violence and
discrimination against people with disability.

Understanding of violence against women

Most respondents understood that domestic violence
can include behaviours that target a person’s disability:

* Eighty-one per cent recognised that it is “always” or
“usually” a form of domestic violence if one partner
controls the other partner by refusing to assist with
their disability needs (D7). There were no significant
differences between respondents with and without
disability on this item. However, significantly more
men (9%) than women (4%) said this was not a form of
domestic violence.

* Eighty-three per cent recognised that it is “always” or
“usually”aformofdomesticviolenceifone partnertries
to control their partner with disability by threatening

120 See Chapter 10 for more details on the implications listed here.

121 Bivariate analyses showed that people over 65 years of age who had disability had lower rejection of gender inequality and violence against
women than average, but the regression analysis confirms that this difference is better explained by age than disability status.
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to put them into care or a home (D8). There were no
significant differences between respondents with and
without disability on this item, but significantly more
women (74%) than men (64%) said this was always a
form of domestic violence.

Attitudes towards violence against women

Most respondents rejected attitudes that mistrust
reports of sexual assault by women with mental health
issues:

e Eighty-six per cent of respondents strongly or
somewhat disagreed that “women with mental
health issues who report being sexually assaulted are
probably lying” (S1). Men (82%) were significantly less
likely to disagree than women (91%) and respondents
75 years or older (74%) were significantly less likely to
disagree than all ages on average (86%).

9.5 Country of birth and
English proficiency

Australia is a diverse multicultural country, with nearly
oneinthreeresidents bornoverseas(ABS, 2021a).1n 2021,
the most frequent countries of birth for Australians born
overseas were the United Kingdom (3.8%), India (2.8%),
China (2.3%), New Zealand (2.2%) and the Philippines
(1.2%; ABS, 2021a). While immigration generates
substantial benefits for the Australian population, new
migrants may face challenges that increase their risk
of experiencing distress and violence and limit their
access to support services (Ghafournia & Easteal, 2018;
L. Murray et al., 2019). For example, these challenges can
include disruption to family and social networks, culture
shock and visa restrictions that limit employment and
access to public health services (Lijtmaer, 2022; L. Murray
et al., 2019).

These difficulties may be amplified for immigrants
with low English proficiency and those from non-main
English-speaking countries, increasing the likelihood of
experiencinglanguage barrierstoemploymentandsocial
connection (Ghafournia & Easteal, 2018). For example, in
the event of intimate partner violence, women with low
English proficiency may rely on their partner to interpret
information, reducing their opportunity for independent
communication (Henry et al., 2022). Similarly, cultural
differences and limited English proficiency may impede
the identification and labelling of violent or intimidating
behaviour as abuse (Henry et al.,, 2022). People may
also experience technology-facilitated abuse specifically

related to their cultural or linguistic background,
including hateful comments about their religion (26%),
race (24%) or ethnicity (19%). Nearly 1 in 5 (19%) people
who spoke a language other than English at home
reported experiencing image-based abuse, compared to
only 1in 10 people who spoke only English at home (11%;
eSafety, 2020b).

NCAS results for country of birth and
English proficiency

Cultural and linguistic diversity will be the focus of a
forthcoming NCAS paper. Some results are summarised
briefly here.

In 2021, 33 per cent of respondents were born outside
Australia, and 21 per cent spoke a language other than
English (LOTE) at home. Broad categories were formed
by combining whether the country of birth was a main
English-speaking country (MESC) or a non-main English
speaking-country (N-MESC) and how long ago the
individual moved to Australia. Respondents were also
asked whether they spoke English or another language at
home, and those who spoke another language at home
were asked how well they spoke English. Respondents
had the option of completing the survey in one of 10
non-English languages.

Country of birth and English proficiency were significant
predictors of understanding, attitudes and some
bystander responses (Table 9-1). Nonetheless, it should
be kept in mind that country of birth only explained
1-3 per cent, and English proficiency explained 2-3 per
cent, of the variation in respondents’ understanding,
attitudes and bystander responses. Since the majority
of respondents were born in Australia (67%) and spoke
English at home (79%), each country of birth and English
language proficiency group was compared to Australian-
born respondents and respondents who spoke English
at home, respectively.'??

The significant effects reported here are based on
regression analyses. These analyses examined the
unique contribution of each factor, such as country
of birth, to understanding, attitudes and bystander
responses after taking into account the contribution of
other demographic characteristics such as age, gender,
education and employment.

Country of birth and English language proficiency were
examined as separate variables in the regressions,
allowing insight into their unique contributions. These
variables were associated. Of respondents born in an

122 Where there is one majority group, comparison with this group maximises the power of the analysis and avoids a single group dominating the

average.



N-MESC, 30 per cent spoke English at home and 64 per
cent had good English and spoke a LOTE at home. In
comparison, of respondents born in Australia, 94 per
cent spoke English at home.'2

Key insights: Country of birth
and English proficiency

Country of birth and English proficiency are
related to understanding and attitudes. People
born in a non-main English-speaking country
(N-MESC) and people who speak a language other
than English (LOTE) at home are less likely to have
“advanced” understanding and attitudes. However,
“advanced” understanding and attitudes increase
as the number of years of living in Australia

and English proficiency increase. The findings
indicated that:

* Respondents born in MESCs outside
Australia were similar to respondents born in
Australia in their understanding and attitudes
relevant to violence against women and their
bystander responses.

* Respondents born in N-MESCs were less
likely to have “advanced” understanding and
attitudes than Australian-born respondents if
they had lived in Australia less than six years.
However, compared to respondents born
in Australia, respondents born in N-MESCs
who had lived in Australia at least six years
had similar understanding of violence and
attitudes towards gender inequality, but
respondents born in N-MESCs who had lived
in Australia less than 11 years were less likely
to reject violence against women." Some
respondents born in an N-MESC were more
likely to be bothered by sexist jokes.

* Respondents who spoke a LOTE at home,
and especially those with poor English
proficiency, were less likely to have high
understanding of violence against women,
rejection of gender inequality and rejection of
violence against women, including rejection
of domestic, sexual and technology-facilitated
violence, compared to respondents who
spoke English at home.

A new item was added in 2021 to examine community
understanding of the intersection between gender-
based and race-based violence.

Understanding of violence against women W

U

Most respondents (85%) recognised that it is “always’
or “usually” a form of domestic violence to repeatedly
threaten to deport a partner on a temporary visa (D9).
Responses to this item did not differ significantly by
country of birth. However, respondents who spoke a
LOTE at home and had poor or no English were less likely
to recognise this behaviour as domestic violence (70%)
compared to other respondents (81-86%).

People born in main English-speaking
countries (MESCs)

Respondents born in a MESC outside Australia did not
significantly differ from Australian-born respondents
in their understanding of violence against women, their
rejection of gender inequality and violence against
women, or their bystander responses in any of the
regression analyses.

People born in non-main English-speaking
countries (N-MESCs)

Understanding of violence against women

Respondents bornin N-MESCs who had lived in Australia
for less than six years were significantly more likely to
demonstrate lower understanding of violence against
women, with 21 per centinthe“advanced”understanding
of violence against women category compared to 48 per
cent of respondents born in Australia.

Attitudes towards gender inequality

Respondents born in N-MESCs who had lived in Australia
forlessthansixyearsweresignificantly lesslikely toreject
gender inequality, with 21 per cent in the “advanced”
rejection of gender inequality category compared to 30
per cent of respondents born in Australia.

Attitudes towards violence against women

Respondents born in N-MESCs who had lived in Australia
for less than 11 years were significantly less likely to
reject violence against women, including:

* violence against women overall (AVAWS), with 13-
21 per cent in the “advanced” rejection of violence
against women category compared to 38 per cent of
respondents born in Australia

* domestic violence (DVS), with 13-25 per cent in the
“advanced” rejection of domestic violence category
compared to 45 per cent of respondents born in
Australia

123 See Technical report, T13.2, for further details on multivariate analysis methodology.
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e sexual violence (SVS), with 23-33 per cent in the
“advanced” rejection of sexual violence category
compared to 43 per cent of respondents born in
Australia.

Respondents born in N-MESCs who had lived in Australia
for less than six years were significantly less likely to
demonstrate “advanced” understanding and rejection
of technology-facilitated abuse, with 17 per cent in the
“advanced” category for technology-facilitated abuse

compared to 35 per centof respondents bornin Australia.

Bystander responses

In terms of bystander response, some respondents
from N-MESCs were significantly more likely than
respondents born in Australia to be bothered by sexist
jokes. This finding was evident for sexist jokes told by
a boss for those who had lived in Australia less than 11
years and for sexist jokes told by a friend for those who
had lived in Australia for 6 to 10 years.

People who speak a language other than English
(LOTE) at home

Understanding of violence against women

Respondents who spoke a LOTE at home demonstrated
significantly lower understanding of violence against
women. The *“advanced” understanding category
included 22 per cent of respondents who spoke a LOTE at
home and had poor English, 31 per cent of respondents
who spoke a LOTE at home and had good English and 48
per cent of respondents who spoke English at home.'?

Attitudes towards gender inequality

Respondents who spoke a LOTE at home were
significantly less likely to reject gender inequality. The
“advanced” rejection of gender inequality category
included 13 per cent of respondents who spoke a LOTE at
home and had poor English, 21 per cent of respondents
who spoke a LOTE at home and had good English and 30
per cent of respondents who spoke English at home.

Attitudes towards violence against women

RespondentswhospokealLOTEathomeweresignificantly
less likely than respondents who spoke English at home
to reject violence against women, including:

e violence against women overall (AVAWS), with the
“advanced” rejection of violence against women
category including 6 per cent of respondents who
spoke a LOTE at home and had poor English, 21 per
cent of respondents who spoke a LOTE at home and

had good English, and 38 per cent of respondents
who spoke English at home

* domestic violence (DVS), with 4-24 per cent of
respondents who spoke a LOTE at home compared
to 45 per cent of respondents who spoke English at
home in the “advanced” rejection of domestic violence
category

¢ sexual violence (SVS), with 14-30 per cent of
respondents who spoke a LOTE at home compared
to 43 per cent of respondents who spoke English at
home in the “advanced” rejection of sexual violence
category.

Respondents who spoke a LOTE at home were
significantly less likely to demonstrate “advanced”
understanding and rejection of technology-facilitated
abuse, with 8-23 per cent in the “advanced” category for
technology-facilitated abuse compared to 35 per cent of
respondents who spoke English at home.

Implications of NCAS results for country of
birth and English proficiency

Adapting to living in a new country is a stressful process.
Among other things, when individuals migrate, they may
need to adapt to a new culture, including new values and
beliefs (acculturation), while maintaining aspects of their
own culture thattheyvalue (enculturation). Acculturation
and enculturation are separate but related processes
that are not necessarily in opposition (Yoon et al., 2020).

Migrants to a new country who enter from a vastly
different cultural context are often required to integrate
their perspectives on gender roles, inequality and
violence against women with conflicting perspectives
they encounter in the new country (Enosh et al., 2016;
Gongalves & Matos, 2016; Kimber et al., 2015; I. C. Lee,
2013; Njie-Carr et al., 2021). This acculturation process,
whereby individuals acclimate to a new culture, including
by using a new language and adopting new norms, can
be a source of heightened stress and psychological
distress that may be associated with increased incidents
of domestic violence (Nava et al., 2014; Njie-Carr et al.,
2021).

The 2021 NCAS findings suggest that understanding
violence against women and rejection of gender
inequality and violence against women increase the
longer migrants live in Australia. That is, most significant
differences between N-MESC and Australian-born
respondents were only evident for N-MESC respondents
who had lived in Australia for less than 11 years.
Differences also existed between respondents who

124 Throughout this section, “poor English” refers to no or poor English proficiency, and “good English” refers to good or very good English proficiency.



spoke a LOTE at home and those who spoke English at
home, although, again, these differences were usually
smaller (though still significant) when English proficiency
was good.

Studies have noted that religious doctrines, patriarchal
cultural norms and higher levels of acculturation
increase women'’s risk for intimate partner violence,
while community support, knowledge of legal systems
and supports, increased education, learning English,
financial independence and formal help-seeking serve
as protective factors (Akinsulure-Smith et al., 2013; Sabri
et al., 2018).

Specific barriers and enablers for “advanced”
understanding and attitudes among different cultural
and linguistic groups could be addressed through
initiatives that develop culturally and linguistically
appropriate education, service and violence prevention
initiatives for migrants from N-MESCs, including the
following:

e Provide culturally sensitive education and violence
prevention that promotes gender equality and
women's safety while maintaining personally
important aspects of people’s background culture.

e Provide culturally sensitive outreach and support
services, including English-language training, to
overcome language and cultural barriers that preclude
migrants from seeking support for violence.

¢ Co-designtimelysupportwith migrantcommunities.’?

9.6 Formal education

Attitudes towards social and environmental issues
have been found to vary across levels of formal
education. For example, higher levels of education have
been associated with increased political engagement,
more positive attitudes towards immigration, greater
environmental concern and more progressive attitudes
regarding gender roles and relationships (Brennan et
al., 2015). One hypothesis for this observed difference is
that the university environment may exert a liberalising
influence on attitudes regarding gender inequality,
where sexist beliefs and behaviours may be more likely
to be challenged (Hellmer et al., 2018; Prina & Schatz-
Stevens, 2020; Webster et al., 2018a). Despite this, high
rates of sexual harassment and sexual violence persist
in university environments, with one in five Australian
university students experiencing sexual harassment on
campus in 2016 (AHRC, 2017a).

Higher educational attainment has also been associated
with lower levels of hostile and benevolent sexism
(Hellmer et al., 2018). Hostile sexism is more overtly
misogynistic, while benevolent sexism is more subtle
and is enacted under the guise of men'’s role to protect
and provide for women (Ramos et al., 2018). Among
Swedish men, a higher level of education was the most
significant predictor of low levels of benevolent sexism,
while hostile sexism was predicted by lower levels of
education (Hellmer et al., 2018). However, these findings
have differed across regional and cultural contexts.
For example, while lower education was significantly
correlated with attitudes that accept and justify physical
wife abuse among Turkish men (Ucar & Ozdemir, 2021),
in an American sample, lower education was predictive
of rape myth acceptance but not sexism (Prina & Schatz-
Stevens, 2020). Promisingly, higher levels of education
appearedto be a protective factorinreducingacceptance
of domestic violence among Vietnamese women (Oanh
et al., 2016).

The findings of the 2017 NCAS similarly indicated that,
compared to respondents with university education,
respondents with secondary or lower levels of education
had poorer understanding of violence against women,
significantly lower support for gender equality, and
higher attitudinal support for violence against women.
In 2017, respondents with a university education
demonstrated significantly higher support for gender
equality than those with lower levels of educational
attainment.

NCAS results for formal education

Consistent with the findings of the 2017 NCAS, formal
education was significantly related to attitudes towards
violence and gender equality (Table 9-1). However,
formal education only explained between 2-3 percent of
the variance in attitudes towards gender inequality and
violence against women, and bystander responses.

Key insight:
Formal education

People with university qualifications are more
likely to have “advanced” attitudes that reject
gender inequality and violence against women
and “advanced” prosocial responses, compared
with people who have lower levels of education.

125 See Chapter 10 for more details on the implications listed here.
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Attitudes towards gender inequality

Respondents with university qualifications were
significantly more likely to reject gender inequality,
with 39 per cent in the “advanced” rejection of gender
inequality category, compared to 22-26 per cent of
those with lower levels of education.

Attitudes towards violence against women

Respondents with university qualifications were
significantly more likely to reject violence against women,
including:

* higher overall rejection of violence against women
(AVAWS), with 44 per cent in the “advanced” rejection
category, compared to 27-33 per cent of other
respondents

* higher rejection of sexual violence, with 50 per centin
the “advanced” rejection category compared to 33-39
per cent of other respondents.

Bystander responses

Respondents with university qualifications were
significantly more likely than other respondents to be
bothered by a sexist joke made by a boss (90% versus
78-81%) and by a work friend (78% versus 60-62%).
However, respondents with university qualifications
were no more likely than other respondents to say they
would intervene if they were bothered by a friend's or
boss's sexist joke.

Implications of NCAS results on
formal education

The 2021 NCAS results showed that respondents with
university qualifications displayed greater rejection of
gender inequality and violence against women, as well
as more prosocial bystander responses, when compared
to respondents whose highest level of education was a
trade qualification or equivalent, or secondary-level
education or below. These findings suggest that the
university environment may promote greater rejection
of gendered inequality and violence against women,
although it may also reflect a selection effect whereby
people with more progressive attitudes are more likely
to attend university. Nonetheless, level of education was
not a significant predictor of understanding of violence
against women.

These results highlight some possible opportunities to
use early intervention to improve understanding and
attitudes regarding gender inequality and violence
against women. To ensure people who do not attend

university have equivalent opportunities as those who
attend university for obtaining accurate information
regarding violence againstwomen and gender inequality
and for forming prosocial intervention intentions, the
following actions should be taken:

e Provide age-appropriate educational programs
designed to promote gender equality and reduce
tolerance for violence early during compulsory
schooling and TAFE education.

* Provide young adult education for school leavers.

¢ Continue and expand campus-based education in
universities.

¢ Employ public service campaigns to reach the broader
population outside of education settings to improve
the general public’'s understanding of the nature and
prevalence of violence against women and engender
greater rejection of attitudes that condone violence
and gender inequality.’?®

9.7 Main labour activity

Recent evidence suggests that unemployment may
increase the risk of domestic violence (Bhalotra et al.,
2021). Specifically, unemployed women may be at a
higher risk of becoming victims of domestic violence, and
unemployed men are at higher risk of being perpetrators
(Bhalotra et al., 2021). A recent study of elder abuse
found people committing this abuse are more likely to
not be employed than employed (53% compared to 47%),
especially for physical abuse (75% compared to 25%; Qu
et al., 2021). One possible explanation for this effect is
that unemployment may increase financial, familial role
and other stress, as well as the time spent together at
home (Bhalotra et al., 2021; Hogberg et al., 2019; Webster
et al., 2018a). Men who adhere to rigid masculinity
norms may also experience masculine role stress during
unemployment if they are unable to meet perceived
standards of masculinity, including self-reliance and the
capacity to be the main income earner for their family (J.
Kim & Luke, 2020; Syzdek & Addis, 2010; Webster et al.,
2018a). Women’'s employment may also be hindered by
the perpetrator (employment sabotage) and the impacts
of abuse may be exacerbated by inadequate employer
support for domestic violence (Postmus et al., 2020;
Summers, 2022). Unemployment has been associated
with significant reductions in wellbeing and an increased
risk of substance abuse and committing economically
and non-economically motivated crimes (Britto et al.,
2022; Crayne, 2020; Hogberg et al., 2019). These factors
may be precursors to actual violence or predictors of
rationalising violence (Webster et al., 2018a).

126 See Chapter 10 for more details on the implications listed here.



These findings were supported in the 2017 wave of the
NCAS, where unemployed respondents were less likely
to have positive attitudes towards gender equality and
a lower rejection of attitudes supportive of violence
against women.

NCAS results for main labour activity

The regression analysis compared employed
respondents with each of the following groups according
to respondents’ main labour activity:

¢ unemployed

e student

¢ retired

¢ unable to work
¢ home duties

e volunteering

e other'”

The main labour activity of respondents had a significant
effect on attitudes towards violence against women and
bystander responses. However, main labour activity only
explained about 2 per cent of the variance in attitudes
towards violence against women and bystander
responses.

Key insight:
Employed people

Main labour activity is not consistently related
to understanding, attitudes and bystander
responses. However, employed people are more
likely than some other groups to reject violence
against women, including sexual and domestic
violence, and to intervene as a

prosocial bystander.

Employed people
Attitudes towards violence against women

Employed respondents were significantly more likely to
reject violence against women, including:

¢ higherrejection of violence overall (AVAWS) compared
to unemployed respondents, with 39 per cent of
employed respondents in the “advanced” rejection
of violence category, compared to 30 per cent of
unemployed respondents

* higherrejection of domestic violence (DVS) and sexual
violence (SVS), with:

o 44 per cent of employed respondents in the
“advanced” rejection of domestic violence category
compared to 40 per cent of all respondents on
average

o 44 per cent of employed respondents in the
“advanced” rejection of sexual violence category
compared to 40 per cent of all respondents on
average.

Bystander responses

Employed respondents were significantly more likely to
indicate they would intervene upon witnessing a friend
verbally abuse their partner, compared to retirees or
those unable to work. However, employed respondents
were significantly less likely to be bothered by a sexist
joke made by a friend, compared to respondents who
were unable to work.

Volunteers, students and respondents who performed
home duties or had other main labour activities did not
significantly differ from employed respondents in any of
the regressions, demonstrating similar understanding,
attitudes and prosocial bystander responses as
employed respondents.

Implications of NCAS results on main
labour activity

The 2021 NCAS findings indicate that understanding
of violence against women and rejection of gender
inequality did not differ by main labour activity.
However, unemployed respondents were less likely to
reject attitudes supportive of violence against women
compared to employed respondents. Attitudinal
rejection of violence against women may be improved
through the following actions:

¢ Reduce risk of violence-supportive attitudes and
perpetration of violence by acting to:

o reduce financial and psychological stress during
unemployment via access to relevant services,
such as psychological services and unemployment
benefits

o engage with at-risk unemployed men to
challenge toxic attitudes and masculine role
stress and transform dysfunctional stress coping
mechanisms.'?

127 Where there is one majority group, comparison with this group maximises the power of the analysis and avoids a single group dominating the

average.
128 See Chapter 10 for more details on the implications listed here.
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9.8 Socioeconomic status of area

Socioeconomic status of area reflects the social and
economic conditions of the local area where an individual
lives in terms of people’s access to material and social
resources, and their opportunity to participate in
society. The empirical evidence demonstrates that
domestic violence and violence against women more
broadly can affect anyone, regardless of socioeconomic
status. However, an individual’'s socioeconomic status
and circumstances may affect their risk of experiencing
violence and their response to victimisation. Research
suggests that high socioeconomic status lowers the
risk of experiencing domestic violence, which may
be attributable to a lower likelihood of remaining in

abusive relationships to meet economic needs (S. M.

Steele et al., 2020). Low socioeconomic status has been
identified as a risk factor for experiencing domestic
violence. A survey of recent migrant women in Australia
found a higher rate of domestic violence among those
living in the most socioeconomically disadvantaged
areas (39%) compared to those living in the least
socioeconomically disadvantaged areas (26%; Segrave
et al., 2021). Women living in poverty reported a greater
likelihood of experiencing intimate partner violence in
present and prior relationships, and greater worry about
experiencing violence, compared to women in higher

socioeconomic status categories (Scheer et al., 2022; S.

M. Steele et al., 2020).

Risk of violence can also be exacerbated by income
inequality between relational partners, such that
violence occurs more frequently in relationships where
the abuser earns less than their partner (Morgan &
Boxall, 2022; Reichel, 2017).

A recent report suggests that experiencing domestic
violence in many cases can also /lead to low socioeconomic
status for the survivor (Summers, 2022).

In the 2017 NCAS, people with lower socioeconomic
status were less likely to reject gender inequality and
attitudes supportive of violence against women, when

comparedtothoseinthehighestsocioeconomiccategory.

A socioeconomic status of area measure was included
in regressions to gain insight into the potential impact
of general socioeconomic conditions on understanding
and attitudes related to violence against women.

NCAS results by socioeconomic status
of area

Socioeconomic status of area was a significant predictor
of attitudes and some bystander responses (Table
9-1). However, it only explained about 1 per cent of
the variation in respondents’ attitudes and bystander
responses. Socioeconomic status of area was gauged
by the ABS SEIFA index that measures socioeconomic
conditions by geographic area in terms of people’s
access to material and social resources, and their
opportunity to participate in society (SEIFA quintile).'?®
Since the group with the highest socioeconomic status
of area included the largest number of respondents,
this group was compared to each other socioeconomic
status group.

Key insight: Socioeconomic
status of area

People who live in areas with the highest
socioeconomic status are more likely to reject
gender inequality and violence against women
than people who live in areas with the lowest
socioeconomic status.

Attitudes towards gender inequality and violence
against women

Respondents who lived in areas with the highest
socioeconomic status were significantly more likely to
reject gender inequality and violence against women
than respondents who lived in the areas with the lowest
socioeconomic status:'°

» 35 per cent of respondents who lived in areas with
the highest socioeconomic status compared to 20
per cent of respondents who lived in areas with the
lowest status were in the “advanced” rejection of
gender inequality category

* 41 per cent of respondents who lived in areas with
the highest socioeconomic status compared to 25 per
cent of respondents who lived in areas with the lowest
status were in the “advanced” rejection of violence
against women category.

129 The ABS has several SEIFA indices. The SEIFA index used here is the Index of Relative Socio-Economic Advantage and Disadvantage (IRSAD; ABS

2022i).

130 The group with the highest socioeconomic status (the reference group) was compared to each other status group (lowest, second-lowest, middle
and second-highest status). In cases where the highest socioeconomic status of area group had higher scores or likelihood, other status groups

are marked as significantly less (<) likely in Table 9-1.



Bystander responses

In terms of bystander response, respondents living
in areas with the highest socioeconomic status were
significantly more likely to be bothered by a sexist joke
told by a boss than those living in areas with the middle
socioeconomic status.

Implications of NCAS results on
socioeconomic status of area

The 2021 NCAS findings indicate that understanding of
violence against women did not differ by socioeconomic
status of area. However, consistent with the 2017
NCAS, respondents living in areas with the lowest
socioeconomic status were significantly less likely to
reject gender inequality and violence against women,
when compared to respondents living in the highest
status areas.

These results may indicate that action is needed to
address barriers to accessing services that help prevent
and respond to violence in lower socioeconomic areas
by taking the following actions:

¢ Increase availability and uptake of material and
social resources and opportunities helpful in violence
prevention in lower socioeconomic areas and identify
and address area-specific barriers to accessing them.

* Increase the availability and visibility of support
services, including financial and housing support, in
lower socioeconomic areas.”'

9.9 Major cities, regional and
remote areas

Approximately one in three Australians live in rural
or remote areas (Campo & Tayton, 2015a). In the 2021
NCAS, 27 per cent of respondents lived in regional areas
and 2 per cent lived in remote areas of Australia. Living
in more remote areas poses unique challenges that
may contribute to the incidence and impact of violence
against women, including reduced access to services
and employment opportunities, as well as geographic
and social isolation (Campo & Tayton, 2015a). These
barriers may be exacerbated by cultural and community
differences between metro and rural or remote areas,
including reduced anonymity, less permissive attitudes
towards sharing family problems, and an emphasis on
self-reliance (Campo & Tayton, 2015a). These factors
similarly appear to increase women'’s risk of experiencing
technology-facilitated abuse and create further barriers
to seeking help. For example, reporting victimisation and

help-seeking can be impeded by separation from family
and friends, increased fear from being in close proximity
to their perpetrator and the risk of experiencing
community judgement and hostility if the perpetrator
is a well-liked community member (Harris & Woodlock,
2022).

Data from the 2016 PSS shows that rates of violence
against women vary with proximity to major cities. For
instance, livingoutside of major citieshasbeenassociated
with 1.4 times greater likelihood of experiencing partner
violence, whilethoselivinginremote orveryremoteareas
had 24 times increased likelihood of being hospitalised
as a result of domestic violence (ABS, 2017; AIHW, 2019b).
Given the demonstrated link between attitudes and
gender composition of occupations in the NCAS results,
it is also noteworthy there are differences between
metro and regional areas in gender segregation in the
workforce (SGS Economics & Planning, 2021). Specifically,
greater gender balance in professional and managerial
positions has been observed in cities compared to
regional areas.

In support of these findings, the 2017 NCAS highlighted
differences in attitudes towards gender inequality and
trust in women'’s reports of violence across regional
contexts. Specifically, support for gender equality
appeared to decrease with increasing remoteness,
where respondents in outer regional and very remote
areas demonstrated lower support for gender equality
than those from inner regional areas and major cities.
Similarly, respondents from major cities were less likely
to endorse attitudes that were mistrusting of women's
reports of violence.

NCAS results by remoteness

Key insight: Major cities,
regional and remote areas

People living in major cities have similar
understanding, attitudes and bystander
responses as people living in regional and
remote areas.

Demographic profiles across Australia differ by level
of remoteness. For example, people living in capital
cities have a younger median age, are more likely to
have a university degree and are more likely to have a

131 See Chapter 10 for more details on the implications listed here.
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higher income than those living in regional or remote
areas (ABS, 2021b, 2021f; AIHW, 2022e). The regression
analyses examined the demographic factors that are the
mostimportant, independent predictors of understanding,
attitudes and bystander responses, after taking
into account differences in demographic profiles by
remoteness. Thus, remoteness of areas was not related
to understanding, attitudes or bystander responses
once other differences in the demographic profiles of
areas had been considered. We also conducted bivariate
analyses which examined the direct relationship of
remoteness to understanding and attitudes without
considering differences in demographic profiles by
remoteness. The bivariate analyses similarly found
that remoteness was not significantly related to
understanding and attitudes, with no difference in the
proportion of respondents in the “advanced” categories
for understanding and attitudes.

It is worth noting, however, that a lack of difference by
remoteness in understanding and attitudes regarding
violence against women does not comment on the
availability of local services. Any structural barriers to
accessing appropriate legal, health and support services
for domestic, family and sexual violence in certain
geographic areas still need to be addressed (Campo &
Tayton, 2015a; Wendt et al., 2017).

9.10 Gender composition of
occupation and social contexts

Peer, social and occupational contexts have been shown
to influence values and behaviours, including attitudes
towards dating violence (Berdahl, Glick, et al., 2018;
Foshee et al., 2013; B. Steele et al., 2022). Specifically,
adolescents with peer contexts characterised by dating
violence were at an increased likelihood of employing
similar behaviour (Foshee et al., 2013). However, in the
absence of dating violence among peers, similar risks
of perpetrating dating violence were observed for
teenage girls with elevated social status, but not for boys,
suggesting a role of social power in the acceptability of
violence (Foshee et al., 2013). These patterns have also
been observed among adults, where violence against

women has been predicted by contexts characterised by
men assuming dominance, including fraternities, men-
dominated occupations and among peers who approve
of sexual violence (Berdahl, Cooper, et al., 2018; J. Lee,
2018; Pease & Flood, 2008; B. Steele et al., 2022). These
findings suggest that attitudes and behaviours in social,
occupational and relational domains may be strongly
influenced by the beliefs and social standing of peers.
However, the extent to which the gender makeup of
social networks influences attitudes towards violence
against women and gender equality remains largely
unclear.

The findings of the 2017 NCAS suggested that men
and women in women-dominated contexts were more
likely to endorse gender equality, as well as greater
understanding and rejection of violence against women,
compared to men and women in men-dominated
networks.®? No difference between peer context groups
was found for men on understanding of and attitudes
towards violence against women, with the exception of
bystander responses, where men in men-dominated
social networks were less likely to take prosocial action.
Women in equal or women-dominated social networks
were more likely to demonstrate high understanding
of violence against women, and women with men-
dominated networks were less likely to indicate
“advanced” support for gender equality and “advanced”
rejection of violence against women.

NCAS results for gender composition of
occupation and social contexts

The gender composition of respondents’ occupations
and social networks could not consistently be included
in regression analyses because not all respondents
were asked these items.'® When gender composition
of social network was included in bystander analyses, it
was a significant predictor (Table 9-1), but only explained
about 1 per cent of the variation in respondents’
bystander responses. The results reported here are
bivariate results (Methodology reminder 9-1), where
each category is compared to the average of all others,
except where results explicitly reference the bystander
regression analyses.

132 “Men” and “women"” are used to refer to genders, whereas “male” and “female” are used to refer to sexes.

133 Gender composition was asked of one quarter of the sample, so was included only in bystander regressions asked of the same quarter sample.
Gender composition of occupation was only available for people whose main labour activity was employment.



Key insights: Gender
composition of occupation
and social contexts

People in women-dominated occupations and
social contexts are more likely to reject gender
inequality, and people in men-dominated
contexts are more likely to tolerate sexist jokes.
The findings indicated that:

* Men in highly women-dominated
occupations were more likely to reject gender
inequality than other employed men, and
men in highly men-dominated occupations
were less likely to be bothered by sexist jokes.

* Respondents with women-dominated
social networks were more likely to reject
gender inequality, and women with women-
dominated social networks were also more
likely to reject violence against women and
sexual violence. While respondents with
women-dominated social networks were
more likely to be bothered by sexist jokes,
respondents with gender-balanced social
networks were more likely to intervene.

Gender composition of occupation

The respondents’ occupations were categorised as
follows based on ABS Census data:

* highly men-dominated (=75% men)

¢ men-dominated (60-74% men)

* gender-balanced (<59% for each gender)
¢ women-dominated (60-74% women)

¢ highly women-dominated (=75% women).

Attitudes towards gender inequality

Men in highly women-dominated occupations were
more likely to demonstrate “advanced” rejection of
gender inequality, with 32 per cent in the “advanced”
gender inequality category compared to 20-30 per cent
of other employed men. This finding may reflect the
influence of the gender composition of the workplace on
men's attitudes, but it could also reflect a selection effect,
whereby men who value gender equality are more likely
to pursue a career in an area of interest regardless of
whether it is a women-dominated profession.

Bystander responses

In terms of bystander response, men in highly men-
dominated occupations were significantly less likely than
other employed men to be bothered by a sexist joke told
by a friend (49% versus 50-68%) or a boss (69% versus
73-82%).

Gender composition of social network

The gender composition of social networks was
categorised based on respondent selections as follows:

¢ women-dominated (mainly/totally women)
* gender-balanced (equally men and women)
¢ men-dominated (mainly/totally men).

Attitudes towards gender inequality

Men and women with women-dominated social
networks were significantly more likely to demonstrate
“advanced” rejection of gender inequality:

e 27 per cent of men with women-dominated social
networks were in the “advanced” rejection of gender
inequality category, compared to 14-19 per cent of
other men

* 43 per cent of women with women-dominated social
networks were in the “advanced” rejection of gender
inequality category, compared to 26-28 per cent of
other women.

Attitudes towards violence against women

Women with women-dominated social networks were
significantly more likely than other women to reject
violence, including:

* violence against women overall (AVAWS), with 46 per
cent in the “advanced” rejection of violence against
women category, compared to 32-35 per cent of other
women

» sexualviolence (SVS), with 51 per centinthe“advanced”
rejection of sexual violence category, compared with
36-42 per cent of other women.

Bystander responses

In terms of bystander response, respondents with
women-dominated social networks were more likely
to be bothered by sexist jokes, while respondents
with gender-balanced social networks were more
likely to indicate that they would intervene prosocially.
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Specifically:

Respondents with women-dominated social networks
were significantly more likely to be bothered by a
sexist joke told by a friend or a boss than respondents
with

friends who are mainly or totally men, but they would
be no more or less likely to intervene if they were
bothered.

Respondents with gender-balanced social networks
were significantly more likely than those with men-
dominated social networks to indicate they would
intervene if they were bothered by a sexist joke told
by a friend or a boss.

Implications of NCAS results on gender
composition of occupation and social
contexts

These findings suggest acting to:

Reduce gender segregation in the Australian
workforce using tools such as the WGEA Gender
Strategy Toolkit to diagnose and address barriers to
gender equality in the workplace (WGEA, 2019).
Challenge microaggressions such as sexist humour in
men-dominated contexts.

Use gender-transformative approaches in men-
dominated occupations and community groups
to redefine and validate the many expressions of
masculinity that do not require dominance over
others.

Develop workplace protocols and initiatives to
facilitate safety and confidence for prosocial
bystander intervention. As part of workplace safety
and sexual harassment training, organisations may
benefit from affirming zero tolerance of disrespect
and sexism and ensuring appropriate protocols are in
place for safe reporting and “calling out” of disrespect.
Build confidence in interacting respectfully with men
and women.

Challenge attitudes supporting hegemonic
masculinity in men-dominated contexts.'>

134 See Chapter 10 for more details on the implications listed here.



10 Implications for ending
violence against women
and for further research

Violence against women continues to be a serious and endemic social
issue with harmful impacts for women and girls (WHO, 2013). Such
violence undermines the essential fabric of society and creates a hostile
environment in which women'’s rights and human rights are seen as
distinct - that is, women'’s rights are not automatically perceived to be
identical to men’s rights (United Nations Women, 2015; United Nations
General Assembly, 1993). Gender-based violence is both a consequence
and a cause of gender inequality, which is formally recognised as
discrimination that inhibits women’s ability to fully experience and
exercise their human rights and fundamental freedoms (Committee on
the Elimination of Discrimination against Women, 2010).
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Family, domestic and sexual violence are major health
and welfare issues that transcend all backgrounds in
Australia (ABS, 2017, 2021d, 2021g). The National Plan
2010-2022 was born out of a recognition that all states
and territories have a duty to work together to create
“communities ... safe and free from violence” (COAG,
2010b, p. 14). The implications of the 2021 NCAS findings
are largely consistent with the objectives outlined in
the National Plan 2022-2032, which emphasise the
importance of initiatives across the domains of (primary)
prevention, early intervention, response, and recovery
and healing (COAG, 2022; Section 1.3). Many of the NCAS
findings are particularly relevant to primary prevention
and early intervention, but some also highlight
opportunities for initiatives to support response, and
recovery and healing.

Important policy and legislative work towards meeting
the objectives of the National Plan 2022-2032 has
already begun, including:

¢ the development of a set of national principles to
address coercive control (Meeting of Attorneys-
General, 2022a)

¢ implementation of Respect@Work Report
recommendations, including amendments to the
Sex Discrimination Act 1984 (Cth) requiring that
employers take steps to address sexual harassment
in workplaces (Attorney-General's Department, n.d.)

» working towards the development of Australia’s first
National Strategy to Achieve Gender Equality (Office
for Women, 2023), which will be complemented and
supported by the work of the recently established
Women's Economic Equality Taskforce (Office for
Women, 2022)

« the funding and delivery of Respectful Relationships
Education programs in Australian schools (S. Clark,
2022).

As described by the socioecological model, such policy
and legislative changes must be complemented by
efforts across all levels of the social ecology to achieve
the goal of ending violence against women. As discussed
in Section 1.2, this model describes violence against
women as a complex social problem driven by multiple
interacting factors at all levels within society, including
individual understanding, attitudes and values, as well
as practices, processes, systems and structures at the
organisational, community, institutional and societal
levels. This model is therefore useful for assessing
opportunities for prevention because it recognises the

critical role of gender inequality and other inequalities in
maintaining violence against women and the attitudes
that condone, support and help drive this violence
(Heise, 1998; Our Watch, 2021a).

The findings of the 2021 NCAS demonstrate that
improvements to community understanding and
attitudes regarding gender inequality and violence
against women are slowly occurring, suggesting
movement towards achieving the aspiration of an
Australian community that offers equal opportunities
to women and is safe and free from violence. However,
more effort is required to intervene where harmful
individual and social norms prevail. Specifically, it is
still necessary to continue to challenge biases, myths
and misconceptions regarding violence against
women and gender inequality held by individuals. In
addition, broader practices, processes, systems and
structures across society that maintain gender and
other inequalities and inequities need to be addressed,
and must also be supported by government, including
via legal reform and response and recovery services for
victims and survivors, such as health, legal and financial
support services and safe housing.

This chapter summarises the key findings from the 2021
NCAS and discusses their implications for prevention
initiatives across the social ecology and consistent with
the National Plan 2022-2032 (COAG, 2022)."*> The final
section of this chapter provides directions for future
research, including potential amendments or additions
to the NCAS instrument for future waves to further
inform or provide depth to key insights.

135 See Section 2.6 for information on the strengths and limitations of this research.



10.1 Key NCAS findings

The 2021 NCAS has provided some positive results
regarding the Australian community’s understanding
and attitudes regarding violence against women, but has
also highlighted areas where continued effortis required
to further improve understanding and challenge certain
problematic attitudes. Notable insights are as follows.

Regarding understanding of violence against
women:

¢ Most Australians have a good overall understanding
of violence against women, and this understanding
has slowly but consistently improved over successive
NCAS waves.

e Most Australians recognise that domestic violence,
and violence against women more broadly, can
manifest as a range of physical and non-physical
controlling and abusive behaviours, although some
misconceptions prevail.

¢ Community understanding could be further
improved in certain areas, particularly understanding
of the gendered nature of domestic violence as a
phenomenon that is mainly perpetrated by men
against women.

Regarding attitudes towards gender inequality:

e Most Australians reject attitudes that condone or
reinforce gender inequality, and these attitudes
continue to steadily improve, albeit slowly, over time.

e However, a minority of Australians still condone
gender inequality, such as through attitudes that
normalise sexism and limit women’'s personal
autonomy, and “backlash” attitudes which resist
positive social change, including movement towards
gender equality.

Regarding attitudes towards violence against
women:

e Most Australians reject attitudes that condone
violence against women, but improvement in
these attitudes has been slower over time, with no
significantimprovementsince 2017, largely reflectinga
plateauing of attitudinal rejection of domestic violence
despite an improvement in attitudinal rejection of
sexual violence since 2017.

e There are opportunities to improve certain attitudes
towards violence against women, including attitudes
that:

o minimise violence and shift blame from
perpetrators to victims and survivors, by, for
example, normalising violence as a reasonable
reaction to day-to-day stress or relationship conflict

o mistrust women who report being victimised
based on myths and hostile stereotypes of women
as being out to gain an advantage over men

o condone objectifying women or disregarding their
consent.

¢ Australians’ attitudes towards violence against
women are strongly associated with their attitudes
towards gender inequality, suggesting both need to
be tackled together.

Regarding bystander intention to intervene
prosocially when witnessing disrespect or
abuse against women:

* Most Australians would be bothered by witnessing
disrespect or abuse of women and would intend to
intervene prosocially.

* However, multiple barriers can impede prosocial
intervention, including a lack of personal skills and
context-dependent barriers, suggesting the value of
upskilling the community and addressing the barriers
related to specific contexts.

10.2 Implications for ending
violence against women

Table 10-1 provides a more granular summary of the key
2021 NCAS findings from each chapter, together with
their implications for policy and prevention.
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Key findings

Table 10-1: Summary of NCAS key findings and implications for ending violence against women, 2021

Implications for ending violence against women

1. Benchmarking understanding and attitudes

Positive shifts in understanding
and attitudes are occurring
slowly, but further progress is
needed

There has been slow but statistically
significant improvement in
community understanding and
attitudinal rejection of gender
inequality and violence against
women since 2013, according to

all NCAS scales. Most scales also
showed statistically significant
improvement between 2017 and
2021, indicating improvement in
understanding of violence (UVAWS),
rejection of gender inequality (AGIS)
and rejection of sexual violence
(SVS). However, although rejection
of domestic violence (DVS) was
stronger in 2021 compared to 2013, it
plateaued between 2017 and 2021.

Further positive change is needed
to achieve more progressive
understanding and attitudes across
the Australian population, as

fewer than half the respondents
demonstrated:

« "advanced” understanding of
violence against women (44%)

* "advanced"” rejection of attitudes
towards gender inequality (28%)

e "advanced"” rejection of violence
against women (34%), domestic
violence (40%) and sexual violence
(40%).

Employ a cohesive national solution at every level of the
social ecology to shift violence-supporting norms and end
violence against women

Violence against women in Australia has been declared to be both a
crisis and a source of national shame (Fitz-Gibbon, 2021). Although
direct causation cannot be inferred, it is notable that the shift in
understanding and rejection of violence against women evidenced
by the NCAS occurred after the release of the first National Plan
2010-2022 (COAG, 2010b). The National Plans for 2010-2022 and
2022-2032 recognise that meaningful change to both individual
attitudes and the broader social norms that are embedded

within our social systems and structures is needed to achieve a
community free of violence (COAG, 2010b, 2022). Social norms that
justify, excuse, minimise or conceal violence against women permit
gender-based violence to endure and thrive (Flood & Pease, 2006;
Our Watch, 2021a).

Strategies to end violence against women and their children must
necessarily engage with the whole social ecology and must be
seen as a national responsibility. Initiatives need to target victims
and survivors, perpetrators, service providers, justice system
workers and the broader population. Such initiatives must include
shifting violence-supportive norms in families, communities,
workplaces and institutions, as well as changing practices, systems
and structures that perpetuate biases, inequalities and violence
against women. Cohesive action across the social ecology will
ensure individuals have a strong understanding of the nature of
violence against women, strongly reject attitudes which condone
gender inequality and violence against women, and are willing and
confident to intervene as prosocial bystanders when they witness
violence or abuse against women.

Employ primary prevention and early intervention
strategies, as problematic attitudes are difficult to shift

Repeated exposure to violence (within the home or the broader
community) promotes internal standards of behaviour that support
aggression as a legitimate and functional strategy for resolving
conflict (Huesmann et al., 1992; Huesmann & Guerra, 1997).
Individual exposure to family violence in childhood, adherence to
rigid gender roles, and enactment of dominance and controlling
behaviours in relationships are all associated with the perpetration
of violence (Our Watch, 2021a). Entrenched problematic attitudes
are hard to shift, so preventing their initial formation is critical
(Forsdike et al., 2021). Early interventions should assist at-risk
families and young people through education and community
support programs, including through transforming problematic
norms garnered within families, schools, neighbourhoods and
other proximal domains early in life (Banyard et al., 2019; Copp et
al., 2019; P. K. Morrison et al., 2018; Sargeant et al., 2018).



Key findings

There is lower understanding
that violence against women
occurs in one’s own local area

While almost all respondents agreed
that violence against women is a
problem in Australia (91%), less than
half agreed that it is a problem in
their suburb or town (47%).

This finding suggests a misconception
that violence tends to occur generally
outside one's own networks,
suggesting a failure to recognise

that violence is a community-wide
problem that occurs everywhere.

Implications for ending violence against women

“Personalise” violence against women as a community-wide
social problem that requires community-wide responsibility

Prior research suggests people may sometimes deny the existence
of proximal violence as a protective mechanism (Goldman-Mellor et
al., 2016). Reluctance to acknowledge that violence against women
occurs everywhere, including in one’s neighbourhood and one’s
peer and social networks, may deter responsiveness and prosocial
bystander intervention, allowing violence to continue unchallenged.
Research suggests that promoting greater self-awareness and
agency to effect change enhances recognition of violent behaviours
and this may be achieved within communities by challenging
misconceptions and incorrect assumptions about the nature of
violence against women (Forsdike et al., 2021; Jewkes, Flood, et al.,
2015).

Thus, more work is needed to “personalise” the problem of
violence against women so that there is wide recognition that it

is a community-wide social problem that occurs “everywhere”.

It can occur in any family, social group, workplace, institution or
other setting, and sometimes occurs without wide recognition and
visibility. “Personalising” violence would also raise awareness that
prevention and calling out violence is everyone’s responsibility, at
all levels of society. For example, “personalising” violence could
be used to elicit solidarity within local communities to challenge
problematic norms and to support and identify with victims and
survivors of violence (Allimant & Ostapiej-Piatkowski, 2011; Baldry
& Pagliaro, 2014; Ministry of Women'’s Affairs, 2010). Encouraging
social connectedness among residents can serve as a deterrent
and protective factor in violence against women. Opportunities

to achieve community connectedness include residents jointly
engaging in neighbourhood improvement programs and
neighbourhood support such as after-school programs for at-risk
youth (CDC, 2022; Nair et al., 2020). Relatedly, working directly with
community leaders has been demonstrated as a key mechanism
for facilitating community rejection of violence against women

(H. Lowe et al., 2022; Simmons et al., 2020). Initiatives that raise
awareness of violence as a widespread problem across the
community that requires whole-of-community responsibility
could be conducted in settings such as schools, universities, and
workplaces, as well as sports, leisure and community settings.

2. Understanding of Violence against Women Scale (UVAWS)

Understanding of the diverse
forms of violence against women
has slowly improved but there is
less recognition of non-physical
abuse and coercive control than
physical forms of violence

Develop consistent definitions of domestic violence and
coercive control across legislative and policy settings
Australia-wide

A nationally consistent definition of domestic violence should be

established that includes coercive control and other non-physical
forms of violence against women. For example, the National
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Key findings

Understanding of violence against
women (UVAWS) has slowly improved
over time, including recognition

of the different behaviours that
constitute domestic violence and
violence against women (UVAWS
subscales).

Most respondents correctly
recognised that both the physical and
non-physical behaviours examined
“always” constitute domestic violence
or violence against women (66-92%).

Behaviours threatening physical
injury or a forced medical procedure,
such as forced contraception or
abortion, were the most readily
recognised as being domestic
violence “always” (81-92% of
respondents).

However, there was less recognition
of forms of domestic violence
involving financial and emotional
abuse or coercive control, including
tracking via technology (66-75%).
Violence involving the exploitation
of aspects of a partner’s identity or
experience, such as chronic health
conditions, sexual diversity, religion
and migrant status, were also less
well recognised (66-73%).

Similarly, there is room to further
improve understanding that broader
violence against women (outside
domestic relationships) includes
technology-facilitated abuse, such
as via texts, emails, social media

and sending unwanted sexual
images (only 68-78% of respondents
recognised these behaviours as
“always” forms of violence against
women).

Implications for ending violence against women

Principles to Address Coercive Control aim to facilitate consistent
definitions of coercive control (Meeting of Attorneys-General, 2022).
The definition of domestic violence should recognise that this
violence often manifests as an ongoing pattern of diverse violent,
abusive and coercive controlling behaviours, which can include
non-physical forms of violence such as psychological, financial and
spiritual abuse (ANROWS, 2021; Carlisle et al., 2022). In addition to
developing consistent definitions, it is important to:

* Ensure these consistent definitions are adopted across
education and prevention initiatives to facilitate shared
understanding and competence to accurately name and respond
to abusive behaviours.

Increase recognition of the many forms of domestic
violence and violence against women within the community
and justice and service systems

Raising awareness in the community would assist victims and
survivors and their familues and friends to recognise victimisation
and increase reporting. Training of police, justice workers and
service providers to better recognise the profound impact that all
forms of violence can have on victims and survivors would facilitate
victim-centred reform in the justice and service systems. The
importance of lived-experience input from victims and survivors

to such reforms within the justice and service systems has also
been recognised (Meeting of Attorneys-General, 2022). Community
awareness initiatives and specialised training within the justice and
service systems should:

* Increase awareness of the many non-physical forms of
violence against women, including psychological and emotional
abuse, to correct perceptions that domestic violence equates
predominantly with physical violence (ANROWS, 2021; Carlisle et
al., 2022).

* Increase awareness of and training to recognise coercive
control tactics, including the common use of coercive control
tactics as part of a pattern of domestic violence, and how
friends, family and frontline staff can safely support victims and
survivors of coercive control (ANROWS, 2021; Carlisle et al., 2022).

* Increase awareness of the ways intersecting inequalities
exacerbate risk of violence for marginalised groups and
produce unique forms of domestic violence and violence against
women. Thus, perpetrator tactics of control, violence and
abuse can target a partner’s identity or needs, and can include
spiritual abuse, migration abuse, carer abuse and threats to

“out” a partner (Calton et al., 2015; Dowse et al., 2016; Woulfe
& Goodman, 2018). Despite good community recognition of
abusive behaviours targeting identity as domestic violence,
some research has found that people identifying with diverse
sexualities and gender experiences report receiving less
recognition of partner violence within their relationships and
less assistance from police and support services (Campo &



Key findings

Understanding the gendered
nature of domestic violence lags
behind recognition of individual
violent behaviours

Respondents were better at
recognising the behaviours that
constitute domestic violence than
they were at understanding that
domestic violence is a gendered
phenomenon mainly perpetrated
by men against women. Concerning
proportions of respondents
incorrectly believed that men and
women equally perpetrate domestic
violence (41%) and equally suffer
physical harm (21%) and fear (28%) as
a result of domestic violence.

Implications for ending violence against women

Tayton, 2015b). It is thus critical to challenge any biases among
the general public and in policing, judiciary and support staff
and ensure responsiveness to all reports of violence across the
community (Donovan & Barnes, 2020; Tsantefski et al., 2018).
Raise awareness of all forms of technology-facilitated abuse,
both within and outside intimate and domestic relationships
(Henry et al., 2020; Powell et al., 2022).

Support industries, businesses, service providers and
governments to create policies to identify, appropriately respond
to and prevent violence against women within their spaces.

Increase awareness of the gendered nature of domestic
violence by addressing “gender-ignoring” bias and
“backlash”

Initiatives should target gender-ignoring bias, which may be
shaping incorrect beliefs that men and women equally perpetrate
domestic violence and suffer similar fear and harm (Carlisle et

al., 2022; Our Watch, 2021a). A gender-ignoring lens focuses on
being “fair by treating everyone the same” but fails to recognise
the gendered norms and differences in practices, structures and
systems that drive gender inequalities and violence against women
(Our Watch, 2021a, p. 74). Policy and prevention should target

this gender-ignoring lens throughout society, including in the
community, organisations and the justice and service systems. For
example, prevention initiatives should:

* Address any scepticism about the gendered nature of

domestic violence and abuse by highlighting established and
unequivocal statistics in awareness, education and training
initiatives.

Improve understanding of structural inequalities, including
gender inequality, which drive the conditions for men’s
predominant use of violence, abuse and control (Our Watch,
2015a, 2015b; The Line, 2021).

Adopt gender-transformative strategies to change
problematic gendered norms, including harmful norms

of masculinity. Raise awareness that norms of masculinity
that entail dominant, aggressive, controlling and hypersexual
behaviour contribute to men perpetrating both physical and
non-physical violence at higher rates and with greater severity
than women (see also Part 3 and Part 7 of this table). These
traditional notions of masculinity need to be replaced with
healthier, equitable and respectful expressions of masculinity
(Flood & Ertel, 2020; Our Watch, 2019b, 2021a). Gender-
transformative strategies should be used at all levels of the
social ecology.

Address “backlash” or resistance towards gender equality
movements from some groups as these attitudes may underlie
perceptions that men and women equally perpetrate domestic
violence. See also the “Address backlash” implication in Part 3 of
this table.
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Key findings

The factors shaping and
influencing understanding of
violence against women are
complex

Predicting the factors that influence
a person’s understanding of
violence against women remains an
elusive task. Although respondents’
demographic characteristics

were significantly related to their
understanding of violence against
women, demographics explained
only 7 per cent of the differences

in respondents’ understanding of
violence against women, suggesting
other factors are more influential.

Implications for ending violence against women

* Employ respectful relationships education to emphasise
both the importance of equal power balance in respectful
relationships and the barriers to this in the current patriarchal
and heteronormative society, as well as to transform problematic
gendered expectations. See also “Engage school-aged children in
respectful relationships education” in Part 3 of this table.

Address barriers to understanding violence against women
across the population and at all levels of the social ecology

Poor understanding of violence against women within the
community is only one barrier to ending violence against women.
The socioecological model recognises the complex interplay
between a multitude of factors across the different levels within
society that can place people at greater risk or buffer them from
experiencing or perpetrating violence (Forsdike et al., 2021; Our
Watch, 2021a). Similarly, the shaping of people’s understanding
of violence against women is complex and cannot be attributed
simply to their demographic attributes, as people are embedded
within, and influenced by, the social ecology at every level. Thus,
it is important that efforts to improve understanding of violence
against women are employed across all population groups and

at all levels within the social ecology - at the individual and
relationship level; within organisations, communities, systems and
institutions; and at the societal level (Heise, 2011).

3. Attitudes towards Gender Inequality Scale (AGIS)

Community attitudes towards
gender inequality are slowly
improving but some attitudes
are more resistant to change

Most Australians reject attitudes that
condone gender inequality (AGIS),
but further improvements could be
made. Rejection of gender inequality
has slowly improved over time,
including rejection of attitudes that
deny gender inequality experiences,
normalise sexism, reinforce rigid
gender roles and limit women'’s
personal autonomy in relationships
(four of five AGIS subscales).
Although rejection of attitudes that
limit women'’s leadership in public
life did not improve between 2017
and 2021, these attitudes were more
strongly rejected than attitudes that
normalise sexism in 2021.

Improve attitudes and behaviours that support gender
equality

Gender inequality is not only driven by overt discrimination. A
failure to recognise where inequality and prejudice endure may be
just as detrimental. Thus, initiatives should:

» Address “backlash”, or resistance towards gender equality
movements, wherever they occur across the community.
Backlash attitudes, including attitudes that deny the existence
of gender inequality experiences, are based on misperceptions
and fears that gender equality may result in men losing their
social standing. Education is needed to raise awareness of the
role of gender inequality as a key driver of violence against
women, including the pivotal influence of rigid gender roles and
expectations, and men’s control of decision-making (Flood et
al., 2020; Linos et al., 2010; Sayem et al., 2015; Smolovi¢ Jones et
al., 2020). Addressing backlash is particularly important when
working with men and boys, and in encouraging men and boys
to seek help for their violent behaviour (Dragiewicz, 2011; Flood
et al., 2020; Forsdike et al., 2021).



Key findings

Certain attitudes that support
gender inequality persist in

a sizeable minority of the
community

Although most respondents rejected
gender inequality, a sizeable minority
endorsed certain aspects of gender
inequality. For example, a minority
agreed with attitudes that:

* deny gender inequality experiences,
agreeing that women mistakenly
interpret innocent remarks as
sexist (41%), women exaggerate
how unequally women are treated
(35%) and women don't fully
appreciate all that men do for
them (30%)

* limit women'’s personal autonomy
in relationships, agreeing that
women prefer men to be in
charge in relationships (19%)
and men should take control in
relationships and be the head of
the household (11%)

* undermine women'’s leadership
in public life, agreeing that men
generally make more capable
bosses (10%)

* normalise sexism, agreeing that
there is no harm in sexist jokes
(15%) and that discrimination
against women in the workplace is
no longer a problem (7%)

* reinforce rigid gender roles,
agreeing that the woman should
not initiate sex when a couple
starts dating (6%).

Implications for ending violence against women

Promote gender equality in private and public life.
Interventions at all levels of society should continue to focus

on challenging the attitudes, policies, practices and systems
that perpetuate gender inequality in both private and public

life. Research demonstrates that violence is more likely to occur
when systems, institutions, organisations and communities

fail to enable women's economic, legal and societal autonomy
or fail to address stereotyping, discrimination and abuse

(Flood, 2022a; Flood et al., 2020; Our Watch, 2021a). Institutions,
organisations and community groups should take responsibility
for ensuring that both formal and informal processes provide
equal opportunity and identify and remove systemic obstacles
to gender equality.

Address the normalisation of sexism and tolerance of sexist
microaggressions across social settings, including among peer
groups, in organisations and in the media. It is important to
challenge both benevolent and hostile sexist attitudes, as both
are damaging to the achievement of gender equality and the
eradication of violence against women (Angelone et al., 2021). For
example, it is well established that violent media consumption

is linked to aggressive attributions, beliefs and behaviours

(C.A. Anderson et al., 2015; Bernstein et al., 2022b; Gentile &
Bushman, 2012; Greitemeyer, 2013; Hasan et al., 2013; Krahé

et al., 2012). Thus, reducing young people’s exposure to violent
misogynistic video games, television, music and pornography
offers one mechanism for challenging the normalisation of sexist,
objectifying depictions of women (Bernstein et al., 2022a; Dill et
al., 2008; Warburton & Braunstein, 2012; Wright, Tokunaga et al.,
2015; Wright & Tokunaga, 2016).

Challenge rigid or harmful gender roles, stereotypes and
expectations that diminish, denigrate or objectify women;

that limit their opportunities in public or private life; and that
legitimise men’s dominant position in the family, intimate
relationships and workplaces. Studies suggest that interventions
are needed to challenge gendered norms within relationships
and workplaces, including through promoting equity in career
support and caregiving within intimate relationships, and
providing early education to foster career and relationship goals
that ensure both women and men thrive in both the caring

and work domains of their lives (Flood, 2019a, 2022b; Overall &
Hammond, 2017).

Ensure all strategies are gender-transformative in their
design by encouraging individuals to actively challenge and
reject limiting gender norms and inequities (Our Watch, 2021a).
For example, interventions should increase support for healthy
masculine norms and encourage children and young people

to develop identities and expectations that are not limited by
gender stereotypes.
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Demographic factors and
understanding of violence
explain only some of the
differences in people’s attitudes
towards gender inequality

Gender was the strongest
demographic predictor of attitudes
towards gender inequality, with men
demonstrating lower rejection than
women and non-binary respondents.
There were also differences in gender
inequality attitudes based on other
demographic factors.

Understanding of violence against
women (UVAWS) was also a
significant predictor of attitudes
towards gender inequality, with
higher rejection of gender inequality
being linked to higher understanding.

While both demographics and
understanding of violence helped
to predict attitudes towards gender
inequality, together they explained
less than half of the variation in
these attitudes, suggesting that
other factors are more influential
in determining rejection of gender
inequality. Thus, there is room to
improve attitudes towards gender
inequality across the population, at
all levels within society.

Implications for ending violence against women

Engage with all demographic groups across the population
to improve attitudes and behaviours that support gender
equality

* Incorporate violence against women knowledge components
within programs that aim to promote gender equality (see
implications in Part 2 of this table).

* Challenge attitudes condoning gender inequality through
points of influence, such as peer and social groups. Given
that a person'’s closest social circle influences their behaviour
and contributes to their understanding of gender inequality and
violence against women, interventions should be customised
for key peer, social and sporting groups (Corboz et al., 2016;
DeKeseredy & Schwartz, 2013; Ha et al., 2016).

* Engage school-aged children in respectful relationships
education. In addition to gender-transformative approaches,
respectful relationships education programs are an effective,
well-established approach to the primary prevention of gender-
based violence (Cahill et al., 2023; Kearney et al., 2016; Our
Watch, 2021b; Rose & Coates, 2022). These programs seek to
create generational and cultural change by engaging schools and
school-aged children in examining and addressing the drivers
of gendered violence (Kearney et al., 2016). A pilot program of
respectful relationships education in Victoria demonstrated
promise in increasing student understanding of gendered
violence and gender inequality, as well as the links between
language and the creation of cultures where gendered violence
is perpetrated and tolerated (Kearney et al., 2016).

» Use strengths-based approaches to effectively engage with
men and gender-transformative approaches to improve
their attitudes towards gender equality. The NCAS confirmed
that men are less likely than other genders to have “advanced”
attitudes towards gender inequality. See “Genders” and “Gender
composition of occupation and social contexts” in Part 7 of
this table for implications targeting men and men-dominated
contexts.

4. Attitudes towards Violence against Women Scale (AVAWS)

Community attitudes towards
violence against women are
improving over time but
progress is very slow

Most Australians reject violence
against women, but further progress
is needed. Improvement over time

is occurring very slowly. Australians’
overall rejection of violence against
women (AVAWS) in 2021 was
significantly higher than in 2013

See also Part 5 of this table for implications about attitudes that are
specific to different types of violence, including domestic violence,
sexual violence (sexual assault and sexual harassment), and
technology-facilitated abuse based on items drawn primarily from
the AVAWS.

Raise awareness that problematic attitudes towards
violence against women normalise and perpetuate this
violence

Flawed beliefs that violence against women is not serious, that
women are to blame for their own victimisation and that women
often lie about victimisation to gain some tactical advantage reflect
longstanding structural and systemic biases that provide the
context for violence against women to continue (Fleming et
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but no different compared to 2017.
The plateau in overall rejection of
violence since 2017 largely reflected
a plateau in rejection of domestic
violence, as there was a significant
increase in rejection of sexual
violence.

Also, two of the three AVAWS
subscales showed significant
improvements between 2017 and
2021 in rejection of attitudes that:

e mistrust women'’s reports of violence

* objectify women and disregard
consent.

The remaining AVAWS subscale
indicated that rejection of attitudes
that minimise violence and shift

blame away from perpetrators have
significantly improved since 2013 but
not since 2017.

Some problematic attitudes
towards violence against women
persist in a sizeable minority of
the community

Based on the three AVAWS subscales,
the Australian community has similar
levels of rejection of attitudes that
minimise violence against women,
attitudes that mistrust women'’s
reports of violence and attitudes
that objectify women or disregard
consent.

However, certain problematic
attitudes within each of these
themes are still held by sizeable
proportions of the population. For
example, a sizable minority agreed
with attitudes that:

e mistrust women’s reports of violence,
agreeing that women make up
or exaggerate claims of domestic
violence to gain an advantage in
custody battles (37%), women
commonly use sexual assault
allegations to get back at men or
due to regretting consensual sex
(24-34%) and women who do not

Implications for ending violence against women

al., 2015; Gracia et al., 2020; Our Watch, 2021a, p. 8; Webster et al.,
2018a). Shifting these attitudes throughout society is crucial for
changing the underlying social context that drives violence against
women (Koo et al., 2015; McKeon et al., 2014; Minter et al., 2021;
Our Watch, 2021a). Thus, interventions should:

* Challenge attitudes and norms across the social ecology
that mistrust victims and survivors or excuse, minimise,
condone or normalise violence against women. Community-
wide education programs, including culturally sensitive and
linguistically inclusive programs, should promote awareness
of how these attitudes and norms can have real-world impacts
both for individuals and for those who take guidance from them,
such as children, peers and work colleagues (Bongiorno et al.,
2020; Collier & Raney, 2018; Minter et al., 2021; Slatton & Richard,
2020; Xenos & Smith, 2016).

* Raise awareness of and challenge the objectification of
women and its consequences (Davidson & Gervais, 2015;
Gervais et al., 2014; Karsay et al., 2018; Loughnan et al., 2013).
School-based and broader education programs could increase
understanding of the ways women are objectified in popular
culture and media and how this objectification is associated with
real-world mistreatment of women and violence against them
(Beck et al., 2012; Bernstein et al., 2022a; Bonomi et al., 2013;
Loughnan et al., 2013; Sdez et al., 2022; Wright & Tokunaga, 2016).
Challenging sexist ideology is also important, given evidence
that men who identify with feminist ideology are less likely to
sexually objectify women (Flood & Ertel, 2020; Modica & Murnen,
2022). See also "Implications for sexual assault" in Part 5 of this
table.

* Challenge attitudes that mistrust women and minimise
violence that reflect discrimination based on structural
inequalities. As noted in Part 2 of this table, the NCAS
findings for several new items highlight the need to increase
understanding of the ways intersecting inequalities exacerbate
risk of violence for marginalised groups. However, the two new
NCAS items examining attitudes to such violence found that very
few respondents mistrusted reports of violence by marginalised
groups of women. Nonetheless, other research has found that
discriminatory attitudes against marginalised groups, such
as women with disability and LGBTQ+ people, can affect the
perceived credibility of their reports of victimisation and create
barriers to reporting (Antaki et al., 2015; Benedet & Grant, 2007;
C. Brown, 2008; M. J. Brown & Groscup, 2009; Ellison et al., 2015;
Heenan & Murray, 2006; Hillman, 2020; Laskey & Bolam, 2019;

K. E. Morrison & Pedersen, 2020; Scheer et al., 2020). Thus, it is
important to address discriminatory attitudes based on all forms
of structural inequalities, wherever these attitudes occur.

Foster a culture of trust and support in women'’s reports of
violence victimisation across the social ecology to facilitate
reporting

For example:
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leave their abusive partner are
partly responsible for the abuse
continuing (25%)

e objectify women and disregard
consent, agreeing that a sexually
aroused man may not realise
the woman doesn’t want to have
sex (25%) and that a woman who
gives her partner a naked picture
of herself is partly responsible if
the partner shares it without her
consent (21%)

* minimise violence against women
and shift blame, agreeing that a
woman can make a man so angry
he “accidentally” hits her (19%)
and that much of what is called
domesticviolence is a normal
reaction to day-to-day stress and
frustration (23%).

The 2021 NCAS introduced some
items on forms of violence against
women reflecting intersecting
structural inequalities. Four new
items examined understanding (see
Part 2 in this table) and two items
examined attitudes regarding such
violence. In terms of attitudes, only
a small minority of respondents
agreed that women'’s reports of
sexual assault cannot be trusted if
they have mental health issues or are
lesbian or bisexual (3-6%).

Implications for ending violence against women

Promote appropriate reporting of perpetrators and violence
against women in the media. The media is a powerful means of
driving social change and has the potential to positively influence
the culture, behaviours and attitudes that drive violence against
women (Our Watch, 2019a). Although it is improving, media
reporting of violence against women in Australia has attracted
criticism for biased or incomplete reporting that makes the
perpetrator invisible and shifts blame to the victim and survivor.
For example, media reports have been criticised for presenting
incidents of violence against women as aberrations by an
individual rather than as instances of a systemic social issue,

for minimising or failing to report on the impact of the violence
on the victim, for placing the onus on women to modify their
behaviour and protect themselves, and for empathising with

or excusing the perpetrator’s behaviour (Fileborn, 2018; Le
Grand, 2019; Noonan, 2018; Sutherland et al., 2016). This type

of media reporting can lead to a perception of violence against
women as a rare occurrence, which women can easily prevent,
rather than as an all too common criminal violation of women'’s
human rights that must be addressed through society-wide
interventions (Easteal, Holland, et al., 2018; Gillespie et al., 2013;
Hawley et al., 2018; Healicon, 2015; Sutherland et al., 2016).
Thus, it is important that the media presents quality, unbiased,
victim-centred, trauma-informed and contextualised reporting
of violence against women in adherence with the national
guidelines set out by Our Watch (2019).

Raise awareness of the barriers to women reporting
violence. Attitudes that mistrust women, blame victims and
survivors, or minimise or normalise violence against women

are embodiedin practices, institutions and systems throughout
society that translate into tangible barriers to reporting and
addressing violence. Such attitudes underlie victims' and
survivors' fears that they will not be believed or will be blamed
for their victimisation (K. J. Holland et al., 2021; H. Johnson,

2017; Lorenz et al., 2019; O’'Donohue, 2019; Reich et al., 2021;
Wamboldt et al., 2019; Whiting et al., 2020; Wilson et al., 2021).
These attitudes also undermine the perceived seriousness and
credibility of violence allegations, adversely affecting how victims
and survivors are treated by police and by justice and support
services and systems (Bhuptani et al., 2019; Gunby, et al., 2013;
H. Johnson, 2017; McMillan, 2018; O'Neal & Hayes, 2020; Reich et
al., 2021).

Raise awareness that structural and systemic inadequacies
adversely impact the reporting of violence, including
inadequate trauma-informed training coupled with persistent
bias among many police officers and judiciary members and
jurors, leading to adverse outcomes for victims and survivors;
the potential for misidentification of victims and survivors as
perpetrators, particularly among Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait
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Islander women; and insufficient tailored and culturally safe
services that address the unique intersections of disadvantage
and oppression faced by some women (Avalos, 2017; Balfour et
al., 2018; Berg et al., 2020; Briggs & Scott, 2020; Dewald & Lorenz,
2021; Dyson et al., 2017; Epstein & Goodman, 2018; ). M. Gray &
Horvath, 2018; Hills et al., 2020; Karen et al., 2021; Klemmer et
al., 2021; Koleth et al., 2020; Langton et al., 2020; Leverick, 2020;
McGilloway et al., 2018; McKimmie et al., 2020; Murphy-Oikonen
et al., 2020; Nancarrow et al., 2020; Nitschke et al., 2018; O’'Neal,
2019; Persson & Dhingra, 2022; Rich, 2019; Segrave et al., 2021;
Sleath & Bull, 2012, 2015; Summers, 2022; Thomas et al., 2018).

» Affirm the seriousness of violence against women and place
responsibility on the perpetrator to avoid minimising and
blame-shifting scripts when reporting on and discussing violence
against women.

* Address legislative, policy and service barriers to reporting
of violence and recovery of victims and survivors. For
example:

o Upskill practitioners, police, justice officers and support
services with best-practice training in victim- and
survivor-centred, trauma-informed and culturally safe
practices to facilitate appropriate response to disclosures
of victimisation across the service and justice system (G. D.
Anderson & Overby, 2020; Berg et al., 2020; Franklin et al.,
2020; O'Dwyer et al., 2019; Salter et al., 2020; Segrave et al.,
2021; Tidmarsh et al., 202; Trishman et al., 2021). Sensitive and
respectful responses to disclosures of victimisation would
make the reporting of violence less distressing, safer and
more accessible for all victims and survivors, irrespective
of gender, ethnicity, disability, sexuality, age and class
background (Addington, 2020; Adefolalu, 2014; Brooks-Hay,
2019; Femi-Ajao et al., 2020; R. Gray et al., 2020; Langton et al.,
2020; Rich, 2019; Worthen & Wallace, 2017).

o Reform legislation and legal processes to facilitate
reporting and access to justice. For example, it is important
to reform sexual assault legislation and processes that bias or
delay proceedings, discredit complainant credibility, and deter
or emotionally devastate complainants (Balfour et al., 2018;
Leverick, 2020; Price, 2022; Quilter, 2022). Similarly, legislative
reform needs to keep pace with evolving forms of violence
against women, such as abuse and harassment via online
dating sites and banking products, to ensure these forms of
violence are not minimised or overlooked and are met with
appropriate legal sanctions (J. P. Anderson et al., 2020; C.
Brown et al., 2020; eSafety, 2022i; Marsh, 2020).

o Provide coordinated legal, health and other support
services to facilitate early reporting of violence and
the recovery of victims and survivors, including safe and
affordable housing, culturally safe free legal support and
advocacy, support from employers and protection from
penalties associated with the impact of violence, counselling
and support for victims and survivors and their children, and
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Attitudes towards violence
against women are closely
related to attitudes towards
gender inequality, and modestly
related to demographic factors
and understanding of violence

Attitudes towards gender inequality
(AGIS scores) were the strongest
predictor of attitudes towards
violence against women (AVAWS
scores). Specifically, the AGIS Deny
Inequality Subscale made the
strongest contribution to AVAWS
scores of all AGIS subscales. Although
understanding of violence against
women and demographic factors
were also significant predictors of
attitudes towards violence, their
contribution was smaller. Thus,
there is room to improve attitudes
towards violence against women
across demographic groups in the
population.

Together, attitudes towards gender
inequality, understanding of violence
and demographic factors explained
just over half (54%) of the differences
in respondents’ attitudes towards
violence against women, indicating
that other factors are needed to
explain attitudes towards violence
more fully.

Implications for ending violence against women

any other practical logistical support required to leave violent
relationships and recover from victimisation (ANROWS, 2022;
Arnault, 2017; Coumarelos, 2019; de Jonge, 2018; Mason-

Bish & Duggan, 2019; Meacham, 2022; Our Watch, 2021a;
Pemberton et al., 2019; Rayner-Thomas et al., 2016; Summers,
2022).

o Ensure institutions, including schools and universities,
industries and businesses, have policies and processes
that prioritise victims and survivors, by treating reports
of violence and abuse seriously, and taking action to
support victims' and survivors’ needs and prevent further
perpetration of violence.

Strengthen attitudes supporting gender equality and
improve understanding of violence against women to
improve attitudes towards violence against women across
the community

Improving attitudes towards gender inequality, particularly
attitudes which deny gender inequality experiences, is vital

for improving attitudes towards violence against women (see

the implications in Part 3 of this table). Similarly, increasing
understanding of the nature of violence against women and

its gendered expression is also relevant to shifting problematic
attitudes towards violence (see implications in Part 2 of this table).

Improve attitudes towards violence against women across
the population by targeting individual- and relationship-
level factors within the social ecology

Many factors influence the formation of attitudes towards violence
against women and how these attitudes are translated into actual
behaviours. The socioecological model of violence indicates that
gender-based violence is determined by how individuals relate to
those around them and to their broader environment in a context
of risk and protective factors. These findings accord with prior
research on the utility of primary prevention and early intervention
strategies that target norms and attitude change as part of violence
prevention initiatives. For example, initiatives should:

» Address beliefs about the acceptability of violence in
relationships through primary prevention and early
intervention. A recent study found that individual endorsement
of interpersonal violence, belief in corporal punishment of
children, holding greater patriarchal beliefs and being male were
all associated with the acceptance of intimate partner violence
(Thulin et al., 2021). This finding, like the NCAS and other findings,
underscores the importance of primary prevention and early
intervention, including through broad national educational
initiatives and media campaigns and intervention with at-risk
youth and families (Easterbrooks et al., 2014; Ehrensaft et al.,
2017).
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* Address attitudes among perpetrators that minimise
violence, shift blame to victims and survivors, and objectify
women. Perpetrator intervention programs are an important
intervention mechanism for intimate partner violence, but
key challenges to changing perpetrators’ behaviour include
social acceptance of intimate partner violence; hypermasculine
attitudes; and denial, minimisation and victim-blaming (P.

K. Morrison et al., 2018). These findings suggest that the
effectiveness of perpetrator intervention programs could be
enhanced by ensuring they address comorbid individual risk
factors including problematic attitudes towards violence against
women (P. K. Morrison et al., 2018).

5. Types of violence against women

Attitudes towards diverse
types of violence show some
improvement, but challenges
remain

Australians’ attitudinal rejection

of sexual violence (SVS), including
both sexual assault (SAS) and
sexual harassment (SHS), improved
between 2017 and 2021. Although
attitudinal rejection of domestic
violence (DVS) was higher in 2021
than in 2009 and 2013, there was
no further significant improvement
since 2017.1%¢

In 2021, all types of violence

examined by the NCAS (i.e. domestic,

sexual and technology-facilitated
violence and abuse) were rejected
to a similar degree. Various myths
and misconceptions about each
type of violence, as outlined below,
are evident in a minority of the
community.

Domestic violence

Misconceptions about domestic
violence are evident among a
minority of the community

For example, a minority of
respondents agreed with:

The Domestic Violence Scale (DVS), Sexual Assault Scale (SAS) and
Sexual Harassment Scale (SHS) consist of items drawn entirely
from the AVAWS that examine attitudes towards these types

of violence. Thus, see also Part 4 of this table for implications
regarding addressing attitudes that minimise violence and shift
blame, mistrust women'’s reports of violence, and objectify women
and disregard the need for consent.

Domestic violence

See also Part 1 of this table for implications regarding increasing
understanding of domestic violence and its gendered nature, and
Part 4 about addressing attitudes that minimise violence and shift
blame to victims and survivors and mistrust women's reports of
violence.

136 Changes over time in technology-facilitated abuse (TFAS) are not reported, due to insufficient data in earlier NCAS waves.
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* misconceptions that perpetrators
must have a defensible reason
for their violent relationships
and that victims who stay are
partly responsible for the abuse
continuing (6-25%), demonstrating
a lack of understanding of the
barriers to leaving, including
financial barriers, emotional
dependence and fear of reprisals

* misconceptions that domestic violence
is a private or family matter and that
victims should manage this violence
without outside assistance (2-12%).

Many Australians do not know
how to access domestic violence
services

Two in five respondents indicated
they would not know where to go
if they needed outside support for
someone experiencing domestic
violence.

250
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Challenge myths and misconceptions about domestic
violence

Given the persistence of attitudes that minimise the seriousness
of domestic violence and suggest it should be handled privately,
effective and culturally sensitive prevention strategies are
needed to encourage reporting of violence and help-seeking
and to discourage silence and shame (Aito, 2009; Simon Kumar
et al., 2017; Vaughan et al., 2019). Strategies to dispel myths and
misconceptions about domestic violence include initiatives that:

» Assist perpetrators to accept responsibility for their violent
behaviour. Perpetrator intervention programs should assist
perpetrators to accept responsibility for their ongoing pattern
of behaviour rather than viewing it as “out of character” due
to stress or perceived provocation (Eckhardt et al., 2012; J. Hill,
2019).

* Challenge community perceptions that domestic violence is
a reasonable reaction to daily stressors. Violence-awareness
programs should emphasise that domestic violence is never
justified. Broad education programs for young people, including
young men, could also be used to promote their understanding
of healthy, equitable relationships and increase their skills for
managing stress and resolving relationship conflicts without
violence. Such programs could also promote understanding of
healthy masculinities and the structural dynamics underlying
violence and increase empathy for victims and survivors of
violence (Farr et al., 2004; Flood, 2021; The Men'’s Project & Flood,
2018).

* Promote accurate media reporting of domestic violence.
Media reporting of violence against women has been criticised
for making the perpetrator invisible, placing the onus on
women to protect themselves and framing acts of violence
as aberrations where the perpetrator “snapped” rather than
as part of an ongoing pattern of abuse and a systemic social
issue (Cripps, 2021; C. Lee & Wong, 2019; A. L. Smith et al.,
2019). This type of media reporting needs to be addressed,
such as via media standards, to promote accurate community
understanding of violence (Easteal, O'Neill, et al., 2018; Gillespie
et al., 2013; Hawley et al., 2018; Our Watch, 2019a). The media
guidelines developed by Our Watch (2019) recommend the use of
evidence-based language, framing violent incidents in line with
the broad social issue of violence against women and providing
contact details of support agencies.

* Raise awareness of, and address, the barriers that many
women face to leaving violent relationships. These barriers
include a lack of financial independence and safe housing; fears
about partner reprisals; concerns for their children, including
fear of child removal; and a lack of knowledge about accessing
services or support networks (Blunden & Flanagan, 2021; Hayes,
2017; Langton et al., 2020; S. Meyer, 2016; L. Murray et al., 2019;
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Postmus et al., 2020; Summers, 2022; Warren & McAuliffe, 2021).
Many victims of domestic violence face a devastating choice
between remaining in a violent relationship or leaving and
accepting “policy-induced poverty” (Summers, 2022, p. 18). For
example, the 2016 PSS found that most of the women reporting
intimate partner violence were not in full-time employment

and about half of single mothers experiencing domestic
violence were relying on government payments, while another
report estimated that women who leave violent relationships
suffer a drop in income of as much as 45 per cent (ABS, 2021¢;
Summers, 2022). As described by the Social Entrapment theory,
perpetrator tactics and broader social and structural constraints
can “entrap” victims and survivors in abusive relationships. It is
important to raise community awareness of these factors and
to educate those involved in the criminal justice process about
the Social Entrapment framework (ANROWS, 2019b; Tarrant et al.,
2019).

To assist victims and survivors to leave violent relationships, the
Fair Work Amendment (Paid Family and Domestic Violence Leave)
Act 2022 (Cth) was enacted to provide 10 days' paid family and
domestic violence leave. Broader, coordinated legal and human
needs assistance is necessary, given that people experiencing
domestic violence are often at crisis point, facing elevated rates
of a wide range of often severe legal problems with adverse
impacts on broad life circumstances (Coumarelos, 2019). Thus,
coordinated, wrap-around services across the justice and human
services systems are essential (Coumarelos, 2019). For example,
in addition to financial assistance, victims and survivors may
require trauma counselling, free legal advice, assistance with
navigating the criminal and family court systems, safe affordable
housing or tenancy assistance, employment services such as
career coaching to facilitate returning to the workforce and
technological support to assist with managing the impact of
technology-facilitated abuse. Examples of coordination between
services for domestic violence include family violence units run
by legal services, domestic violence court assistance schemes
and health-justice partnerships (Coumarelos, 2018, 2019; Forell
& Nagy, 2021).

“Personalise” domestic violence as a community-wide problem
that requires community-wide responsibility. Community
accountability has been demonstrated to assist in changing
problematic norms and reducing violence against women (Garcia-
Moreno et al., 2015; H. Lowe et al., 2022; Nair et al., 2020). See also
Part 1 in this table on personalising violence against women.

Raise public awareness of where and how to seek help for
domestic violence. Prior research shows that empowering victims
and survivors, as well as bystanders, with knowledge of where to
seek help encourages action and expedites help-seeking (Ahmad
et al., 2009; Donovan & Barnes, 2020; Ragusa, 2017). Raising
awareness of support services for both victims and perpetrators
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Sexual assault

Problematic myths and
stereotypes about sexual assault,
sexual consent and victims and
survivors are evident among a
sizable minority of respondents

A minority of respondents agreed
with myths and misconceptions
about rape and victims of rape. In
addition, some respondents drew
on hostile stereotypes of women or
problematic heterosexual sex scripts
that disregard the need for sexual
consent and shift culpability for
sexual assault from perpetrators to
victims and survivors. For example, a
minority of respondents endorsed:

* hostile gendered stereotypes of
women as malicious, vengeful
and untrustworthy, agreeing that
it's common for sexual assault
allegations to be used as a way
of “getting back at men” (34%)
or because women regret a
consensual sexual encounter (24%)

e problematic heterosexual sex scripts
that privilege men'’s entitlement to
sex, positioning men as the active
initiators of sex and women as
the “gatekeepers” who must resist
men's advances. These attitudes
rationalise men'’s aggressive
sexual behaviour and disregard
the need to gain consent due to
the perception that it is biologically
difficult for men to regulate their
sexual behaviour because, once

Implications for ending violence against women

must be accompanied by a service system that is suitably funded
and easily accessible to meet the demand for assistance. The NCAS
findings demonstrate that it is important to raise public awareness
of the steps people should take if they:

* personally experience domestic violence

* witness or become aware of someone experiencing
domestic violence

» are a perpetrator of domestic violence

» are a family member or friend of someone who you become
aware is using domestic violence.

Sexual assault

See also Part 4 of this table for implications about addressing
attitudes that minimise violence and shift blame to victims and
survivors, mistrust women'’s reports of violence, and objectify
women and disregard the need for consent.

Develop nationally consistent definitions of sexual assault
and consent

Itis critical to implement nationally consistent statutory definitions
of sexual assault and of affirmative and ongoing sexual consent
that do not permit perpetrators to escape accountability by
claiming “mistaken” or assumed consent. It is also important

to raise community awareness of these definitions. Under an
“affirmative consent standard”, such as the legislation recently
adopted in New South Wales, consent must be mutually confirmed,
silence or lack of resistance cannot be interpreted as consent, and
consent can be withdrawn at any point during sexual activity. This
affirmative consent standard shifts the emphasis from the actions
of the victim and survivor to those of the accused. However, as
discussed in Section 1.1, although most jurisdictions have recently
taken steps towards improving their sexual assault law, an
affirmative consent standard is not yet implemented nationally,
leading to inconsistencies across jurisdictions, with people accused
of rape still being able to argue in some Australian jurisdictions
that they had an honest and reasonable belief of consent but were
mistaken (Bucci, 2021; Burgin, 2019). The Australian Government'’s
Work Plan to Strengthen Criminal Justice Responses to Sexual Assault
2022-27 supports the national strengthening of legal frameworks
and justice system capability to better support and protect victims
and survivors and improve their justice outcomes (Meeting of
Attorneys-General, 2022).

Increase community understanding of affirmative, ongoing
consent and address barriers to the success of affirmative
consent initiatives

For example, a recent study noted elements in young people’s
immediate and broader environments that hinder their adoption of
affirmative consent practices. Rigid sociocultural expectations
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aroused, they “may not realise” a
woman does not want to have
sex (25%). These attitudes also
create a double standard whereby
a victim who was affected by
alcohol or drugs is blamed for the
sexual assault (6-10%), while a
perpetrator who was affected by
alcohol or drugs is excused (6%)
the rape myth that sexual assault
is primarily committed by strangers
(18%), in contradiction to the
evidence that most sexual assaults
take place within marriages,
established relationships, dating
contexts or in contexts where
awoman may have initially
consented to sexual contact but
then withdrew her consent

myths regarding “genuine” sexual
assault victims, such as erroneous
assumptions that real victims
report their sexual assaults
immediately (7%) and have
evidence of physical injuries (5%).

Implications for ending violence against women

and stereotypes of masculinity and femininity were identified
as a particularly challenging barrier to the success of affirmative
consent initiatives (Willis & Jozkowski, 2018).

Shift problematic heterosexual sex scripts that privilege men'’s
entitlement to sex by positioning men as dominant and aggressive
sexual initiators and women as submissive sexual gatekeepers, as
these place the responsibility of voicing consent and preventing
sexual violence on women while absolving men from responsibility
(Brady et al., 2018). For example, respectful relationships education
strategies within schools and the broader community should focus
on intimate mutuality and affirmative and ongoing consent within
sexual encounters (ANROWS, 2019a; Our Watch, 2021b).

Challenge the objectification of women and the
normalisation of sexual violence in media, video games and
pornography

Education programs should assist people to accurately identify
this content and its underlying toxic messages regarding violence
against women (Bernstein et al., 2022a, 2022b; Bonomi et al.,

2013; Dill et al., 2008; R. L. Hill et al., 2021; B. Johnson et al., 2016;
Vandenbosch & van Oosten, 2017; Wright & Tokunaga, 2016).

Correct myths and misconceptions about the nature of
sexual assault and “genuine” victims within the community
and justice and service systems

For example:

* Correct hostile gendered stereotypes that women are
malicious, vindictive and untrustworthy and have ulterior
motives for lying about sexual assault, such as for personal
gain or to target men unfairly (Dragiewicz & DeKeseredy, 2012;
Mewett & Toffoletti, 2008; Minter et al., 2021; Rees & White,
2012). Initiatives should continue to challenge myths that the
motives of regret and revenge are key drivers of sexual assault
reports (Gunby et al., 2013; S. Hill & Marshall, 2018; McMillan,
2018).

* Address persistent myths that false allegations are common
by highlighting the very high level of under-reporting of sexual
assault to police, as well as the very small percentage of false
allegations.

* Increase recognition of the high prevalence of sexual assault
and the diversity of sexual assault experiences. Interventions
should continue to dispel entrenched myths about “real rape”,
including misconceptions that sexual assault is always violent,
always results in physical injury and is perpetrated by a stranger
(Brownmiller, 1975; Temkin et al., 2018). For example, raise
community awareness of the evidence that sexual assault
is most often committed by known persons in intimate and
dating relationships rather than by strangers (ABS, 2017).

Raise awareness of the diversity of sexual assault experiences,
including that sexual assault can include any sexual activity
without consent (including sexualised touching, kissing, sexual
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Sexual harassment

Misunderstanding of sexual
harassment as flattering, benign
or warranted persists among
some Australians

A minority of respondents agreed

with:

e attitudes that shift blame to women
for sexual harassment, agreeing
that a woman is partly responsible
if she gives her partner a naked
picture of herself and he then
shares it without her consent
(21%) and that it's understandable
that men touch women without
permission because some women
are so sexual in public (10%)

Implications for ending violence against women

intercourse and pornography). Also raise awareness that
sexual assault includes situations where consent is withdrawn
or coerced (verbally, physically or through power imbalance
or deceit) or where the victim is unable to consent due to age,
intoxication or other factors.

* Challenge rigid norms and expectations about who is

likely to be a victim of sexual assault and how a victim and
survivor “should” respond to “qualify” for recognition that their
assault was genuine (Dardis et al., 2021; Jozkowski & Willis, 2020;
Larcombe, 2002). Raise awareness of the diversity of common
responses to trauma, and shift the focus from judging the victim
to holding the perpetrator accountable for checking that there
was freely given affirmative consent.

Remove barriers to reporting of sexual assault

See also Part 4 of this table on how to “Address legislative, policy
and service barriers to reporting of violence and recovery of victims
and survivors”.Addressing systemic barriers to reporting sexual
assault, including bias entrenched in policing and the judiciary,
remains fundamental to improving community attitudes towards
sexual violence (Avalos, 2017; Dewald & Lorenz, 2021; J. M. Gray &
Horvath, 2018; Maddox et al., 2011; McGuire et al., 2012; Temkin et
al., 2018). To mitigate barriers to reporting, initiatives should:

* Ensure trauma-informed and victim- and survivor-centred
reporting processes are used to make reporting easier, safer
and more accessible for all victims and survivors irrespective of
gender, ethnicity, disability, sexuality, age and class background
(Carroll, 2021).

Sexual harassment

See also Part 4 of this table for implications about addressing
attitudes that minimise violence and shift blame to victims and
survivors, mistrust women'’s reports of violence, and objectify
women and disregard the need for consent.

Challenge public misconceptions that sexual harassment,
whether in person or technology-facilitated, is not serious

For example:

* Raise awareness of the different forms of sexual
harassment that can occur online and in person, including
verbal harassment; sexually explicit pictures, posters or gifts;
intimidating or threatening behaviours such as leering, sexual
gestures or indecent exposure; unwelcome physical contact; and
harassment via technology.

* Raise awareness that sexual harassment can result
in serious financial, social, emotional, physical and
psychological harms and can attract legal penalties (AHRC,
2020; Harmer & Lewis, 2022).
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attitudes that objectify women and
disregard consent, such as agreeing
that catcalls (13%) and being
persistently pursued (13%) without
consent is flattering for women
attitudes that minimise the
seriousness of sexual harassment or
mistrust women, such as agreeing
that women who are sexually
harassed should not be believed
if they delay reporting (7%) or that
they should handle harassment
without outside assistance (5%).

Implications for ending violence against women

* Employ community education campaigns to identify
and “call out” the everyday microaggressions that define
sexual harassment in workplaces, social settings and other
online and offline contexts, and clearly portray the profound
impact these behaviours can have on victims and survivors
(AHRC, 2018a; S. Becker & Tinkler, 2021; Berdahl & Aquino, 2009;
lliadis, 2022; C. Jones et al., 2020). However, the effectiveness
of these campaigns is still limited by prevailing social norms. As
a starting point, it is critical to address norms in institutional
settings such as workplaces, schools and universities (Duque et
al., 2013; Our Watch, 2021b). The prevailing normative structure
in these settings should be one where victims and survivors
are encouraged and supported to speak up, transgressors
are penalised and bystanders take action when witnessing a
transgression (Berndt Rasmussen & Olsson Yaouzis, 2020).

Educate the community about the need for consent and
shift problematic heterosexual sex scripts that privilege
men'’s entitlement to sex

See also implications regarding sexual assault above. Initiatives
to address sexual harassment need to change assumptions that
men are entitled to make unwanted sexual advances and that
women should be flattered by such unwanted sexual attention.
These initiatives should highlight the importance of respecting
boundaries and avoiding sexual advances if there is a power
differential or lack of consent.

Ensure all spaces, including workplaces, educational
institutions and online forums, are safe and respectful for
all people through legislation and policy frameworks

Workplaces, educational institutions, online forums and other
spaces where sexual harassment is allowed to endure and

thrive are toxic for women. Rather than merely identifying

single acts of harassment, pervasively toxic cultures must be
addressed and transformed (Berndt Rasmussen & Olsson Yaouzis,
2020). According to the AHRC, this transformation requires the
amendment of sexual harassment laws to explicitly identify

the creation or facilitation of a “hostile” environment at work

as unlawful. A hostile work environment includes belittling and
sexual comments, even if these behaviours are not directed at

one individual. The AHRC also recommended the creation of a
positive duty on employers to take “reasonable and proportionate
measures” to eliminate sexual harassment from their workplaces,
mandating a clear responsibilityfor employers to create workplace
systems and structures that deter sexual harassment from
occurring (AHRC, 2020, p. 28). This key reform was implemented in
part through the Anti-Discrimination and Human Rights Legislation
Amendment (Respect at Work) Act 2022 (Cth) and empowers the AHRC
to monitor and assess employer compliance with this positive duty.
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Technology-facilitated abuse

A minority of Australians do

not appreciate the gravity and
impacts of technology-facilitated
abuse

Most Australians (89%) are aware
that it is a criminal offence to post
or share a sexual picture of an ex-
partner on social media without their
consent. However, the seriousness
and psychological impact of
technology-facilitated abuse,
including online stalking, on victims
and survivors is still not appreciated
by some Australians. For example, a
minority of respondents:

e minimised the seriousness of
technology-facilitated abuse,
agreeing that consent could
be disregarded in some
circumstances, such as when a
woman sends an intimate image
to her partner and he shares it
without her consent (21%)

e did not recognise some forms of
technology-facilitated abuse, such
as sending an unwanted sexual
picture (9%), repeatedly tracking a
woman electronically without her
consent (7%) and targeting women
on social media (6%).

Implications for ending violence against women

Technology-facilitated abuse

Increase understanding of the different forms of
technology-facilitated abuse and its serious impact

Initiatives should:

* Raise awareness of the range of behaviours that constitute
technology-facilitated abuse, including technology-facilitated
harassment such as abusive messages or unwanted contact;
digitalstalking such as electronic tracking or filming individuals
without consent; impersonation such as taking over internet
accounts; and threats including sharing or threatening to share
intimate content without consent. Also raise awareness that
technology-facilitated abuse is common, gendered and often
part of an ongoing pattern of domestic violence (Powell et al.,
2022; Woodlock, McKenzie et al., 2020).

* Raise awareness of the legal penalties and powers of eSafety
regarding technology-facilitated abuse. Many of these
abusive behaviours can attract criminal or civil law penalties. For
example, eSafety has the power to remove serious online abuse
and illegal and restricted online content, including cyberbullying
of children, adult cyber abuse, image-based abuse and illegal or
restricted content (eSafety, 2022h, 2022i).

Increase digital literacy to facilitate recognition and
reporting of technology-facilitated abuse and to enhance
skills for accessing support

A recent study with Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander women
found that technology-facilitated abuse can be exacerbated

by poorer ability to identify this abuse, low digital literacy and
difficulty accessing services (C. Brown et al., 2021). Thus, digital
literacy programs could assist with the identification and reporting
of technology-facilitated abuse and help-seeking for this abuse,
including seeking information from and reporting abusive
behaviours to eSafety where appropriate. Culturally appropriate
and linguistically and geographically accessible services, as well

as positive relationships between the community, services and
police, are critical to ensure expedited reporting and cessation of
technology-facilitated abuse.

Similarly, schools (and other institutions and organisations) could
also work with eSafety and other experts to improve digital literacy
and build their capacity for navigating potential harms online
(eSafety, 2022b; Finkelhor et al., 2020; ReachOut, 2022). Youth-
focused, peer-led interventions have been shown to be effective

in helping young people to develop the confidence and agency to
challenge violence against women and to safely interact in online
environments (N. P. Johnson et al., 2022; Menesini et al., 2012;
Morean et al., 2021).
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Stalking: Technology-
facilitated and in person

Most, but not all, Australians
recognise stalking behaviour

Most respondents recognised
technology-facilitated and in-person
stalking as violence always or usually
(83-89%). However, a minority did
not recognise this behaviour as
violence against women or domestic
violence (4-7%).

Implications for ending violence against women

Prevent technology-facilitated abuse through safety-by-
design principles and responsive legislative frameworks
that address emerging forms of this abuse

Policies and legal frameworks must keep pace with evolving
technological tools that enable violence, particularly more
concealed forms of violence, and respond promptly (Henry et

al., 2020; Henry & Powell, 2016; Salerno-Ferraro et al., 2021). For
example, the recent initiative by major banks to address the use
of bank transaction communications as a vehicle for threats and
abuse is an example of a responsive violence intervention keeping
pace with evolving tactics of digital control and abuse (Marsh,
2020). “Safety by Design” is a voluntary initiative by technological
companies that aims to build safety into their products at their
inception to minimise online threats by anticipating, detecting
and eliminating online harms before they occur. This approach
should be harnessed in all online products and services to ensure
safeguards are embedded to prevent or reduce violence against
women (eSafety, 2022e).

Stalking: Technology-facilitated and in person

Increase understanding of the different forms of stalking, both in
person and online, and its serious impacts

* Raise awareness of the range of stalking behaviours.
Awareness of the types of behaviours that constitute stalking,
both in person and online, assists people to identify stalking
behaviours before they escalate and take steps to protect
themselves. For example, raise awareness that stalking is a
consistent, intrusive and intentional pattern of behaviour that
is intended to intimidate the target, and may include phone
calls, text messages, messages on social media sites such as
Facebook and Twitter, electronic tracking, following the target in
person, notes left on the target’s car and unwanted gifts left at
the target’s home (NSW Government & NSW Police, 2022). Also
raise awareness that stalking is gendered and can occur both
within and outside a domestic or family violence context, among
heterosexual people and in the LGBTQ+ community (ABS, 2017;
Langenderfer-Magruder et al., 2020; NSW Government & NSW
Police, 2022; VLRC, 2022).

* Raise awareness of the serious impacts of stalking
behaviours. Stalking can seriously impact the physical and
mental health of victims and survivors, and, in extreme
instances, can escalate to homicide and suicide (DeKeseredy
et al., 2019; Kafka et al., 2020; NSW Government & NSW
Police, 2022; Senkans et al., 2021; VLRC, 2022). Both online
and in-person stalking behaviours are reportable behaviours
(Kaspersky, 2021).

» Raise awareness of and challenge stalking behaviours via
peer networks. Peer networks have been demonstrated to
be key sites of intervention for challenging stalking behaviours
(DeKeseredy et al., 2017, 2019).
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Support victims and survivors of stalking to seek assistance
and increase perpetrator accountability

The level of evidentiary proof needed to seek recourse for stalking
through the justice system can be challenging and can require
victims to collect evidence, apply for an intervention order and
manage their risk of harm (Jerath et al., 2022; NSW Government

& NSW Police, 2022). A recent report recommended financial and
practical support for victims and survivors to prevent cyberstalking,
as well as support by independent advocates to guide them
through the justice system from reporting to any court actions.
Responses to stalking should therefore shift the burden away
from victims and survivors and towards perpetrator accountability
(VLRC, 2022).

6. Bystander Response

Most Australians would intend Boost bystander intention and competence to intervene
to intervene prosocially in prosocially when witnessing violence or disrespect against
response to witnessing abuse women in a range of contexts

and disrespect, but prosocial Initiatives should aim to improve bystander intentions and skills
bystander intervention is for intervening prosocially and outcomes for doing so. For example,
context-dependent initiatives should:

The NCAS asked respondents how * Increase bystander knowledge, confidence and skills for
they would react if they witnessed accurately identifying disrespect and violence and engaging
a sexist joke or verbal abuse. Most in prosocial bystander behaviours and for supporting other
respondents indicated that they people’s prosocial bystander behaviour in a safe and effective
would respond prosocially by saying way via training and awareness campaigns (Alegria-Flores et al.,
something to show their disapproval 2017; Amar et al., 2015; Powell, 2014).

when witnessing a friend verbally .

Challenge the normalisation of everyday hostile sexism,
such as the tendency for people, especially men, to perceive
sexist and racist jokes as harmless (M. R. Lowe et al., 2021;
Pina & Gannon, 2012). These perceptions should be challenged
by shifting the underlying social norms that normalise
microaggressions such as sexist jokes and street harassment

abusing their partner (92%) or if a
work friend (59%) or boss (63%) told
a sexist joke. However, bystander
responses varied by the context,
depending on:

* the type of behaviour, with virtually (Algner & Lorenz, 2022; M. Johnson & Bennett, 2015). Instead,
all respondents being bothered prosocial bystander behaviour should be established as the
by verbal abuse (99%) but social norm across contexts (Baillie et al., 2022; Banyard, 2011;
significantly fewer respondents Bennett et al., 2014).
being bothered by sexist jokes told « Encourage bystanders to identify with positive group norms
by a friend (69%) or a boss (86%) that reject violence against women and endorse prosocial

* the presence of a power differential bystander intervention. People tend to under-estimate
between the bystander and the hidden aspects of social experience, such as the proportion of
perpetrator, with significantly people bothered by sexist jokes, which can normalise inaction
fewer respondents saying they and discourage prosocial intervention (A. D. Berkowitz et al.,
would show public disapproval 2022). Research indicates a relationship between an individual's
to a boss (35%) than a friend (58- referential group norms and their willingness to intervene and
64%), despite significantly more assist victims of intimate partner violence. These group norms,
respondents being bothered by sometimes referred to as “morality social norms”, are what are

the boss scenario deemed by the referential group as “morally correct” and,
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* anticipated peer support, with
significantly more respondents
saying they would show public
rather than private disapproval
if they anticipated peer support
(75-77%) rather than criticism
(47-60%) or silence (36-46%)

* the gender composition of
respondents’ networks, with
respondents who had men-
dominated occupations and social
contexts being significantly less
likely to report prosocial bystander
responses, particularly if they
were men.

Prosocial bystander responses
also depend somewhat on
attitudes towards gender
inequality and acknowledging
violence is a problem

Respondents were significantly more
likely to be bothered by sexist jokes if
they had stronger rejection of gender
inequality and recognised that
violence against women is a problem
in Australia.

Prosocial bystander responses
can be impeded by multiple
barriers, including personal,
context-specific and structural
barriers

The most commonly reported
barriers by respondents who said
they would be bothered by the
abuse or disrespect but would

not intervene included fear of
negative consequences (75-91%),
feeling uncomfortable (75-79%),

not knowing what to say (60-62%),
feeling it would make no difference
(34-52%) and feeling that it was not
one’s business to intervene (30-58%).
These barriers reflect both a lack of
personal skills, such as confidence
and competence to intervene, as well
as context-specific and structural
barriers. Fear of negative

Implications for ending violence against women

as such, are particularly effective in guiding group members’
behaviour (Pagliaro et al., 2011). In this context, the study found
that manipulating group norms to suggest that most individuals
like them would intervene campaigns could promote the NCAS
finding that most Australians are bothered by and intend to say
something publicly or privately to call out sexist jokes and verbal
abuse. Such evidence can help facilitate new social norms and
place those who enact sexist and abusive behaviour at odds
with these norms and open to disapproval (Berndt Rasmussen &
Olsson Yaouzis, 2020).

Remove barriers and negative consequences to speaking
out, including barriers related to power imbalances in
workplaces, and correct misperceptions, especially among men,
that it is “not their business” to speak out.

Increase community attitudes that reject gender inequality
and acknowledge violence against women as a problem, as
the 2021 NCAS results suggest these attitudes are associated
with an increased likelihood of being bothered by sexist
behaviour.

Promote the advantages of intervening when witnessing
disrespect or abuse, such as increasing perpetrators’
awareness of the unacceptability of these behaviours, changing
the social culture that enables these behaviours to continue,
preventing escalation and future perpetration of abuse, and
improving victim and survivor support. It is also important to
increase knowledge of safe ways to intervene (A. D. Berkowitz et
al., 2022; Palmer et al., 2020).

Employ context-specific bystander initiatives. Context-
specific initiatives to increase prosocial bystander behaviours
may be beneficial, given that bystander responses are context-
dependent. For example, initiatives could be tailored according
to the power dynamics, social pressures, barriers and safety
considerations that may be relevant in different situations.
Educate leaders and managers to develop and maintain
respectful and gender-equitable work environments and to
remove barriers to calling out abuse by:

o recognising that power imbalance can mean that subordinates
may be reluctant to report or call out disrespect or abuse;
thus, managers need to be sensitive to situations which
may be uncomfortable, degrading, offensive or otherwise
harmful, as well as to signs of discomfort (e.g. body language)
and provide opportunities where staff feel safe to report any
criticisms or grievances

o leading by example through modelling respectful behaviour
at all times and breaking down cultures that facilitate
disrespectful behaviour by intervening when they witness
disrespect in the workplace

o implementing policies that specify what behaviours are
unacceptable in the workplace, and what employees can do if
they witness or experience these behaviours
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consequences and the futility of
speaking up were more often cited
as barriers for the boss sexist joke
scenario. Feeling that it was not one’s
business to intervene was more
often reported for the friend verbal
abuse scenario.

Understanding, attitudes and
bystander responses are related
to multiple, complex factors,
including demographic factors.
However, demographics explain
only a fraction of the picture.

Regression analysis revealed

that demographic factors were
statistically significant predictors

of respondents’ understanding,
attitudes and bystander responses.
However, together, all demographic
factors examined explained no more
than 20 per cent of the differences
(i.e. the variance) in respondents’
understanding of violence, attitudes
towards gender equality and violence
against women, and bystander
responses, suggesting that the
majority of these differences (at least
80%) are explained by other factors.
Each demographic factor on its own
explained no more than 5 per cent
of these differences. Demographic
factors were less closely related to
attitudes towards violence against
women than were attitudes towards
gender inequality. The modest effect
of demographic factors in predicting
understanding, attitudes and
bystander responses should be kept
in mind when reviewing the results
below.

Implications for ending violence against women

o creating cultures where “whistle blowing” on violence against
women is encouraged and appropriately acted upon (Berndt
Rasmussen & Olsson Yaouzis, 2020; D. P. Green et al., 2020;
Sambaraju, 2020).

See also Part 7 of this table for bystander implications for men and
men-dominated contexts.

7. People and Contexts

Improve understanding of violence, attitudes towards
gender inequality and towards violence against women,
and prosocial bystander responses across all demographic
groups in the population

See implications in Parts 2 to 6 of this table.
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Gender

There is a persistent gender gap
between men and women in
understanding, attitudes and
prosocial bystander responses,
with men lagging behind

Although men and women showed
similar rates of improvement over
time, women maintained more
“advanced” understanding, attitudes
and prosocial bystander responses
regarding violence against women
and gender equality. Women were
significantly more likely than men to
demonstrate stronger:

* understanding of violence against
women, including understanding
of the diverse behaviours
constituting domestic violence
and violence against women more
broadly

e rejection of gender inequality,
including rejection of attitudes
that deny gender inequality
experiences, normalise sexism,
reinforce rigid gender roles,
limit women's autonomy in
relationships and undermine
women'’s leadership

* rejection of violence against women,
including rejection of domestic
violence and sexual violence,
and rejection of attitudes that
minimise violence against women
and shift blame, and attitudes
that mistrust women'’s reports of
violence

» prosocial bystander responses,
being more likely to be bothered
by sexist jokes and to show public
disapproval if a work friend told a
sexist joke.

Implications for ending violence against women

Gender

Engage men as advocates and agents for violence
prevention via gender-transformative, strengths-based and
intersectional approaches

A combination of gender-transformative, strengths-based and
intersectional approaches may help to promote the adoption of
healthier masculinities, respectful relationships and culturally safe
prevention and intervention services, as follows:

Gender-transformative approaches aim to identify and
transform the causes of gender-based inequalities and violence,
including harmful gendered stereotypes, scripts and norms,
and the gender binary and gender hierarchy (Our Watch, 2019b,
2021a). Socialisation imparts societal masculinity expectations
and defines men’s gender role. From early on, many boys are
taught to value hypermasculinity, hypersexuality, toughness,
dominance and aggression and to reject “feminine traits” such
as emotional expression, nurturing and empathy (Cheryan et al.,

2015; Flood, 2008, 2020; Mosher & Tomkins, 1988; Murnen, 2015).

These rigid gendered self-concepts can translate into negative
outcomes for men both at the individual and relationship
levels, with some men experiencing their masculinity as a
fragile concept that must be continually “proved” through

acts of aggression and posturing, particularly when they feel
threatened (Myketiak, 2016; Reigeluth & Addis, 2016; Sikweyiya
et al., 2020; The Men'’s Project & Flood, 2018; Tolman et al.,
2016). Gender-transformative approaches should be used to
assist men to adopt more positive attitudes towards emotional
expression, women and femininity generally and encourage
them to reconsider, broaden or renegotiate their expression
of masculinity (E. Anderson, 2008; Flood, 2019a; Men Engage
Alliance, 2020; Our Watch, 2019b, 2021a).

Strengths-based approaches value the capacity, skills,
knowledge and potential of individuals to effect change in
violence prevention (Banyard & Hamby, 2022; Flood, 2020).
Strengths-based approaches build on men'’s existing strengths,
and may include “personalising” the issue of violence against
women by appealing to men'’s care and concern for the women
and girls they know, appealing to their higher values and
principles, and showing them that men, too, benefit from a
community free from violence against women (Marin-Morales
et al., 2022). This “personalising violence” perspective may assist
men to shift their attitudes towards violence and encourage
them to intervene when witnessing violence (Foubert & Perry,
2007; Yule et al., 2020). These approaches work with the many
men who want to change or are open to change but may not
know how to effect this change (Flood, 2019a). Thus, these
approaches raise men’s awareness of the issues and provide
them with the knowledge and skills necessary to facilitate their
roles as advocates and allies (Our Watch, 2019b, 2021a).
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* Intersectional approaches recognise that violence is
experienced differently depending on the combination of
intersecting oppressions that are relevant to an individual, such
as sexism, ageism, racism, colonialism, heterosexism, classism
and homophobia (Our Watch, 2021a).

Change attitudes that mistrust women and minimise
violence, particularly among men

Further work is needed to challenge erroneous assumptions that
women frequently lie about sexual assaults as a retribution tactic
against men or due to regret, and to challenge attitudes that
excuse, normalise or minimise the impacts of violence against
women or blame the victim for the abuse (Easteal, Holland, et al.,
2018; Gunby et al., 2013; S. Hill & Marshall, 2018; McMillan, 2018;
Minter et al., 2021; Sutherland et al., 2019).

Improve attitudes to gender inequality, including via
addressing backlash, particularly among men

Backlash is where some people actively oppose efforts to improve
gender equality and prevent violence against women by creating
oppositional pressure, including oppositional information. Men
are more likely to express backlash attitudes, in that they deny
women’s gender inequality and gendered violence experiences
and they actively oppose strategies to redress gender inequality.
Itis important to counter and correct the misconceptions and
misogynistic ideology underpinning these attitudes. See also
“Address ‘backlash™ in Part 3 of this table.

Build attitude change into men’s behaviour change
programs

Men could be encouraged to question attitudes that undermine
gender equality, assign rigid gender roles and devalue women
(Forsdike et al., 2021; Hooker et al., 2021). See also “Engage men as
advocates and agents for violence prevention” in this part of this
table.

Encourage early engagement with attitude and behaviour
change programs

Men's behaviour change programs encourage at-risk men to
identify their use of violence in relationships and develop strategies
to curtail their violent behaviour. Greater and earlier availability

of evidence-based behaviour change programs may assist in
preventing escalation of violence within at-risk relationships
(Department of Attorney General and Justice [NSW], 2013). Barriers
to attending men'’s behaviour change programs also need to be
further investigated and addressed (Forsdike et al., 2021).

Encourage and remove barriers to prosocial bystander
intervention among men by fostering masculinity norms
that reject violence, including via men'’s peer groups

The 2021 NCAS results showed that, compared to women, men were
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Non-binary people were
consistently more likely to

have “advanced” understanding
and rejection of problematic
attitudes compared to men and
sometimes also compared to
women

Non-binary respondents were
significantly more likely to
demonstrate stronger:

* understanding of violence against
women compared to men

* rejection of gender inequality
compared to men and women,
including higher rejection of
attitudes that normalise sexism
(compared to men) and higher
rejection of attitudes that deny
gender inequality experiences,

Implications for ending violence against women

less likely to be bothered by sexist jokes and more likely to think that
it was not their business to say anything if a boss told a sexist joke. An
Australian study with men and women undergraduate students found
that higher intention to intervene was associated with an increased
likelihood of actual intervention. The study also found that younger
women students who had lower levels of rape myth acceptance and
had previously engaged in bystander intervention behaviours were
more likely to report intentions to intervene in future risky situations
(Kania & Cale, 2021). Initiatives should challenge the pressure on

men to adhere to rigid gender roles and stereotypes, particularly
masculinity displays, such as sexist jokes and other forms of
hostile sexism. These initiatives should also seek to shift the social
meaning of “male banter”, a type of humour and interactional
practice based on using impolite, offensive and abusive language
as a mechanism for men to convey discourses of gender relations
and sexist ideas (Nichols, 2018). Educational programs should assist
men to relabel this behaviour as sexism rather than humour, and
correct misperceptions that it is not their business to call out this
behaviour in other men (Cole et al., 2020).

It is important to foster both individual and group masculinity
norms that actively reject violence against women regardless of
how or in what context it is expressed (Austin et al., 2016; Bell &
Flood, 2020; Dyson & Flood, 2008; Flood, 2019a; Flood et al., 2021).
Men's peer groups, including sporting groups, schools, men’s
cultural community groups and other spaces where men connect,
offer key opportunities to raise awareness of violence against
women and foster group norms that reject violence against women,
hold perpetrators accountable and promote prosocial bystander
behaviour (Baldry & Pagliaro, 2014; Burrell, 2021; Corboz et al.,
2016; Our Watch, 2019b, 2022a).

Enlist non-binary people as informed and empathetic allies
in violence prevention

There are key opportunities to include non-binary people as allies
in violence prevention. Non-binary respondents demonstrated
higher rejection of gender inequality and violence against women,
suggesting they may be more attuned or sympathetic to the trials
of navigating cisnormative and heteronormative society defined
by dominant and aggressive masculinity, based on their own
experiences of prejudice (Rogers, 2021). Studies suggest gender-
transformative approaches to violence prevention that aim to
shift problematic prevailing gender norms and expectations

may be effective in addressing gender-based violence (Casey

et al., 2018; Flood & Ertel, 2020). Research and program design
that includes and collaborates with non-binary people would be
useful to identify any unique insights and solutions based on their
perspectives and experience in navigating gender-based violence
and discrimination while respecting and acknowledging that non-
binary advocates may themselves be victims and survivors of
violence (Our Watch, 2022a).
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reinforce rigid gender roles and
undermine women's leadership
(compared to men and women)

e rejection of domestic violence
compared to men and stronger
rejection of sexual violence
compared to men and women, as
well as stronger rejection of
attitudes that objectify women
and disregard consent (compared
to men and women), and attitudes
that mistrust women'’s reports of
violence (compared to men).

Age

Age was not a consistent
predictor of understanding,
attitudes and prosocial
bystander responses

There were no significant differences
in understanding of violence

against women by age. In addition,
middle-aged respondents (35 to

64 years) had similar attitudes and
bystander responses to all ages on
average. However, there were a few
significant differences in attitudes
and bystander responses for younger
and older respondents, compared to
all ages on average.

In terms of attitudes:

e younger respondents (25 to 34 years)
demonstrated significantly higher
rejection of violence against women,
especially sexual violence

* older respondents (75 years or over)
demonstrated significantly lower
rejection of gender inequality and
violence against women, including
domestic and sexual violence.

In terms of bystander responses:

e younger respondents (16 to 34
years) were significantly less likely
to intervene if a boss told a sexist
joke, despite 16- to 24-year-olds
being more likely to be bothered
by sexist jokes

Implications for ending violence against women

Age

Address barriers faced by particular age groups when
delivering education and violence prevention initiatives

In accordance with the present findings, prior research has not
found a strong and consistent relationship between age and
attitudes to violence against women. Some studies have found
greater tolerance of gender inequality and violence against women
among older groups (Fleming et al., 2015; Hammond et al., 2017;
Sanchez-Prada et al., 2020), while other studies have found lower
tolerance among older groups (Abeid et al., 2015; Berbegal-

Bolsas et al., 2022). Further, a recent lifecycle study found that the
relationship between age and attitudes differed depending on how
attitudes were measured (Sanchez-Prada et al., 2020). The study
found a U-shaped relationship when attitudes towards violence
against women were explicitly measured, whereby adolescents and
older adults had greater tolerance of violence than other ages.
However, when attitudes were implicitly measured, rejection of
violence against women increased with age.

Nonetheless, interventions with particular age groups should
seek to address the barriers relevant to each age cohort that may
prevent them from accurately identifying and rejecting violence
against women, rejecting gender equality and acting as prosocial
bystanders when witnessing violence and abuse (K. Allen et al.,
2021; Band-Winterstein & Avieli, 2021; Carlisle et al., 2022; Casey et
al., 2017; Fileborn, 2017; Maas et al., 2021).

Facilitate prosocial bystander behaviour by young people in
the workplace

For example, it is important to:

* Address the power differential in employment by
ensuring safe protocols that encourage, support and respond
appropriately to speaking out against disrespect and sexism in
the workplace. Strict policies should also be in place to remove
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» older respondents (65 to 74 years)
were significantly more likely to

intervene if a boss told a sexist joke.

Sexuality

Heterosexual people were
consistently less likely to have
“advanced” understanding
and rejection of problematic
attitudes

Results for respondents from the
following four sexuality groups
were compared to heterosexual
respondents:

* lesbian

° gay

* bisexual or pansexual

» asexual, queer or diverse

sexualities.

Implications for ending violence against women

managers who misuse their power and ensure an independent
investigation that recognises and accounts for power imbalances.
Itis important to recognise how organisational power
differentials can intersect with other factors that affect power
and oppression, including age.

* Upskill young people to provide them with the confidence and

skills needed to act prosocially, such as through assertiveness
training at school, modelling of safe and effective prosocial
behaviours, respectful relationships education programs,

and peer-led education and training. However, it is critical

that these training and educational opportunities are also
embedded within a broader workplace and educational culture
that supports employees and students in enacting prosocial
behaviours in response to sexism and harassment.

Facilitate increased rejection of gender inequality and
violence against women among older people

Interventions with older people should:

* Consider generational or cohort effects which may have
influenced older people’s attitudes because of the particular
social, economic and cultural experiences associated with the
time period in which they were born (Piotrowski et al., 2019). For
example, child-rearing practices have changed over generations,
with corporal punishment no longer being seen as widely
acceptable. Consideration of cohort differences may assist in
tailoring attitude change initiatives to different age groups.

* Consider use of outreach programs as a useful conduit for
conducting education and prevention initiatives with older
Australians, such as holding seminars and workshops in
relevant social settings (e.g. grandparent groups, clubs), through
community services and programs for seniors, and at retirement
living and residential care facilities (E. Kim, 2016; Tucker et al.,
2014).

Sexuality

Foster more inclusive understanding of gender and
sexuality

Rigid and hierarchical constructions of sex, gender and sexuality
are implicated in power structures and inequalities that maintain
sexism, homophobia, biphobia and transphobia and form common
drivers of violence against women and against people who don't
fit rigid gender and heterosexual norms (Carman et al., 2020; Our
Watch, 2021a). Both violence against women and violence against
LGBTQ+ people is most commonly perpetrated by cis men (ABS,
2017; A. O. Hill et al., 2020). It is important to raise awareness of
and address the intersections between sexism and homophobia,
biphobia and transphobia, such as structures that privilege cis
men, rigid definitions of masculinity that value aggression and
heterosexual assertiveness and devalue femininity, and rigid
gender roles (Our Watch, 2019b, 2021a). Action could be taken to:
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Heterosexual respondents
were significantly less likely to
demonstrate stronger:

understanding of violence against

women compared to lesbians

rejection of gender inequality
compared to all sexuality-minority
groups

rejection of violence against women

compared to all sexuality-minority

groups, including:

o rejection of domestic and
sexual violence compared to all
sexuality-minority groups

o rejection of technology-facilitated
abuse compared to lesbians
and bisexual or pansexual
respondents.

Implications for ending violence against women

Use gender-transformative approaches to challenge
heteronormative expectations and norms.
“Heteronormativity” refers to the belief that heterosexuality is
the preferred and “natural” sexual orientation and is predicated
on the notion that gender is binary (i.e. men and women).
Heteronormativity functions to legitimise social and legal
institutions that devalue, marginalise and discriminate against
people who deviate from this normative principle (e.g. gay
men, lesbians, bisexuals, trans people; American Psychological
Association, 2022). The dominance of heteronormative and
cisnormative models of domestic and family violence also makes
it harder to recognise this violence in LGBTQ+ communities,
which can contribute to a culture of silence that leads to LGBTQ+
people staying in abusive relationships and not accessing
services and other vital support (LGBTIQ+ Health Australia,
2022). Heteronormative expectations are reinforced through
socialisation. People, including influential adults such as parents,
grandparents and teachers, often assume that children and
young people are, or will, grow to be heterosexual. The roles
and expectations of genders in intimate relationships (e.g. the
expectation that the boy will pursue the girl) are reinforced
through these heteronormative scripts (Eaton & Rose, 2011).

Gender-transformative approaches could be used to encourage
the community to challenge heteronormative expectations and
norms, which dictate that only traditional binary gender roles
and heterosexual scripts are acceptable (Pham, 2016). There
has been a tendency for sex education to focus predominantly
or exclusively on heterosexual relationships and it is often
delivered in a gender-segregated manner, leading to a lack

of understanding among gender- and sexual-minority youth
(MacAulay et al., 2021). The Australian Curriculum, Assessment
and Reporting Authority (ACARA) made changes to strengthen
explicit teaching of consent and respectful relationships in
Version 9.0 of the Foundation to Year 10 Curriculum (ACARA,
2022). Gender-transformative approaches could increase
understanding of respectful relationships that are inclusive of
all genders and sexualities and are not constrained by societal
pressures based on heteronormative assumptions.

Listen and learn from those in LGBTQ+ communities. People
from LGBTQ+ communities may have experience in navigating
intimate relationships that do not comply with heteronormative
expectations and may be able to provide insight into respectful
relationships that are unrestricted by gendered roles. Studies
suggest the experience of prejudice and discrimination in a
context of heteronormative social expectations may also provide
individuals with a deeper and more subjective understanding of
gender-based violence and inequality (Rogers, 2021).

Work collaboratively with LGBTQ+ advocates and
communities to address underlying drivers of violence.
LGBTQ+ people tend to have more advanced attitudes on
consent, violence against women and gender inequality than
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Country of birth and English
proficiency

People born in a non-main
English-speaking country
(N-MESC) and people with poor
English were less likely to display
“advanced” understanding and
attitudes

While respondents born in an
N-MESC and respondents who spoke
a language other than English (LOTE)
at home were less likely to display
“advanced” understanding and
attitudes, this effect declined with
increasing English proficiency and
increased time living in Australia.

Respondents born in N-MESCs
were significantly less likely than
Australian-born respondents to
demonstrate strong:

understanding of violence against
women and rejection of gender
inequality, but only if they had
lived in Australia for less than six
years

Implications for ending violence against women

heterosexual people, according to the 2021 NCAS and other
evidence (Glace & Kaufman, 2020; Muehlenhard et al., 2016).
However, intimate partner violence is a relatively common
experience for both LGBTQ+ people and heterosexual women
(ABS, 2017; A. O. Hill et al., 2020). Mutually reinforcing work
across sectors is needed to better understand the overlap
between violence against women and violence experienced

by LGBTQ+ communities; to address the underlying drivers

of these types of violence, including the common drivers;

and to aid inclusive primary prevention, early intervention,
response and recovery. For example, collaboration with
LGBTQ+ communities would be beneficial for identifying and
addressing heteronormative assumptions, rigid gender roles
and practices that exclude or devalue people based on their
sexuality or gender expression. Fostering a less proscriptive
and more inclusive understanding of gender and sexuality

in education and media is also an important goal, including
redefining respectful relationships and consent without reliance
on gendered roles. In addition, organisational and government
policies and support services could review whether they
inadvertently reinforce rigid gender roles or devalue or exclude
non-heterosexual relationships.

Country of birth and English proficiency

Develop culturally and linguistically appropriate education,
service and violence prevention initiatives for migrants
from N-MESCs

Migrants to a new country who enter from a vastly different cultural
context are often required to integrate their perspectives on gender
roles, inequality and violence against women with conflicting
perspectives they encounter in the new country (Enosh et al., 2016;
Gongalves & Matos, 2016; Kimber et al., 2015; I. C. Lee, 2013; Njie-
Carr et al., 2021). This acculturation process, whereby individuals
acclimate to a new culture, including by using a new language

and adopting new norms, can be a source of heightened stress

and psychological distress that may be associated with increased
incidents of domestic violence (Nava et al., 2014; Njie-Carr et al.,
2021).

Studies have noted that religious doctrines, patriarchal cultural
norms and higher levels of acculturation increase women's risk for
intimate partner violence, while community support, knowledge of
legal systems and supports, increased education, learning English,
financial independence and formal help-seeking serve as protective
factors (Akinsulure-Smith et al., 2013; Sabri et al., 2018). These
protective factors could be enhanced through initiatives that:

* Provide culturally sensitive education and violence
prevention. People from some N-MESCs may have cultural or
social traditions and values that influence the way they respond
to the NCAS items and their understanding and attitudes.
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* rejection of violence against women,
including domestic and sexual
violence, but only if they had lived
in Australia for less than 11 years.

Respondents who spoke a LOTE at
home were significantly less likely
than Australian-born respondents to
demonstrate strong:

e understanding of violence against
women

* rejection of gender inequality

e rejection of violence against women,
including domestic, sexual and
technology-facilitated violence,
especially if they had poor English
proficiency.

Implications for ending violence against women

Culturally sensitive initiatives are needed that promote gender
equality and women'’s safety while maintaining personally
important aspects of people’s background culture, including
respect for confidentiality and familial lines of kinship
(Fernandez, 2006; Kulwicki et al., 2010; Ragavan et al., 2020).
There may be opportunities for culturally sensitive anti-violence
education and prevention programs for new migrants to be
co-developed with members of the community (Koleth et

al., 2020). These programs may take the form of in-person or
online workshops, with online programs offering the benefits

of flexibility, confidentiality and greater language customisation,
as well as reduced likelihood of stigma (Centre for Women'’s
Safety and Wellbeing, 2021; Fegert et al., 2018; Thomas et

al., 2018). Such programs that build community relationships
and understanding may be particularly beneficial for women
who fear that reporting their victimisation may increase or
perpetuate their isolation from the community, as well as

for women on temporary visas who fear that reporting their
victimisation may adversely impact their visa status (Centre for
Women's Safety and Wellbeing, 2021; Koleth et al., 2020; Segrave
et al., 2021; Thomas et al., 2018).

Provide culturally sensitive outreach and support services,
including English-language training. Support services tailored
to the needs of migrants from N-MESCs may help to overcome
language and cultural barriers that preclude migrants from
seeking support for domestic violence (Finfgeld-Connett &
Johnson, 2013; Hulley et al., 2021; Mose & Gillum, 2016; L. Murray
et al., 2019). Culturally informed initiatives that complement
rather than undermine cultural identity and traditions are more
likely to support women seeking assistance (Fernandez, 2006).
Migrant resource centres may be a useful outreach location for
linking migrants with domestic and sexual violence response
services, as well as with anti-violence prevention programs,

as evidenced by prior initiatives that benefited from the
accessibility, comfort and familiarity of the service location (H. M.
McDonald et al., 2014).

Co-design timely support with migrant communities.
Engaging cultural and religious leaders and services can assist
with raising awareness of domestic violence and leverage
existing relationships of trust to help victims and survivors
seeking support (Koleth et al., 2020; Kulwicki et al., 2010).
Further, communities are more likely to accept and endorse
social norms that reject violence against women and encourage
gender equality if adequate support and education is provided
soon after migration and if the substance of these programs

is conceived with direct consultation with individual migrant
communities (E. Lee, 2007; Lockhart & Danis, 2010). Strategies
that are co-designed with migrant communities are one

means of facilitating these communities to share their cultural
expertise and contribute to the creation of effective anti-violence
strategies and culturally appropriate support services.
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Formal education

Higher formal education was
consistently associated with
more “advanced” attitudes
towards gender inequality and
violence against women

There were no significant
differences in understanding of
violence against women by formal
education. However, respondents
with university qualifications were
significantly more likely than those
with secondary-level education

or with trade-level or equivalent
education to demonstrate stronger:

* rejection of gender inequality

* rejection of violence against women,
particularly sexual violence

» prosocial bystander responses,
being more likely to be bothered
by sexist jokes (although they were
no more likely to intervene).

Implications for ending violence against women

Formal education

Use early intervention to improve understanding and
attitudes regarding gender inequality and violence against
women

Approximately 30 per cent of Australians have a bachelor degree
or higher (ABS, 2021b). Higher formal education appears to
enable the development of more progressive attitudes towards
gender inequality and violence against women. The 2021 findings
are consistent withprevious work suggesting that the university
environment may provide opportunities to challenge attitudes
supportive of gender inequality and violence against women
(Hellmer et al., 2018; Prina & Schatz-Stevens, 2020; Webster et al.,
2018a). However, lower socioeconomic status, remoteness and
lack of language proficiency may present as barriers to accessing
university education. To ensure people who do not attend
university have equivalent opportunities as those who do attend
university for obtaining accurate information regarding violence
against women and gender inequality and for forming prosocial
intervention intentions, the following actions should be taken:

* Provide age-appropriate educational programs early during
compulsory schooling and TAFE education (Abbott et al., 2020;
Amar et al., 2015; Goldfarb & Lieberman, 2021; Griffin et al.,
2021). Primary school, high school and TAFE education initiatives
designed to promote gender equality and reduce tolerance for
violence may assist with reaching people who do not go on to
attend university.

* Provide young adult education for school leavers. This could
be delivered through alternative channels such as social media
(Melovic et al., 2020; Metro Health Violence Prevention, 2021).

A prior study found female respondents with a higher level of
education were significantly less likely to be victims of online
violence than those with a lower level of education (Melovic et al.,
2020).

* Continue and expand campus-based education in
universities. Although some research has suggested higher
levels of some types of violence among less educated or affluent
groups (e.g. Melovic et al., 2020; Redding et al., 2017), other
research suggests that violence can be hidden among more
educated or affluent groups due, for example, to fear of losing
social status or reputation (Haselschwerdt & Hardesty, 2017).
Thus, university students may benefit from campus-based
workshops to improve knowledge of the nature and frequency
of violence against women, including on campus. There is
evidence to suggest that campus-based interventions (e.g.
psychoeducation on sexual violence and harassment for women,
encouraging prosocial behaviour among men) have been
effective at reaching an at-risk population (Hooker et al., 2021).
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Main labour activity

There were only a few significant
associations involving main
labour activity, generally
showing stronger rejection of
violence and prosocial bystander
intervention by employed people

Employed respondents were
significantly more likely to
demonstrate stronger:

* rejection of violence against women,
including sexual violence and
domestic violence, compared to
unemployed respondents

* intention to intervene as a prosocial
bystander if a friend were verbally
abusing their partner, compared
to retirees and those unable to
work.

However, students and respondents
who were unable to work were more
likely than employed respondents
to be bothered by a friend telling a
sexist joke.

Implications for ending violence against women

* Employ public service campaigns. In order to reach the
broader population outside of education settings, it may be of
benefit to implement public service campaigns to improve the
general public's understanding of the nature and prevalence
of violence against women and engender greater rejection of
attitudes that condone violence and gender inequality. Prior
campaigns, such as the Australian Government'’s Stop it at the
Start, have demonstrated effectiveness in achieving these aims,
where 73 per cent of people who recalled seeing the campaign
were motivated to reconsider or change their behaviour towards
others, or were prompted to speak to young people about
respect in relationships (Australian Government, 2021).

Main labour activity

Address unemployment stress, including masculine role
stress, to reduce risk of violence-supportive attitudes and
perpetration of violence

Unlike unemployed people, retirees and those who were unable

to work did not display lower rejection of violence against women
compared to employed people. These findings may suggest that
there are particular interpersonal role and financial stressors
experienced with unemployment that are not associated with being
out of the workforce for other reasons (Bhalotra et al., 2021). For
example, these stressors may include a loss of stability and income,
and the pressure to find work (Crayne, 2020; de Miquel et al., 2022).
Employment status has previously been linked to violence against
women via a “stress hypothesis”. That is, given that unemployment,
financial difficulties and risk of homelessness generate significant
stress in life, reacting with violence against a partner may be a
dysfunctional regulatory response to these life stressors (N. Smith
& Weatherburn, 2013; Weatherburn, 2011). Reducing financial and
psychological stress during unemployment via access to relevant
services, such as psychological services and unemployment
benefits, may protect against antisocial behaviour among those at
risk (Britto et al., 2022; de Miquel et al., 2022; Hogberg et al., 2019).

Men who adhere to rigid masculinity norms may also experience
“masculine role stress” during unemployment if they are unable to
meet perceived standards of masculinity, including self-reliance
and the capacity to be the main income earner for their family
(Baugher & Gazmararian, 2015; Harrington et al., 2021; J. Kim &
Luke, 2020; Syzdek & Addis, 2010; Webster et al., 2018a). They may
sometimes seek to assuage this role stress and assert some control
over their circumstances by blaming or lashing out at partners or
other targets (Baugher & Gazmararian, 2015). Reports on intimate
partner homicide demonstrate the importance of targeting
perpetrator unemployment as a precursor to escalation of violence
(Bhalotra et al., 2021; Carlsson et al., 2021). Further, education and
violence prevention initiatives could seek to engage with at-risk
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Socioeconomic status of area

Respondents living in areas with
the lowest socioeconomic status
were significantly less likely than
those living in areas with the
highest socioeconomic status

to reject gender inequality and
violence against women

Gender composition of
occupation and social contexts

Women-dominated contexts
were linked to higher rejection of
gender inequality and violence
against women whereas men-
dominated contexts were linked
to greater tolerance of sexist
jokes
e Significantly higher rejection
of gender inequality was
demonstrated by men in
women-dominated occupations
and respondents with women-
dominated social networks.
* Significantly higher rejection
of violence against women,
particularly sexual violence,
was demonstrated by women
with women-dominated social
networks.

Implications for ending violence against women

unemployed men and challenge toxic attitudes and transform
dysfunctional stress coping mechanisms (Baugher & Gazmararian,
2015; Gallagher & Parrott, 2011).

Socioeconomic status of area

Address barriers to accessing services that help prevent and
respond to violence in lower socioeconomic areas by taking
the following actions:

* Increase availability and uptake of material and social
resources and opportunities helpful in violence prevention
in lower socioeconomic areas. Further research is required
to identify what resources and opportunities have the biggest
impact on attitudes towards gender inequality and violence, and
the area-specific barriers to accessing them.

* Increase the availability and visibility of support
services, including financial and housing support in lower
socioeconomic areas. To protect against women staying in
abusive relationships due to a lack of access to services and
feelings of isolation, efforts could be made to increase the
visibility and proximity of support services within low-income
areas. In addition, to counter the financial barriers women can
face when leaving violent relationships, the availability and
awareness of housing and financial support services in areas
with low socioeconomic status needs to be considered.

Gender composition of occupation
and social contexts

Reduce gender segregation in the Australian workforce

Australia continues to have a very gender-segregated workforce,
with less than half of industries employing a balanced mix of men
and women (WGEA, 2022a). In the 2021 NCAS, most employed
men (68%) worked in a men-dominated or highly men-dominated
occupation. Based on 2021 NCAS results, interactions with women
at work and via social networks may help increase rejection of
gender inequality. Also, pressure to prove masculinity tends

to be higher in men-dominated occupations, which can create
vocational training and workplaces where aggression and sexism
are normalised and rewarded (Bridges et al., 2020, 2022). Thus,
gender segregation in the workforce needs to be addressed.
Men-dominated industries in particular need to examine the
cultures, practices and policies that create barriers to women
participating safely and productively. To reduce gender segregation
in the workforce, organisations can use the WGEA tools, such as
the Gender Strategy Toolkit, to diagnose and address barriers to
gender equality in their workplace (WGEA, 2019). Other strategies
to reduce gender segregation in the workforce include creating
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In terms of bystander responses:

¢ respondents with women-
dominated social networks were
more likely to be bothered by
sexist jokes, while men in men-
dominated occupations were less
likely to be bothered.

Respondents with gender-balanced
social networks would be more likely
than men with men-dominated
social networks to intervene when
witnessing a sexist joke.

Implications for ending violence against women

opportunities to elevate women into leadership roles and
increasing men's access to flexible work arrangements (AHRC,
2017b).

Challenge microaggressions such as sexist humour in men-
dominated contexts

Peer groups could be particularly helpful in challenging
microaggressions such as sexist humour and traditional concepts
of masculinity that facilitate gender inequality and violence against
women. For example, exposure to sexist humour creates a context
in which some men feel comfortable expressing aggressive
tendencies towards women, partially because this type of humour
makes it easier for men who have antagonistic attitudes towards
women to express their prejudice without fear of social reprisal
(Romero-Sanchez et al., 2019). The enjoyment of sexist humour
has also been found to be positively correlated with rape-related
attitudes and beliefs; the self-reported likelihood of forcing sex;
and psychological, physical and sexual aggression in men (Romero-
Sanchez et al., 2017; Ryan & Kanjorski, 1998). Thus, peer groups
represent a key mechanism of sanction whereby aggression
towards women, even in the form of seemingly “benign” behaviour,
can be denounced by the group, thereby communicating their
rejection of violence against women and gender inequality.

Use gender-transformative approaches in men-dominated
occupations and community groups

Men in men-dominated occupations were less likely to anticipate
being bothered by sexist jokes. This finding concurs with

research suggesting that men-dominated occupations can have
“masculinity contest cultures”, where men feel pressure to prove
their masculinity, including through disrespect towards women
and sexist jokes (Berdahl, Cooper, et al., 2018; J. Lee, 2018). Gender-
transformative approaches may be helpful in redefining and
validating the many expressions of masculinity that do not require
dominance over others (Our Watch, 2021a).

Develop workplace protocols and initiatives to facilitate
safety and confidence for prosocial bystander intervention

Respondents with women-dominated social networks were more
likely to be bothered by men telling sexist jokes in the workplace,
but were no more likely to indicate intention to intervene. This
finding may reflect lower confidence or assertiveness among
people with women-dominated social networks to stand up to a
male colleague or boss due to gender and role disparities. As part
of workplace safety and sexual harassment training, organisations
may benefit from affirming zero tolerance of disrespect and sexism
and ensuring appropriate protocols are in place for safe reporting
and “calling out” of disrespect.
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Build confidence to interact respectfully with people of all
genders

While respondents with women-dominated social networks were
more likely to anticipate being bothered by sexist jokes, it was
respondents with gender-balanced social networks who indicated
greater intention to intervene prosocially. This finding suggests
that building confidence in interacting with people of all genders
may help bystanders to intervene when witnessing disrespectful
behaviours directed by a man at a woman.

Challenge attitudes supporting hegemonic masculinity in
men-dominated contexts

Men who are primarily surrounded by men at work and in their
social circles may feel some pressure to consistently confirm their
masculinity in the presence of other men. These men-dominated
contexts may encourage hypermasculine displays and sexist
attitudes and behaviour as men seek to assert their position among
other men. Prior studies confirm that these behaviours occur in
workplaces and social contexts where men feel their status may

be under threat (S. Becker & Tinkler, 2021; Berdahl, 2007; Blumell

& Mulupi, 2020). Initiatives must continue to engage with men

to challenge these hegemonic masculinity assumptions (Burrell,
2021; Jewkes, Morrell, et al., 2015; Our Watch, 2022a). Further,
organisations can use the WGEA tools, such as the Gender Strategy
Toolkit, to diagnose and address barriers to gender equality in
theirworkplace (WGEA, 2019).

Note: For practical guides and toolkits in the following areas, see:

Domestic violence: National principles to address coercive control: Consultation draft (Meeting of Attorneys-General, 2022) and New paid family and
domestic violence leave (Fair Work Ombudsman, 2022)

Sexual assault: New South Wales Government information on affirmative sexual consent (Department of Communities and Justice, 2022) and
recommendations arising from Change the Course: National Report on Sexual Assault and Sexual Harassment at Australian Universities (AHRC, 2017a)

Sexual harassment: AHRC series of publications (AHRC, 2014, 2017a, 2018a, 2020) and eSafety’s guidelines about how employers and employees
should respond to technology-facilitated abuse in the workplace (eSafety, 2022k)

Technology-facilitated abuse: Suite of eSafety resources for industry, media and educators (eSafety, 2022b, 2022, 2022d, 2022g, 2022j, 2022k)

Bystander interventions: VicHealth bystander action toolkits for organisations and state sporting associations (VicHealth, 2014; VicHealth &
Behavioural Insights Team, 2019) and Say It Out Loud’s toolkit for friends and family (ACON, 2018)

Gender equality: WGEA's Gender Strategy Toolkit (WGEA, 2019) and Our Watch's Men in Focus resources (Our Watch, 2022a)

LGBTQ+ communities: Rainbow Health Australia Pride in Prevention guides (Carman et al., 2020; Fairchild et al., 2021) and National LGBTI Health
Alliance guide (National LGBTI Health Alliance, 2016)

Cultural safety: ANROWS's Research Insights report (Koleth et al., 2020) and Harmony Alliance publications (Harmony Alliance, 2022).
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10.3 Implications for

future research

The richness of the NCAS data about population-level
understanding and attitudes regarding violence against
women both generates unique insights and highlights
opportunities for further research. Potential future
studies to supplement or delve further into the 2021
NCAS findings, as well as possible new inclusions in
future waves of the NCAS to enhance its interrogative
utility, are outlined below by research topic.® As a
general principle, future research and evaluation in the
area of violence against women should aim to apply
an intersectional lens wherever appropriate, which
considers the diversity of lived experiences of women
and how these are shaped by patterns of power, privilege,
discrimination and oppression across society.

Future studies to supplement the NCAS

Attitudes that minimise violence and shift blame.
Further qualitative research that explores the norms
underpinning attitudes that minimise violence against
women and shift blame from perpetrators onto victims
and survivors is warranted. In particular, it is critical to
understandiftheseattitudesaregroundedinentrenched
hostile sexist ideology, reactive backlash attitudes or a
combination of both, as these distinct types of attitudes
require different intervention responses. Research
could also examine the contexts in which victim-blaming
attitudes are more likely to be evident. Following on from
the valuable recent ANROWS study examining sexual
violence, a future study examining minimising and
blame-shifting attitudes regarding domestic violence
would also be valuable (Minter et al., 2021).

Non-physical violence, including coercive control.
Research could further examine the factors that shape
understanding and attitudes regarding non-physical
forms of violence, such as financial and psychological
abuse and coercive control, to help inform domestic
violence education initiatives. It is also essential to build
an evidence base on the effectiveness of criminalisation
and other responses to coercive control, including any
unintended consequences of these responses (ANROWS,
2021).

Technology-facilitated abuse. Noting the growing and
emerging forms oftechnology-facilitated abuse, research
could further explore the unique dynamics of this form
of abuse, especially the scale and speed through which
it can exacerbate and aggravate other forms of violence

and abuse. Further research could explore how to dispel
any attitudes or beliefs that minimise the seriousness
of technology-facilitated abuse; the factors that may
facilitate or enable certain types of online abuse, such
as online sexual abuse; the prevalence of technology-
facilitated abuse experienced by young people; young
people’s understanding of technology-facilitated
abuse and how it relates to digital literacy and sexual
expression; and targeted interventions that are effective
in preventing technology-facilitated abuse.

Resistance and backlash. Backlash attitudes appear
to be related to mistrust of women'’s reports of violence,
but more qualitative research is needed to confirm this
link and unravel its persistence as a harmful attitude
among some sections of the community. The present
results demonstrated that mistrust of women'’s reports
of violence victimisation was still the most widely
endorsed attitude supportive of violence against women
(despite some improvements since 2017), hence further
qualitative and quantitative studies, particularly with
men'’s peer groups, would be beneficial.

Perpetrator early intervention. Research examining
opportunities to challenge problematic attitudes and
behaviours among young men would be valuable.
Specifically, qualitative and quantitative research
exploring young men’'s use of violence in their first
intimate relationships would inform the development
of early intervention programs that could challenge
violence-supportive beliefs, including the use of coercive
control and coercive sexual behaviours (Abbott et al.,
2020; Baldwin-White, 2019; Carlisle et al., 2022; @verlien
et al., 2020).

Understanding the drivers of violence against
women. The NCAS findings showed that attitudes
towards genderinequality and understanding of violence
against women predict attitudes towards violence
against women. Further research could investigate
which aspects of understanding and attitudes are most
strongly associated with perpetration of violence against
women, as well as which factors may moderate any
such associations. For example, it would be of interest
to examine gender as a possible moderator, given
that gender explains only a fraction of the difference
in people’s attitudes even though the vast majority of
violence against women is perpetrated by men. For
example, do less progressive attitudes lead to different
behaviours by men (e.g. increased likelihood of violence
perpetration) and women (e.g. increased likelihood of
self-blame, shame and silence)?

137 Note that given the requirement to maintain much of the existing NCAS content for the key purpose of measuring change over time in community
understanding and attitudes, it is only possible to include a small amount of new content in each new NCAS wave.



Myths and misconceptions regarding domestic and
sexual violence. Further investigation into the factors
underlying myths and misconceptions about domestic
and sexual violence would be useful. For example, in-
depth interviews may provide further insight into the
factors shaping incorrect beliefs that domestic violence
is a consequence of day-to-day stress, that it is easy to
leave a violent relationship and that women have a duty
to hold families together regardless of risk. Similarly,
further studies could explore misconceptions that
sexual assault tends to follow a specific “script” for both
the victim and the perpetrator and that intoxication
augments victim responsibility but mitigates perpetrator
accountability. These insights could be used to inform
awareness and education strategies, such as a national
media campaign, to challenge these prevailing myths
and misconceptions and provide the community with
a better understanding of both domestic and sexual
violence.

Beliefs that violence only happens elsewhere, in
other neighbourhoods and other communities. Given
the lower recognition among respondents of violence
against women within one's own local area, compared
to recognition of violence as a national issue, qualitative
research could be used to understand this mismatch.
Specifically, research could examine the drivers of
this mismatch, such as biases and potential cognitive
dissonance, aswellashowtoincrease understandingthat
violence against women occurs across all communities,
cultures and socioeconomic groups.

Prosocial bystander behaviour. Research could also
further investigate the relationship between attitudes
towards violence against women and bystander
behaviour. In addition, research could further elucidate
the barriers, including context-specific barriers, to
prosocial bystander intervention when witnessing
disrespect and abuse. For instance, qualitative research
could present diverse abuse scenarios to participants
and provide them with differing information on how
most people would react or what behaviour would be
“morally correct” in each situation, such as among peers
or within a work environment. Such research would
allow the enablers of prosocial bystander behaviour to
be further elucidated, which could inform interventions
to boost prosocial bystander responses across different
contexts.

Normalisation of microaggressions. Given the sizeable
proportions of respondents who condoned attitudes
denying gender inequality experiences, further research
is needed to investigate microaggressions against
women in both offline and online public spaces (lliadis,
2022). For example, peer group focus groups would
provide critical insights into the ways in which peer

norms either recognise and penalise sexist behaviour or
else endorse and support this behaviour. These insights
could be used to articulate effective interventions that
are responsive to the barriers to change within specific
groups.

Gender composition of workplaces. Based on
the 2021 NCAS findings that men working in men-
dominated occupations were less likely to be bothered
by sexist jokes, qualitative research could explore the
barriers and enablers to intervening when witnessing
sexist behaviour in different organisational contexts,
including women- and men-dominated workplaces and
gender-balanced workplaces. These studies could focus
particularly on workplace culture and norms in these
organisations and institutions (Berndt Rasmussen &
Olsson Yaouzis, 2020).

Cultural differences in social norms. Qualitative
and quantitative research could also investigate if
cultural differences, such as patriarchal societal norms
in different cultures, affect whether different abusive,
controlling and violent behaviours are perceived to be
instances of violence against women.

Childhood exposure to domestic violence. Given the
association between exposure to domestic violence in
childhood and the formation of norms and attitudes
regarding violence against women, studies should
continue to investigate effective early intervention
strategies and programs to prevent intergenerational
transmission of violence against women (Aglero et
al., 2022; Eriksson & Mazerolle, 2015; Kanwal Aslam et
al., 2015). Early childhood health centres may provide
an opportunity to conduct research and to test the
effectiveness of intervention strategies via longitudinal
research programs.

Barriers to leaving violent relationships. Given
prevailing attitudes among some Australians that it is
easy to leave an abusive relationship, further studies
with victims and survivors of domestic violence to
assess the barriers to leaving these relationships would
be valuable. These insights could be used to inform
a “lived experience” community awareness campaign,
as well as provide further indicators of the gaps in
structural support that may deter women from leaving.
In addition to the tangible support necessary to facilitate
an expedited departure from an abusive relationship,
future studies could also investigate less tangible
barriers, such as psychological dependency and trauma
and the supportvictims and survivors need to overcome
these obstacles.
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Attitudes towards gender inequality by gender.
Further insight is needed into why men continue to be
less likely to reject gender inequality than women and
non-binary people. Research could investigate what
experiences or factors differentially shape men’'s and
women's attitudes, and why men sometimes have
polarised views of gender inequality. For example,
assessments of men’s sometimes polarised views
of gender inequality could be examined through
measures such as the Men'’s Polarized Gender Thinking
Questionnaire and items from the Beliefs in Sexism
Shift Scale (Bergman et al., 2014; Zehnter et al., 2021).
Such studies could use qualitative or mixed-method
approaches to untangle some of the nuances in men's
understanding of gender inequality.

Attitudes towards gender equality and violence
against women in different age and cultural cohorts.
Recent qualitative ANROWS research investigated young
people’s understanding of domestic violence based on
some concerning findings from the 2017 NCAS (Carlisle
et al., 2022). Similarly, the current NCAS findings suggest
older cohorts display significantly lower rejection of
violence against women and gender inequality. Both
findings underscore the importance of further research
with separate age cohorts to better understand nuances
in understanding and attitudes towards violence against
women to ensure intervention strategies appropriately
address specific barriers for different age cohorts. These
studies could help inform strategies to provide different
age cohorts with the necessary skills to serve as agents
of change in the prevention of domestic violence. To
develop violence prevention interventions that meet the
specific needs of abused immigrant women, research is
also needed on how acculturation interfaces with other
factors such as education, cultural beliefs and mental
health.

Enablers of non-binary people’s more advanced
understanding and attitudes. The 2021 NCAS was the
first to include information about non-binary people.
Even though the number of non-binary respondents
was relatively small, non-binary respondents were
found to demonstrate more advanced understanding
and attitudes regarding domestic violence and gender
inequality. Future iterations of the NCAS could be
supplemented with qualitative research with non-binary
people to better understand the enablers of their more
progressive understanding and attitudes.

Sexual consent across the life course. The present
results identified some concerning attitudes about
sexual consent. Qualitative studies could be used to
better understand the everyday negotiation of sexual
consent to help identify gaps in knowledge of, and
barriers to, affirmative, ongoing consent in real life. For

example, in-depth interviews could focus on a range of
relational contexts (e.g. long- or short-term relationships,
casual relationships, and online dating sites and apps) for
differentage cohorts, as well as the connections between
sexual consent, gender roles and social norms (Brady
et al., 2018; Graf & Johnson, 2020; Kettrey, 2018; Willis
& Jozkowski, 2018). Such research could inform relevant
relationships education for different age cohorts.

Evaluations of sexual consent and respectful
relationships education programs. Given the NCAS
evidence of some concerning misunderstandings of
sexual consent, future qualitative and quantitative
research could explore and evaluate consent and
respectful relationships education programs with the
purpose of identifying and implementing strategies
that are effective at increasing the adoption of explicit,
affirmative and ongoing sexual consent (Willis &
Jozkowski, 2018). Providing people, particularly young
people as they become sexually active, with the tools
to respectfully seek affirmative and ongoing consent is
essential to challenge persistent misconceptions in the
community regarding sexual assault.

Evaluations of prevention initiatives. All prevention
initiatives, including respectful relationships education,
bystander interventions, gender-transformative
approaches, men’'s behaviour change programs
and organisational interventions to address sexual
harassment, should be systematically evaluated.
Program evaluation is critical for building the “what
works” evidence base and informing the design of best
practice prevention initiatives for different contexts
and cohorts, as well as for identifying any unintended
consequences of such programs. To feed into program
design and ongoing improvement of prevention
programs and initiatives, the “what works” evidence base
also needs to be easily accessible to practice designers
and practitioners (A. Nicholas et al., 2020).

National data collections. It is also important to
maintain and further interrogate regular national data
collections, and there are opportunities to expand
data collections. For example, further analysis of
PSS data could reveal additional insights about the
nature of perpetration and help-seeking behaviour,
and may provide insights for designing and evaluating
interventions. The PSS national data on victimisation
could be supplemented with longitudinal victimisation
surveys to better understand victimisation over the life
course or studies to capture systematic information on
the nature of perpetration and the characteristics of
perpetrators.



Future waves of the NCAS

To allow measurement of changes in understanding and
attitudes over time, the NCAS must retain core items
over future waves. Nonetheless, each survey wave
could include some new content to explore new topics
or existing topics more comprehensively (by omitting
or cycling out some items). Some topics that could
be explored by the NCAS in the future, and possibly
supplemented further by additional studies, are outlined
below.

Non-physical forms of violence, including coercive
control. Based on the relatively higher recognition of
physical violence noted in the current findings, future
waves of the NCAS should aim to increase the inclusion of
items measuring understanding and attitudes regarding
different forms of non-physical forms of abuse, including
financial abuse, technology-facilitated abuse, gaslighting
and other forms of psychological manipulation, control
and abuse.

Social dominance orientation. Given other research
has suggested an association between recognition
of violence against women and social dominance
orientation, future iterations of the NCAS could consider
examiningif perceptions of socialdominance(e.g.ofone's
peer group) is related to understanding and attitudes
regarding violence against women (Rollero et al., 2019).
Similarly, measures related to fragile masculinity and
masculine gender role stress may also elicit some novel
insights into the drivers of the lower rejection of violence
against women among men.

Understanding of the gendered nature of violence.
The lower recognition of the gendered nature of domestic
violence warrants further investigation to ascertain the
extent to which backlash, gender-ignoring attitudes and
other biases are enabling misconceptions regarding the
perpetration and consequences of domestic violence
among different genders (Flood, 2019¢). The inclusion
of specific backlash measures to tap into these attitudes
would be useful to better understand this finding. Such
investigation could include measures of “inverse sexism”,
which is the notion that feminism has created a gender
order in which women hold the dominant position in
society and that men are subordinated (Carian, 2022).

Understanding and attitudesregardingviolent media
and pornography. The link between violent media
consumption and aggressive attitudes and behaviours
is well established (Bernstein et al.,, 2022b; Gentile &
Bushman, 2012; Greitemeyer, 2013; Hasan et al., 2013).
Similarly, prior studies have identified an association

betweenviolence-supportive attitudes and pornography
viewing and the role of violent pornography in abuse
incidents, including intimate partner violence (Tarzia &
Tyler, 2020). Future iterations of the NCAS could consider
including a measure of violent media and pornography
consumption and investigate how attitudes towards
this content may correlate with the endorsement of
violence against women and with attitudes regarding
gender inequality, sexual consent, rape myths and
heteronormativity (Bernstein et al., 2022b; Borgogna et
al., 2021; Eaton et al., 2021; Wright & Tokunaga, 2016).

Understanding and attitudes regarding sexual
consent. The 2021 NCAS identified evidence of some
problematic understanding and attitudes regarding
sexual consent among some Australians. Consideration
couldbegiventotheinclusionof newitemsinthe NCASto
further identify the specific types of gaps in community
understanding of consent and problematic attitudes
towards consent, as well as the factors associated with
these, in order to inform education initiatives.
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11 Conclusion

The NCAS findings provide evidence that understanding and
attitudes regarding violence against women are generally moving
towards positive change, although this change is occurring slowly.
The NCAS results identify areas where it would be particularly
beneficial to focus prevention efforts to address gaps in
understanding of violence against women and to transform more
entrenched problematic attitudes towards this violence and gender
inequality. The findings point to many opportunities across the
primary prevention, early intervention, response, and recovery

and healing continuum that can potentially contribute to reaching
the aspiration of ending violence against women and building a
culture that supports safety, respect and equality for all Australians
(COAG, 2022). It is clear that these initiatives must be undertaken
across the population and at all levels of society if this aspiration

is to be reached. The NCAS is also a useful tool for highlighting
areas where further research, evaluation and monitoring could be
beneficial. For example, further investigation and analysis could
provide deeper knowledge about the factors underlying problematic
attitudes, as well as about the barriers and facilitators to improving
these attitudes and to breaking down the culture that perpetuates
violence against women.



12 References

Aaron, T. S. (2020). Black women: Perceptions and enactments
of leadership. Journal of School Leadership, 30(2), 146-165.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1052684619871020

Abbott, K., Weckesser, A., & Egan, H. (2020). “Everyone knows
someone in an unhealthy relationship”: Young people's talk
about intimate heterosexual relationships in England. Sex
Education, 21(3), 304-318. https://doi.org/10.1080/14681811
.2020.1801407

ABC News. (2020, March 12). Harvey Weinstein sentenced
to 23 years in prison for sexual assaults in win for #MeToo
movement. https://www.abc.net.au/news/2020-03-12/
harvey-weinstein-sentence-sexual-assault-conviction-
metoo/12047566

Abeid, M., Muganyizi, P., Massawe, S., Mpembeni, R., Darj, E., &
Axemo, P. (2015). Knowledge and attitude towards rape and
child sexual abuse - A community-based cross-sectional
study in rural Tanzania. BMC Public Health, 15(1), 1-12.
https://doi.org/10.1186/512889-015-1757-7

Abrams, D., Viki, G. T., Masser, B., & Bohner, G. (2003).
Perceptions of stranger and acquaintance rape: The role
of benevolent and hostile sexism in victim blame and rape
proclivity. Journal of Personality & Social Psychology, 84(1),
111-125. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.84.1.111

ACON. (2018). Friends and family toolkit: Recognise, respond,
recover. Say It Out Loud. https://sayitoutloud.org.au/
wp-content/uploads/2018/06/ACON-DFV-BYSTANDER-
INTERVENTION-TOOLKIT.pdf

ACT Government. (2022, May 5). Clearer and stronger sexual
consent laws [Media release]. https://www.cmtedd.act.gov.
au/open_government/inform/act_government_media_
releases/rattenbury/2022/clearer-and-stronger-sexual-
consent-laws

Adams, A., Tolman, R. E., Bybee, D., Sullivan, C., & Kennedy, A.
(2012). The impact of intimate partner violence on low-
income women'’s economic well-being: The mediating role
of job stability. Violence Against Women, 18(12), 1345-1367.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801212474294

Adams, C.J. (1996). “This is not our fathers’ pornography”:
Sex, lies, and computers. In C. Ess (Ed.), Philosophical
perspectives on computer-mediated communication (pp.
147-170). State University of New York Press.

Addington, L. A. (2020). Police response to same-sex intimate
partner violence in the marriage equality era. Criminal
Justice Studies, 33, 213-230. https://doi.org/10.1080/147860
1X.2020.1786277

Adefolalu, A. O. (2014). Fear of the perpetrator: A major reason
why sexual assault victims delayed presenting at hospital.
Tropical Medicine & International Health, 19(3), 342-347.
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1111/tmi.12249

Ades, V. (2020). Sexual and gender-based violence: A complete
clinical guide. Springer International Publishing. https://doi.
org/10.1007/978-3-030-38345-9

Adib, M., Esmaeili, M., Zakerimoghadam, M., & Nayeri, N.
D. (2019). Barriers to help-seeking for elder abuse: A
qualitative study of older adults. Geriatric Nursing, 40(6),
565-571.

Adinkrah, M. (2011). Criminalizing rape within marriage:
Perspectives of Ghanaian university students. International
Journal of Offender Therapy and Comparative Criminology,
55(6), 982-1010. https://doi.org/10.1177/0306624X10371800

Adolfsson, K., Stromwall, L. A., & Landstrom, S. (2017). Blame
attributions in multiple perpetrator rape cases: The
impact of sympathy, consent, force, and beliefs. Journal of
Interpersonal Violence, 35(23-24), 5336-5364. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0886260517721171

Afrouz, R. (2021). The nature, patterns and consequences of
technology-facilitated domestic abuse: A scoping review.
Trauma, Violence, & Abuse. Advance online publication.
https://doi.org/10.1177/15248380211046752

Aghtaie, N., Larkins, C., Barter, C., Stanley, N., Wood, M., &
@verlien, C. (2018). Interpersonal violence and abuse in
young people’s relationships in five European countries:
Online and offline normalisation of heteronormativity.
Journal of Gender-Based Violence, 2(2), 293-310. https://doi.
org/10.1332/239868018X15263879270302

279


https://doi.org/10.1177/1052684619871020
https://doi.org/10.1080/14681811.2020.1801407
https://doi.org/10.1080/14681811.2020.1801407
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2020-03-12/harvey-weinstein-sentence-sexual-assault-conviction-metoo/12047566
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2020-03-12/harvey-weinstein-sentence-sexual-assault-conviction-metoo/12047566
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2020-03-12/harvey-weinstein-sentence-sexual-assault-conviction-metoo/12047566
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-015-1757-7
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.84.1.111
https://sayitoutloud.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2018/06/ACON-DFV-BYSTANDER-INTERVENTION-TOOLKIT.pdf
https://sayitoutloud.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2018/06/ACON-DFV-BYSTANDER-INTERVENTION-TOOLKIT.pdf
https://sayitoutloud.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2018/06/ACON-DFV-BYSTANDER-INTERVENTION-TOOLKIT.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801212474294
https://doi.org/10.1080/1478601X.2020.1786277
https://doi.org/10.1080/1478601X.2020.1786277
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1111/tmi.12249
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-38345-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-38345-9
https://doi.org/10.1177/0306624X10371800
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260517721171
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260517721171
https://doi.org/10.1177/15248380211046752
https://doi.org/10.1332/239868018X15263879270302
https://doi.org/10.1332/239868018X15263879270302

280

Aguero, J. M., Herrera-Almanza, C., & Villa, K. (2022). Do
human capital investments mediate the intergenerational
transmission of domestic violence? SSM - Population Health,
17. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssmph.2021.100985

Ahmad, F., Driver, N., McNally, M. J., & Stewart, D. E. (2009).
“Why doesn’t she seek help for partner abuse?” An
exploratory study with South Asian immigrant women.
Social Science & Medicine, 69(4), 613-622. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2009.06.011

Ahuja, K. K., & Padhy, P. (2021). The cyber avatar of sexual
harassment at the workplace: Media analysis of reports
during COVID-19. Journal of Psychosexual Health, 3(4),
322-331. https://doi.org/10.1177/26318318211047832

Aito, E. (2009). A narrative of family violence and integration
issues among immigrants, refugees and visible
minorities: Exploring access to preventative institutional
services. International Journal of Diversity in Organisations,
Communities & Nations, 9(2), 97-110.

Ajzen, I. (1991). The theory of planned behavior. Organizational
Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 50(2), 179-
211. https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/0749-
5978(91)90020-T

Ajzen, |., & Fishbein, M. (1980). Understanding attitudes and
predicting social behavior. Prentice-Hall.

Akinsulure-Smith, A. M., Chu, T., Keatley, E., & Rasmussen,
A. (2013). Intimate partner violence among west African
immigrants. Journal of Aggression, Maltreatment & Trauma,
22(1), 109-126. https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1080/1092
6771.2013.719592

Albarracin, D., & Shavitt, S. (2018). Attitudes and attitude
change. Annual Review of Psychology, 69(1), 299-327. https://
doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-122216-011911

Alderson, S., Westmarland, N., & Kelly, L. (2013). The need
for accountability to, and support for, children of men on
domestic violence perpetrator programmes. Child Abuse
Review, 22(3), 182-193. https://doi.org/10.1002/car.2223

Alegria-Flores, K., Raker, K., Pleasants, R. K., Weaver, M.
A., & Weinberger, M. (2017). Preventing interpersonal
violence on college campuses: The effect of one
act training on bystander intervention. Journal of
Interpersonal Violence, 32(7), 1103-1126. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0886260515587666

Alexander-Scott, M., Bell, E., & Holden, J. (2016). DFID guidance
note: Shifting social norms to tackle violence against women
and girls (VAWG). VAWG Helpdesk.

Alfredsson, H., Ask, K., & von Borgstede, C. (2014).
Motivational and cognitive predictors of the propensity
to intervene against intimate partner violence. Journal
of Interpersonal Violence, 29(10), 1877-1893. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0886260513511696

Algner, M., & Lorenz, T. (2022). You're prettier when you
smile: Construction and validation of a questionnaire to
assess microaggressions against women in the workplace.
Frontiers in Psychology, 13, 809862-809862. https://doi.
org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.809862

Allen, D. (2009). Reducing the burden of proving discrimination
in Australia. Sydney Law Review, 24(4).

Allen, J.]., Anderson, C. A., & Bushman, B.]. (2018). The general
aggression model. Current Opinion in Psychology, 19, 75-80.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2017.03.034

Allen, K., Cuthbert, K., Hall, J.J., Hines, S., & Elley, S. (2021).
Trailblazing the gender revolution? Young people’s
understandings of gender diversity through generation
and social change. Journal of Youth Studies, 25(5), 650-666,.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13676261.2021.1923674

Allimant, A., & Ostapiej-Piatkowski, B. (2011). Supporting
women from CALD backgrounds who are victim/survivors
of sexual violence: Challenges and opportunities for
practitioners (ACSSA Wrap No. 9). Australian Centre for
the Study of Sexual Assault, Australian Institute of Family
Studies.

Amar, A. F., Tuccinardi, N., Heislein, J., & Simpson, S. (2015).
Friends helping friends: A nonrandomized control trial
of a peer-based response to dating violence. Nursing
Outlook, 63(4), 496-503. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
outlook.2015.01.004

American Psychological Association. (2022).
Heteronormativity. APA dictionary of psychology. https://
dictionary.apa.org/heteronormativity

Andersen, J. P, Nielsen, M. W., Simone, N. L., Lewiss, R. E.,
&Jagsi, R. (2020). COVID-19 medical papers have fewer
women first authors than expected. elife, 9. https://doi.
org/10.7554/eLife.58807

Anderson, C. A, Bushman, B.J., Donnerstein, E., Hummer, T. A.,
& Warburton, W. (2015). SPSSI research summary on media
violence. Analyses of Social Issues and Public Policy, 15(1),
4-19. https://doi.org/10.1111/asap.12093

Anderson, E. (2008). “l used to think women were weak":
Orthodox masculinity, gender segregation, and sport.
Sociological Forum, 23(2), 257-280. https://doi.org/10.1111/
j.1573-7861.2008.00058.x



https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssmph.2021.100985
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2009.06.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2009.06.011
https://doi.org/10.1177/26318318211047832
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/0749-5978(91)90020-T
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/0749-5978(91)90020-T
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1080/10926771.2013.719592
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1080/10926771.2013.719592
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-122216-011911
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-122216-011911
https://doi.org/10.1002/car.2223
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260515587666
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260515587666
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260513511696
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260513511696
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.809862
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.809862
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2017.03.034
https://doi.org/10.1080/13676261.2021.1923674
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.outlook.2015.01.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.outlook.2015.01.004
https://dictionary.apa.org/heteronormativity
https://dictionary.apa.org/heteronormativity
https://doi.org/10.7554/eLife.58807
https://doi.org/10.7554/eLife.58807
https://doi.org/10.1111/asap.12093
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1573-7861.2008.00058.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1573-7861.2008.00058.x

Anderson, G. D., & Overby, R. (2020). Barriers in seeking
support: Perspectives of service providers who are
survivors of sexual violence. Journal of Community
Psychology, 48(5), 1564-1582. https://doi.org/https://doi.
org/10.1002/jcop.22348

Anderson, G. D., & Overby, R. (2021). The impact of rape myths
and current events on the well-being of sexual violence
survivors. Violence Against Women, 27(9), 1379-1401. https://
doi.org/10.1177/1077801220937782

Anderson, J. R, Holland, E., Heldreth, C., & Johnson, S. P. (2018).
Revisiting the Jezebel stereotype: The impact of target race
on sexual objectification. Psychology of Women Quarterly,
42(4), 461-476. https://doi.org/10.1177/0361684318791543

Anderson, M., Vogels, E. A., & Turner, E. (2020). The virtues and
downsides of online dating. Pew Research Center. https:/
www.pewresearch.org/internet/wp-content/uploads/
sites/9/2020/02/P1_2020.02.06_online-dating_REPORT.pdf

Anderson, R. E., Edwards, L.-)., Silver, K. E., & Johnson, D. M.
(2018). Intergenerational transmission of child abuse:
Predictors of child abuse potential among racially diverse
women residing in domestic violence shelters. Child
Abuse & Neglect, 85, 80-90. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
chiabu.2018.08.004

Angelone, D. J., Cantor, N., Marcantonio, T., & Joppa, M.
(2021). Does sexism mediate the gender and rape myth
acceptance relationship? Violence Against Women, 27(6-7),
748-765. https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801220913632

Angelone, D. J., Mitchell, D., & Grossi, L. (2015). Men's
perceptions of an acquaintance rape: The role of
relationship length, victim resistance, and gender role
attitudes. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 30(13), 2278-
2303. https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260514552448

Annamma, S. A., Ferri, B. A., & Connor, D.J. (2018). Disability
critical race theory: Exploring the intersectional lineage,
emergence, and potential futures of discrit in education.
review of Research in Education, 42(1), 46-71. https://doi.
org/10.3102/0091732X18759041

Antaki, C., Richardson, E., Stokoe, E., & Willott, S. (2015). Can
people with intellectual disability resist implications of fault
when police question their allegations of sexual assault
and rape? Intellectual and Developmental Disabilities, 53(5),
346-357. https://doi.org/10.1352/1934-9556-53.5.346

Apesoa-Varano, E. C., Barker, J. C., & Hinton, L. (2018). If you
were like me, you would consider it too: Suicide, older men,
and masculinity. Society and Mental Health, 8(2), 157-173.
https://doi.org/10.1177/2156869317725890

Araujo, V., & Gatto, M. A. C. (2021). Can conservatism
make women more vulnerable to violence?
Comparative Political Studies, 55(1), 122-153. https://doi.
org/10.1177/00104140211024313

Arayasirikul, S., & Wilson, E. C. (2019). Spilling the T on
trans-misogyny and microaggressions: An intersectional
oppression and social process among trans women. Journal
of Homosexuality, 66(10), 1415-1438. https://doi.org/10.1080
/00918369.2018.1542203

Arce, M. A,, Snook, D. W,, Joseph, H. L., Halmos, M. B.,
Rodruigez, R., de la Torre, R., Burns, T., & Kuperminc, G. P.
(2020). From theory to practice: Forging a collaborative
evaluation strategy for a culturally-informed domestic
violence initiative. Global Journal of Community Psychology
Practice, 11(3), 1-19. https://www.gjcpp.org/pdfs/ArceEtAl-

Final.pdf

Armenti, N. A., Snead, A. L., & Babcock, J. C. (2018). Exploring
the moderating role of problematic substance use
in the relations between borderline and antisocial
personality features and intimate partner violence.
Violence Against Women, 24(2), 223-240. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1077801216687875

Arnault, D. M. S. (2017). The use of the clinical ethnographic
narrative interview to understand and support help
seeking after gender-based violence. TPM - Testing,
Psychometrics, Methodology in Applied Psychology, 24(3),
423-436. https://doi.org/10.4473/TPM24.3.8

Attorney-General’s Department. (2022). The Meeting of
Attorneys-General work plan to strengthen criminal justice
responses to sexual assault. Australian Government.
https://www.ag.gov.au/system/files/2022-08/MAG-work-
plan-strengthen-criminal-justice-responses-to-sexual-
assault-2022-2027.pdf

Attorney-General's Department. (n.d.). Respect@Work
implementation highlights. https://www.ag.gov.au/rights-
and-protections/human-rights-and-anti-discrimination/
respect-at-work/respectwork-implementation-highlights

Austin, M. J. M., Dardis, C. M., Wilson, M. S., Gidycz, C. A., &
Berkowitz, A. D. (2016). Predictors of sexual assault-specific
prosocial bystander behavior and intentions: A prospective
analysis. Violence Against Women, 22(1), 90-111. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1077801215597790

Australia’s National Research Organisation for Women'’s
Safety. (2018). Research summary: The impacts of domestic
and family violence on children (ANROWS Insights, Issue 11,
2018). https://www.anrows.org.au/publication/research-
summary-the-impacts-of-domestic-and-family-violence-
on-children/

281


https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1002/jcop.22348
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1002/jcop.22348
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801220937782
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801220937782
https://doi.org/10.1177/0361684318791543
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2018.08.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2018.08.004
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801220913632
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260514552448 
https://doi.org/10.3102/0091732X18759041
https://doi.org/10.3102/0091732X18759041
https://doi.org/10.1352/1934-9556-53.5.346
https://doi.org/10.1177/2156869317725890
https://doi.org/10.1177/00104140211024313
https://doi.org/10.1177/00104140211024313
https://doi.org/10.1080/00918369.2018.1542203
https://doi.org/10.1080/00918369.2018.1542203
https://www.gjcpp.org/pdfs/ArceEtAl-Final.pdf
https://www.gjcpp.org/pdfs/ArceEtAl-Final.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801216687875
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801216687875
https://doi.org/10.4473/TPM24.3.8
https://www.ag.gov.au/system/files/2022-08/MAG-work-plan-strengthen-criminal-justice-responses-to-sexual-assault-2022-2027.pdf
https://www.ag.gov.au/system/files/2022-08/MAG-work-plan-strengthen-criminal-justice-responses-to-sexual-assault-2022-2027.pdf
https://www.ag.gov.au/system/files/2022-08/MAG-work-plan-strengthen-criminal-justice-responses-to-sexual-assault-2022-2027.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801215597790
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801215597790
https://www.anrows.org.au/publication/research-summary-the-impacts-of-domestic-and-family-violence-on-children/
https://www.anrows.org.au/publication/research-summary-the-impacts-of-domestic-and-family-violence-on-children/
https://www.anrows.org.au/publication/research-summary-the-impacts-of-domestic-and-family-violence-on-children/

Australia’s National Research Organisation for Women'’s
Safety. (2019a). R4Respect: Lessons from a peer-to-peer
respectful relationships education program. Key findings
and future directions. https://20ian81kynqgg38bl3I3eh8bf-
wpengine.netdna-ssl.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/
Struthers-RtPP-R4Respect.pdf

Australia’s National Research Organisation for Women's Safety.
(2019b). Women who kill abusive partners: Understandings
of intimate partner violence in the context of self-defence.
Key findings and future directions. https://anrowsdev.
wpenginepowered.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/06/
RP.17.10_RtPP_Women-who-kill-abusive-partners.pdf

Australia’s National Research Organisation for Women'’s
Safety. (2021). Defining and responding to coercive control:
Policy brief (ANROWS Insights, Issue 1, 2021). https://www.
anrows.org.au/publication/defining-and-responding-to-
coercive-control/.

Australia’s National Research Organisation for Women'’s
Safety. (2022). Economic security and intimate partner
violence: Research synthesis. https://www.anrows.org.au/
publication/economic-security-and-intimate-partner-
violence/

Australian Bureau of Statistics. (2013). Defining the data
challenge for family, domestic and sexual violence. https://
www.abs.gov.au/statistics/people/crime-and-justice/
defining-data-challenge-family-domestic-and-sexual-
violence/latest-release

Australian Bureau of Statistics. (2017). Personal Safety,
Australia: Statistics for family, domestic, sexual violence,
physical assault, partner emotional abuse, child abuse, sexual
harassment, stalking and safety. Australian Bureau of
Statistics. https://www.abs.gov.au/statistics/people/crime-

Australian Bureau of Statistics. (2021c¢). Personal Safety Survey
[Customised data, Table 10, Women aged 18 years and
over, whether experienced partner violence since the
age of 15, by labour force status]. https://www.abs.gov.
au/statistics/people/crime-and-justice/focus-crime-and-
justice-statistics/disability-and-violence-april-2021/Socio-
demographic%20characteristics%200f%20persons%20
experiencing%20violence%20%28Tables%206%20t0%20
12%29.xIsx

Australian Bureau of Statistics. (2021d). Recorded crime -
Victims: National statistics about victims of a range of personal,
household and family and domestic violence offences as
recorded by police. https://www.abs.gov.au/statistics/
people/crime-and-justice/recorded-crime-victims/latest-
release#tkey-statistics

Australian Bureau of Statistics. (2021e). Recorded crime -
Victims. https://www.abs.gov.au/statistics/people/crime-
and-justice/recorded-crime-victims/2020#key-statistics

Australian Bureau of Statistics. (2021f). Regional population by
age and sex: Statistics about the population by age and sex
for Australia’s capital cities and regions. Retrieved August
24,2022, from https://www.abs.gov.au/statistics/people/
population/regional-population-age-and-sex/latest-release

Australian Bureau of Statistics. (2021g). Sexual violence
- Victimisation. https://www.abs.gov.au/articles/sexual-
violence-victimisation

Australian Bureau of Statistics. (2021h). Standard for
Sex, Gender, Variations of Sex Characteristics and Sexual
Orientation Variables. https://www.abs.gov.au/statistics/
standards/standard-sex-gender-variations-sex-
characteristics-and-sexual-orientation-variables/latest-
release#references-and-resources

and-justice/personal-safety-australia/latest-release

Australian Bureau of Statistics. (2018). Australian Statistical
Geography Standard (ASGS): 1270.0.55.005 - Volume 5 -
Remoteness structure, July 2016. https://www.abs.gov.au/
ausstats/abs@.nsf/mf/1270.0.55.005

Australian Bureau of Statistics. (2021a). Australia’s population
by country of birth: Statistics on Australia’s estimated resident
population by country of birth. Retrieved August 23, 2022,
from https://www.abs.gov.au/statistics/people/population/
australias-population-country-birth/latest-release

Australian Bureau of Statistics. (2021b). Education and work,
Australia: Survey data over time on current or recent study,
educational attainment, and employment. Retrieved August
24,2022, from https://www.abs.gov.au/statistics/people/
education/education-and-work-australia/latest-release

Australian Bureau of Statistics. (2022i). Socio-economic indexes
for areas. https://www.abs.gov.au/websitedbs/censushome.
nsf/home/seifa

Australian Domestic and Family Violence Death Review
Network, & Australia’s National Research Organisation
for Women's Safety. (2022). Australian Domestic and Family
Violence Death Review Network data report: Intimate partner
violence homicides 2010-20718 (2nd ed., Research report
03/2022). ANROWS.

Australian Federal Police. (2019, October 15). Forced marriage
awareness campaign launched at Australia’s busiest airport
[Media release]. https://www.afp.gov.au/news-media/
media-releases/forced-marriage-awareness-campaign-
launched-australia%E2%80%99s-busiest-airport

Australian Federal Police. (2021). Australian Federal Police
Annual Report 2020-21. https://www.afp.gov.au/sites/
default/files/PDF/Reports/AFPAnnualReport20-21.pdf



https://20ian81kynqg38bl3l3eh8bf-wpengine.netdna-ssl.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/Struthers-RtPP-R4Respect.pdf
https://20ian81kynqg38bl3l3eh8bf-wpengine.netdna-ssl.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/Struthers-RtPP-R4Respect.pdf
https://20ian81kynqg38bl3l3eh8bf-wpengine.netdna-ssl.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/Struthers-RtPP-R4Respect.pdf
https://anrowsdev.wpenginepowered.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/06/RP.17.10_RtPP_Women-who-kill-abusive-partners.pdf
https://anrowsdev.wpenginepowered.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/06/RP.17.10_RtPP_Women-who-kill-abusive-partners.pdf
https://anrowsdev.wpenginepowered.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/06/RP.17.10_RtPP_Women-who-kill-abusive-partners.pdf
https://www.abs.gov.au/statistics/people/crime-and-justice/defining-data-challenge-family-domestic-and-sexual-violence/latest-release
https://www.abs.gov.au/statistics/people/crime-and-justice/defining-data-challenge-family-domestic-and-sexual-violence/latest-release
https://www.abs.gov.au/statistics/people/crime-and-justice/defining-data-challenge-family-domestic-and-sexual-violence/latest-release
https://www.abs.gov.au/statistics/people/crime-and-justice/defining-data-challenge-family-domestic-and-sexual-violence/latest-release
https://www.abs.gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/mf/1270.0.55.005
https://www.abs.gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/mf/1270.0.55.005
https://www.abs.gov.au/statistics/people/population/australias-population-country-birth/latest-release
https://www.abs.gov.au/statistics/people/population/australias-population-country-birth/latest-release
https://www.abs.gov.au/statistics/people/education/education-and-work-australia/latest-release
https://www.abs.gov.au/statistics/people/education/education-and-work-australia/latest-release
https://www.abs.gov.au/statistics/people/crime-and-justice/focus-crime-and-justice-statistics/disability-and-violence-april-2021/Socio-demographic%20characteristics%20of%20persons%20experiencing%20violence%20%28Tables%206%20to%2012%29.xlsx
https://www.abs.gov.au/statistics/people/crime-and-justice/focus-crime-and-justice-statistics/disability-and-violence-april-2021/Socio-demographic%20characteristics%20of%20persons%20experiencing%20violence%20%28Tables%206%20to%2012%29.xlsx
https://www.abs.gov.au/statistics/people/crime-and-justice/focus-crime-and-justice-statistics/disability-and-violence-april-2021/Socio-demographic%20characteristics%20of%20persons%20experiencing%20violence%20%28Tables%206%20to%2012%29.xlsx
https://www.abs.gov.au/statistics/people/crime-and-justice/focus-crime-and-justice-statistics/disability-and-violence-april-2021/Socio-demographic%20characteristics%20of%20persons%20experiencing%20violence%20%28Tables%206%20to%2012%29.xlsx
https://www.abs.gov.au/statistics/people/crime-and-justice/focus-crime-and-justice-statistics/disability-and-violence-april-2021/Socio-demographic%20characteristics%20of%20persons%20experiencing%20violence%20%28Tables%206%20to%2012%29.xlsx
https://www.abs.gov.au/statistics/people/crime-and-justice/focus-crime-and-justice-statistics/disability-and-violence-april-2021/Socio-demographic%20characteristics%20of%20persons%20experiencing%20violence%20%28Tables%206%20to%2012%29.xlsx
https://www.abs.gov.au/statistics/people/population/regional-population-age-and-sex/latest-release
https://www.abs.gov.au/statistics/people/population/regional-population-age-and-sex/latest-release
https://www.abs.gov.au/articles/sexual-violence-victimisation
https://www.abs.gov.au/articles/sexual-violence-victimisation
https://www.abs.gov.au/websitedbs/censushome.nsf/home/seifa
https://www.abs.gov.au/websitedbs/censushome.nsf/home/seifa
https://www.afp.gov.au/news-media/media-releases/forced-marriage-awareness-campaign-launched-australia%E2%80%99s-busiest-airport
https://www.afp.gov.au/news-media/media-releases/forced-marriage-awareness-campaign-launched-australia%E2%80%99s-busiest-airport
https://www.afp.gov.au/news-media/media-releases/forced-marriage-awareness-campaign-launched-australia%E2%80%99s-busiest-airport

Australian Government. (2021). Stop it at the Start campaign.

Department of Social Services. https://plandwomenssafety.

dss.gov.au/initiative/stop-it-at-the-start-campaign/

Australian Government. (2022a). Bring up respect. https://

www.respect.gov.au/#:~:text=Not%20all%20disrespect%20

towards%20women,stop%20it%20at%20the%20
start.&text=From%20a%20young%20age%2C%20
boys,that%20make%20disrespectful%20behavior%20

acceptable.

Australian Government. (2022b). National Strategy to Achieve
Gender Equality. Department of the Prime Minister and
Cabinet. https://www.pmc.gov.au/office-women/national-
strategy-achieve-gender-equality

Australian Human Rights Commission. (2014). Ending
workplace sexual harassment: A resource for small, medium
and large employers. https://humanrights.gov.au/our-work/
sex-discrimination/publications/ending-workplace-sexual-
harassment-resource-small-medium

Australian Human Rights Commission. (2017a). Change
the course: National report on sexual assault and sexual
harassment at Australian universities. https://www.
humanrights.gov.au/publications/sex-discrimination

Australian Human Rights Commission. (2017b). Gender
segregation in the workplace and its impact on women’s
economic equality. https://humanrights.gov.au/sites/
default/files/AHRC_Submission_Inquiry_Gender_
Segregation_Workplace2017.pdf

Australian Human Rights Commission. (2018a). Everyone’s
business: Fourth national survey on sexual harassment in
Australian workplaces. https://www.humanrights.gov.
au/sites/default/files/document/publication/AHRC_
WORKPLACE_SH_2018.pdf

Australian Human Rights Commission. (2018b). Face the facts:
Gender equality 2018.https://www.humanrights.gov.au/
sites/default/files/2018_Face_the_Facts_Gender_Equality.

pdf

Australian Human Rights Commission. (2019). Australian
Human Rights Commission annual report 2018-2019. https://
humanrights.gov.au/sites/default/files/document/
publication/ahrc_annual_report_2018-2019_final_digital_

version.pdf

Australian Human Rights Commission. (2020). Respect @
Work: National inquiry into sexual harassment in Australian
workplaces. https://humanrights.gov.au/sites/default/files/
document/publication/ahrc_wsh_report_2020.pdf

Australian Human Rights Commission. (2021). Set the standard:
Report on the Independent Review into Commonwealth
Parliamentary Workplaces. https://apo.org.au/sites/default/
files/resource-files/2021-11/apo-nid315317.pdf

Australian Human Rights Commission. (2022). Sexual
harassment in the workplace - The legal definition of sexual
harassment. https://humanrights.gov.au/our-work/
projects/sexual-harassment-workplace-legal-definition-
sexual-harassment#:~:text=Sexual%20harassment%20
is%20an%20unwelcome,that%20reaction%20in%20the%20
circumstances.

Australian Institute of Family Studies. (2022). LGBTIQA+
glossary of common terms. https://aifs.gov.au/sites/default/
files/publication-documents/22-02_rs_Igbtiga_glossary_of_
common_terms_0.pdf

Australian Institute of Health and Welfare. (2016a). Domestic
and family violence and homelessness 2011-12 to 2013-14.
http://www.aihw.gov.au/homelessness/domestic-violence-
and-homelessness/

Australian Institute of Health and Welfare. (2016b). Specialist
homelessness services 2015-16. https://www.aihw.gov.au/
reports/homelessness-services/specialist-homelessness-
services-2015-16/contents/clients-services-and-outcomes

Australian Institute of Health and Welfare. (2018). Family,
domestic and sexual violence in Australia 2018. https://www.
aihw.gov.au/reports/domestic-violence/family-domestic-
sexual-violence-in-australia-2018/contents/table-of-
contents

Australian Institute of Health and Welfare. (2019a). Australian
Burden of Disease Study: Impact and causes of illness and
death in Australia 2015 (Australian Burden of Disease
series no. 19). https://www.aihw.gov.au/reports/burden-
of-disease/burden-disease-study-illness-death-2015/

summary

Australian Institute of Health and Welfare. (2019b). Family,
domestic and sexual violence in Australia: Continuing the
national story. https://www.aihw.gov.au/reports/domestic-
violence/family-domestic-sexual-violence-australia-2019/
contents/summary

Australian Institute of Health and Welfare. (2020). Sexual
assault in Australia - In focus. https://apo.org.au/sites/
default/files/resource-files/2020-08/apo-nid307932.pdf

Australian Institute of Health and Welfare. (2021a). Family,
domestic and sexual violence service responses in the time of
COVID-19. https://apo.org.au/sites/default/files/resource-
files/2021-12/apo-nid315733.pdf

283


https://plan4womenssafety.dss.gov.au/initiative/stop-it-at-the-start-campaign/
https://plan4womenssafety.dss.gov.au/initiative/stop-it-at-the-start-campaign/
https://www.pmc.gov.au/office-women/national-strategy-achieve-gender-equality
https://www.pmc.gov.au/office-women/national-strategy-achieve-gender-equality
https://humanrights.gov.au/our-work/sex-discrimination/publications/ending-workplace-sexual-harassment-resource-small-medium
https://humanrights.gov.au/our-work/sex-discrimination/publications/ending-workplace-sexual-harassment-resource-small-medium
https://humanrights.gov.au/our-work/sex-discrimination/publications/ending-workplace-sexual-harassment-resource-small-medium
https://www.humanrights.gov.au/publications/sex-discrimination
https://www.humanrights.gov.au/publications/sex-discrimination
https://humanrights.gov.au/sites/default/files/AHRC_Submission_Inquiry_Gender_Segregation_Workplace2017.pdf  
https://humanrights.gov.au/sites/default/files/AHRC_Submission_Inquiry_Gender_Segregation_Workplace2017.pdf  
https://humanrights.gov.au/sites/default/files/AHRC_Submission_Inquiry_Gender_Segregation_Workplace2017.pdf  
https://www.humanrights.gov.au/sites/default/files/2018_Face_the_Facts_Gender_Equality.pdf
https://www.humanrights.gov.au/sites/default/files/2018_Face_the_Facts_Gender_Equality.pdf
https://www.humanrights.gov.au/sites/default/files/2018_Face_the_Facts_Gender_Equality.pdf
https://humanrights.gov.au/sites/default/files/document/publication/ahrc_annual_report_2018-2019_final_digital_version.pdf
https://humanrights.gov.au/sites/default/files/document/publication/ahrc_annual_report_2018-2019_final_digital_version.pdf
https://humanrights.gov.au/sites/default/files/document/publication/ahrc_annual_report_2018-2019_final_digital_version.pdf
https://humanrights.gov.au/sites/default/files/document/publication/ahrc_annual_report_2018-2019_final_digital_version.pdf
https://humanrights.gov.au/sites/default/files/document/publication/ahrc_wsh_report_2020.pdf
https://humanrights.gov.au/sites/default/files/document/publication/ahrc_wsh_report_2020.pdf
https://apo.org.au/sites/default/files/resource-files/2021-11/apo-nid315317.pdf
https://apo.org.au/sites/default/files/resource-files/2021-11/apo-nid315317.pdf
https://aifs.gov.au/sites/default/files/publication-documents/22-02_rs_lgbtiqa_glossary_of_common_terms_0.pdf
https://aifs.gov.au/sites/default/files/publication-documents/22-02_rs_lgbtiqa_glossary_of_common_terms_0.pdf
https://aifs.gov.au/sites/default/files/publication-documents/22-02_rs_lgbtiqa_glossary_of_common_terms_0.pdf
http://www.aihw.gov.au/homelessness/domestic-violence-and-homelessness/
http://www.aihw.gov.au/homelessness/domestic-violence-and-homelessness/
https://www.aihw.gov.au/reports/domestic-violence/family-domestic-sexual-violence-australia-2019/contents/summary
https://www.aihw.gov.au/reports/domestic-violence/family-domestic-sexual-violence-australia-2019/contents/summary
https://www.aihw.gov.au/reports/domestic-violence/family-domestic-sexual-violence-australia-2019/contents/summary
https://apo.org.au/sites/default/files/resource-files/2021-12/apo-nid315733.pdf
https://apo.org.au/sites/default/files/resource-files/2021-12/apo-nid315733.pdf

284

Australian Institute of Health and Welfare. (2021b, December
16). New reports spotlight hospitalisations due to family,
domestic and sexual violence and service responses in the
time of COVID-19 [Media release]. https:/www.aihw.gov.au/
news-media/media-releases/2021-1/december/fdsv-2021

Australian Institute of Health and Welfare. (2022a).
Hospitalisations for family and domestic violence.
https://www.aihw.gov.au/reports/domestic-violence/
family-domestic-sexual-violence-data/contents/what-
services-or-supports-do-those-who-have-experienced-
family-domestic-and-sexual-violence-use/hospitalisations-

Baillie, G., Fileborn, B., & Wadds, P. (2022). Gendered
responses to gendered harms: Sexual violence and
bystander intervention at Australian music festivals.
Violence Against Women, 28(3-4), 711-739. https://doi.
org/10.1177/10778012211012096

Baird, M., & Heron, A. (2019). The life cycle of women's
employment in Australia and inequality markers. In
R. D. Lansbury, A. Johnson, & D. van den Broek (Eds.),
Contemporary issues in work and organisations: Actors
and institutions (pp. 42-56). Routledge. https://doi.
org/10.4324/9780429439919

for-family-and-domestic-violence

Australian Institute of Health and Welfare. (2022b). Family,
domestic and sexual violence. https://www.aihw.gov.au/
reports/domestic-violence/family-domestic-and-sexual-
violence.

Australian Institute of Health and Welfare. (2022c). Family,
domestic and sexual violence data in Australia. https://www.
aihw.gov.au/reports/domestic-violence/family-domestic-
sexual-violence-data/contents/how-is-family-domestic-
and-sexual-violence-experienced/sexual-violence

Australian Institute of Health and Welfare. (2022d). Family,
domestic and sexual violence: National data landscape 2022.
https://www.aihw.gov.au/getmedia/ae248bec-3060-40a1-
b3d6-696a2f2c74d7/aihw-fdv-11.pdf.aspx

Australian Institute of Health and Welfare. (2022e). Rural and
remote health. https://www.aihw.gov.au/reports/rural-
remote-australians/rural-and-remote-health

Australian Journal of Managed Care. (2021, January 2). A
timeline of COVID-19 developments in 2020. https://www.
ajmc.com/view/a-timeline-of-covid19-developments-
in-2020

Australian Unions. (2020). Leaving women behind: The real
cost of the Covid recovery. https://www.actu.org.au/
media/1449314/au_gender_equal_covid_recovery.pdf

Avalos, L. R. (2017). Policing rape complaints: When reporting
rape becomes a crime. Journal of Gender, Race & Justice,
20(3), 459-508.

Awasthi, B. (2017). From attire to assault: Clothing,
objectification, and de-humanization - A possible prelude
to sexual violence? Frontiers in Psychology, 8. https://doi.
org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.00338

Bailey, M., & Trudy. (2018). On misogynoir: Citation, erasure,
and plagiarism. Feminist Media Studies, 18(4), 762-768.
https://doi.org/10.1080/14680777.2018.1447395

Baker, C. K., Billhardt, K. A., Warren, J., Rollins, C., & Glass,
N. E. (2010). Domestic violence, housing instability,
and homelessness: A review of housing policies and
program practices for meeting the needs of survivors.
Aggression and Violent Behavior, 15(6), 430-439. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.avb.2010.07.005

Baldry, A. C., & Pagliaro, S. (2014). Helping victims of intimate
partner violence: The influence of group norms among lay
people and the police. Psychology of Violence, 4(3), 334-347.
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1037/a0034844

Baldwin-White, A. (2019). “When a girl says no, you should
be persistent until she says yes": College students and
their beliefs about consent. Journal of Interpersonal
Violence. 36(19-20), NP10619-NP10644. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0886260519875552

Balfour, G., Du Mont, J., & White, D. (2018). “To this day she
continues to struggle with the terror imposed upon her”:
Rape narratives in victim impact statements. Women and
Criminal Justice, 28(1), 43-62. https://doi.org/10.1080/08974
454.2017.1342744

Baly, A. R. (2010). Leaving abusive relationships: Constructions
of self and situation by abused women. Journal of
Interpersonal Violence, 25(12), 2297-2315. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0886260509354885

Band-Winterstein, T., & Avieli, H. (2021). The lived experience
of older women who are sexually abused in the context of
lifelong IPV. Violence Against Women. 28(2), 443-464.https://
doi.org/10.1177/10778012211000132

Bandura, A. (1977). Social learning theory. General Learning
Press.

Bandyopadhyay, D., Jones, J. A., & Sundaram, A. (2020). Gender
bias and male backlash as drivers of crime against women:
Evidence from India. The University of Auckland Business
School. http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3749745



https://www.aihw.gov.au/news-media/media-releases/2021-1/december/fdsv-2021
https://www.aihw.gov.au/news-media/media-releases/2021-1/december/fdsv-2021
https://www.aihw.gov.au/reports/domestic-violence/family-domestic-and-sexual-violence
https://www.aihw.gov.au/reports/domestic-violence/family-domestic-and-sexual-violence
https://www.aihw.gov.au/reports/domestic-violence/family-domestic-and-sexual-violence
https://www.aihw.gov.au/reports/domestic-violence/family-domestic-sexual-violence-data/contents/how-is-family-domestic-and-sexual-violence-experienced/sexual-violence
https://www.aihw.gov.au/reports/domestic-violence/family-domestic-sexual-violence-data/contents/how-is-family-domestic-and-sexual-violence-experienced/sexual-violence
https://www.aihw.gov.au/reports/domestic-violence/family-domestic-sexual-violence-data/contents/how-is-family-domestic-and-sexual-violence-experienced/sexual-violence
https://www.aihw.gov.au/reports/domestic-violence/family-domestic-sexual-violence-data/contents/how-is-family-domestic-and-sexual-violence-experienced/sexual-violence
https://www.aihw.gov.au/getmedia/ae248bec-3060-40a1-b3d6-696a2f2c74d7/aihw-fdv-11.pdf.aspx
https://www.aihw.gov.au/getmedia/ae248bec-3060-40a1-b3d6-696a2f2c74d7/aihw-fdv-11.pdf.aspx
https://www.aihw.gov.au/reports/rural-remote-australians/rural-and-remote-health
https://www.aihw.gov.au/reports/rural-remote-australians/rural-and-remote-health
https://www.ajmc.com/view/a-timeline-of-covid19-developments-in-2020
https://www.ajmc.com/view/a-timeline-of-covid19-developments-in-2020
https://www.ajmc.com/view/a-timeline-of-covid19-developments-in-2020
https://www.actu.org.au/media/1449314/au_gender_equal_covid_recovery.pdf
https://www.actu.org.au/media/1449314/au_gender_equal_covid_recovery.pdf
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.00338
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.00338
https://doi.org/10.1080/14680777.2018.1447395
https://doi.org/10.1177/10778012211012096
https://doi.org/10.1177/10778012211012096
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429439919
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429439919
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2010.07.005
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2010.07.005
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1037/a0034844
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260509354885
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260509354885
https://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3749745

Banyard, V., Edwards, K., & Rizzo, A. (2019). “What would the
neighbors do?” Measuring sexual and domestic violence
prevention social norms among youth and adults Journal
of Community Psychology, 47(8), 1817-1833. https://doi.
org/10.1002/jcop.22201

Banyard, V., & Hamby, S. (2022). Strengths-based prevention:
Reducing violence and other public health problems.
American Psychological Association. https://doi.
org/10.1037/0000267-008

Banyard, V. L. (2011). Who will help prevent sexual violence:
Creating an ecological model of bystander intervention.
Psychology of Violence, 1(3), 216-229. https://doi.
org/10.1037/a0023739

Banyard, V. L. (2014). Improving college campus-based
prevention of violence against women: A strategic plan
for research built on multipronged practices and policies.
Trauma, Violence & Abuse, 15(4), 339-351. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1524838014521027

Banyard, V. L. (2015). Bystander action coils: Moving beyond
the situational model. In Toward the next generation of
bystander prevention of sexual and relationship violence
(pp. 53-75). Springer International Publishing. https://doi.
org/10.1007/978-3-319-23171-6_4

Bareket, O., Kahalon, R., Shnabel, N., & Glick, P. (2018). The
Madonna-whore dichotomy: Men who perceive women'’s
nurturance and sexuality as mutually exclusive endorse
patriarchy and show lower relationship satisfaction. Sex
Roles, 79(9), 519-532. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-018-
0895-7

Barreto, M., Ellemers, N., Piebinga, L., & Moya, M. (2009). How
nice of us and how dumb of me: The effect of exposure
to benevolent sexism on women'’s task and relational
self-descriptions. Sex Roles, 62(7-8), 532-544. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s11199-009-9699-0

Bartels, L. (2010). Emerging issues in domestic/family violence
research. Research in practice no. 10. Australian Institute of
Criminology. https://www.aic.gov.au/publications/rip/rip10

Basow, S. A, Cahill, K. F.,, Phelan, J. E., Longshore, K., &
McGillicuddy-Delisi, A. (2007). Perceptions of relational
and physical aggression among college students: Effects
of gender of perpetrator, target, and perceiver. Psychology
of Women Quarterly, 31(1), 85-95. https://doi.org/10.1111/
j-1471-6402.2007.00333.x

Basow, S. A., & Minieri, A. (2011, Feb). “You owe me":
Effects of date cost, who pays, participant gender, and
rape myth beliefs on perceptions of rape. Journal
of Interpersonal Violence, 26(3), 479-497. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0886260510363421

Basu, S., Zuo, X., Lou, C., Acharya, R., & Lundgren, R. (2017).
Learning to be gendered: Gender socialization in early
adolescence among urban poor in Delhi, India, and
Shanghai, China. Journal of Adolescent Health, 61(4s), S24-
s29. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2017.03.012

Bates, E. A. (2020). “No one would ever believe me”: An
exploration of the impact of intimate partner violence
victimization on men. Psychology of Men & Masculinities,
21(4), 497. https://doi.org/10.1037/men0000206

Bates, L. (2014). Everyday sexism. Simon & Schuster. https://
books.google.com.au/books?id=IFGEAgAAQBA)

Bates, L. (2021). Men who hate women: From incels to pickup
artists: The truth about extreme misogyny and how it affects
us all. Simon & Schuster.

Baugher, A. R., & Gazmararian, J. A. (2015). Masculine gender
role stress and violence: A literature review and future
directions. Aggression and Violent Behavior, 24, 107-112.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2015.04.002

BBC News. (2018, September 27). Christine Blasey Ford:
Kavanaugh sex attack changed my life. https://www.bbc.com/
news/world-us-canada-45664863

BBC News. (2021a, March 3). Christian Porter: Australian
attorney general denies rape allegation. https://www.bbc.
com/news/world-australia-56261504

BBC News. (2021b, March 15). Australia March 4 Justice:
Thousands march against sexual assault. https://www.bbc.
com/news/world-australia-56397170

BBC News. (2022, June 2). Depp-Heard trial: Why Johnny Depp
lostin the UK but won in the US. https://www.bbc.com/
news/world-us-canada-61673676

Beck, V. S., Boys, S., Rose, C., & Beck, E. (2012). Violence against
women in video games: A prequel or sequel to rape myth
acceptance. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 27(15), 3016-
3031. https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260512441078

Becker, A., Ford, J. V., & Valshtein, T. J. (2020). Confusing
stalking for romance: Examining the labeling and
acceptability of men'’s (cyber)stalking of women. Sex Roles,
85(1-2), 73-87. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-020-01205-2

Becker, S., & Tinkler, J. E. (2021). “This is my girl”: How men’s
desires obscure women'’s sexual aggression experiences
in public drinking settings. Social Currents, 8(1), 86-101.
https://doi.org/10.1177/2329496520950807

Bekiempis, V. (2021, December 30). Ghislaine Maxwell found
guilty in sex-trafficking trial. The Guardian. https://www.
theguardian.com/us-news/2021/dec/29/ghislaine-maxwell-
sex-trafficking-trial-verdict

285


https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0000267-008
https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0000267-008
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0023739 
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0023739 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1524838014521027
https://doi.org/10.1177/1524838014521027
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-23171-6_4
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-23171-6_4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-018-0895-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-018-0895-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-009-9699-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-009-9699-0
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260510363421
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260510363421
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2017.03.012
https://books.google.com.au/books?id=lF6EAgAAQBAJ
https://books.google.com.au/books?id=lF6EAgAAQBAJ
https://www.bbc.com/news/world-us-canada-45664863
https://www.bbc.com/news/world-us-canada-45664863
https://www.bbc.com/news/world-australia-56261504
https://www.bbc.com/news/world-australia-56261504
https://www.bbc.com/news/world-australia-56397170
https://www.bbc.com/news/world-australia-56397170
https://www.bbc.com/news/world-us-canada-61673676
https://www.bbc.com/news/world-us-canada-61673676
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260512441078 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-020-01205-2
https://doi.org/10.1177/2329496520950807
https://www.theguardian.com/us-news/2021/dec/29/ghislaine-maxwell-sex-trafficking-trial-verdict
https://www.theguardian.com/us-news/2021/dec/29/ghislaine-maxwell-sex-trafficking-trial-verdict
https://www.theguardian.com/us-news/2021/dec/29/ghislaine-maxwell-sex-trafficking-trial-verdict

286

Bell, K., & Flood, M. (2020). Change among the change agents?
Men'’s experiences of engaging in anti-violence advocacy as
White Ribbon Australia ambassadors. In R. Luyt & K. Starck
(Eds.), Masculine power and gender equality: Masculinities as
change agents (pp. 55-80). Springer International Publishing.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-35162-5_4

Bell, K. M., & Higgins, L. (2015). The impact of childhood
emotional abuse and experiential avoidance on
maladaptive problem solving and intimate partner violence.
Behavioral Sciences, 5(2), 154-175. https://doi.org/10.3390/
bs5020154

Benedet, J., & Grant, |. (2007). Hearing the sexual assault
complaints of women with mental disabilities: Consent,
capacity, and mistaken belief. McGill Law jJournal, 52(2),
243. https://commons.allard.ubc.ca/cgi/viewcontent.
cgi?article=1024&context=fac_pubs

Benjamini, Y., & Yekutieli, D. (2001). The control of the false
discovery rate in multiple testing under dependency.
Annals of Statistics, 29(4), 1165-1188. https://projecteuclid.
org/journals/annals-of-statistics/volume-29/issue-4/
The-control-of-the-false-discovery-rate-in-multiple-
testing/10.1214/a0s/1013699998.pdf

Bennett, S., Banyard, V. L., & Garnhart, L. (2014). To act or
not to act, that is the question? Barriers and facilitators of
bystander intervention. Journal of Interpersonal Violence,
29(3), 476-496. https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260513505210

Benoit, A. A., & Ronis, S. T. (2022). A qualitative examination of
withdrawing sexual consent, sexual compliance, and young
women's role as sexual gatekeepers. International Journal of
Sexual Health. Ahead of print, 1-16. https://doi.org/10.1080/

Berdahl, J., Glick, P., & Cooper, M. (2018, November 2). How
masculinity contests undermine organizations, and
what to do about it. Harvard Business Review. https://
hbr.org/2018/11/how-masculinity-contests-undermine-
organizations-and-what-to-do-about-it

Berg, K. A., Bender, A. E., Evans, K. E., Holmes, M. R., Davis,
A. P, Scaggs, A. L., &King, J. A. (2020). Service needs
of children exposed to domestic violence: Qualitative
findings from a statewide survey of domestic violence
agencies. Child and Youth Services Review, 118(3). https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2020.105414

Bergman, B., Larsman, P., & Love, J. (2014). Psychometric
evaluation of the “Men’s Polarized Gender Thinking
Questionnaire (MPGQ)". Gender in Management: An
International Journal, 29(4), 194-209. https://doi.
org/10.1108/GM-07-2013-0077

Berkowitz, A. D., Bogen, K. W., Lopez, R.]. M., Mulla, M. M.,
& Orchowski, L. M. (2022). The social norms approach
as a strategy to prevent violence perpetrated by men
and boys: A review of the literature. In L.M. Orchowski
& A.D. Berkowitz (Eds.), Engaging boys and men in sexual
assault prevention, 149-181. Academic Press. https://doi.
org/10.1016/B978-0-12-819202-3.00009-2

Berkowitz, L. (1993). Aggression: Its causes, consequences, and
control. McGraw-Hill.

Bernard, P., Cogoni, C., & Carnaghi, A. (2020). The
sexualization-objectification link: Sexualization affects
the way people see and feel toward others. Current
Directions in Psychological Science, 29(2), 134-139. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0963721419898187

19317611.2022.2089312

Berbegal-Bolsas, M., Gasch-Gallén, A., Olivan-Blazquez, B.,
Sanchez Calavera, M. A., Garcia-Arcega, P., & Magallon-
Botaya, R. (2022). Variables associated with a higher
awareness of gender-based violence by students of the
health sciences and social work. Gaceta Sanitaria, 36(2),
146-151. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gaceta.2020.09.005

Berdahl, J. (2007). Harassment based on sex: Protecting
social status in the context of gender hierarchy. Academy
of Management Review, 32(2), 641-658. https://doi.
org/10.5465/amr.2007.24351879

Berdahl, J., & Aquino, K. (2009). Sexual behavior at work: Fun
or folly? Journal of Applied Psychology, 94(1), 34-47. https://
doi.org/10.1037/a0012981

Berdahl, J., Cooper, M., Glick, P., Livingston, R. W., & Williams,
J. C.(2018). Work as a masculinity contest. Journal of Social
Issues, 74(3), 422-448. https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12289

Bernard, P., Gervais, S. ., & Klein, O. (2018). Objectifying
objectification: When and why people are cognitively
reduced to their parts akin to objects. European Review of
Social Psychology, 29(1), 82-121. https://doi.org/10.1080/104
63283.2018.1471949

Berndt Rasmussen, K., & Olsson Yaouzis, N. (2020). MeToo,
social norms, and sanctions. Journal of Political Philosophy,
28(3), 273-295. https://doi.org/10.1111/jopp.12207

Bernstein, S., Warburton, W., A., Bussey, K., & Sweller, N.
(2022a). Beyond the screen: Violence and aggression
towards women within an excepted online space. Sexes,
3(1), 78-96. https://doi.org/10.3390/sexes3010007

Bernstein, S., Warburton, W., Bussey, K., & Sweller, N. (2022b).
Pressure, preoccupation, and porn: The relationship
between internet pornography, gendered attitudes, and
sexual coercion in young adults. Psychology of Popular
Media. Published ahead of print, https://doi.org/10.1037/

ppm0000393



https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-35162-5_4
https://doi.org/10.3390/bs5020154
https://doi.org/10.3390/bs5020154
https://commons.allard.ubc.ca/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1024&context=fac_pubs
https://commons.allard.ubc.ca/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1024&context=fac_pubs
https://projecteuclid.org/journals/annals-of-statistics/volume-29/issue-4/The-control-of-the-false-discovery-rate-in-multiple-testing/10.1214/aos/1013699998.pdf
https://projecteuclid.org/journals/annals-of-statistics/volume-29/issue-4/The-control-of-the-false-discovery-rate-in-multiple-testing/10.1214/aos/1013699998.pdf
https://projecteuclid.org/journals/annals-of-statistics/volume-29/issue-4/The-control-of-the-false-discovery-rate-in-multiple-testing/10.1214/aos/1013699998.pdf
https://projecteuclid.org/journals/annals-of-statistics/volume-29/issue-4/The-control-of-the-false-discovery-rate-in-multiple-testing/10.1214/aos/1013699998.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260513505210
https://doi.org/10.1080/19317611.2022.2089312
https://doi.org/10.1080/19317611.2022.2089312
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gaceta.2020.09.005
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2007.24351879
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2007.24351879
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0012981
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0012981
https://hbr.org/2018/11/how-masculinity-contests-undermine-organizations-and-what-to-do-about-it
https://hbr.org/2018/11/how-masculinity-contests-undermine-organizations-and-what-to-do-about-it
https://hbr.org/2018/11/how-masculinity-contests-undermine-organizations-and-what-to-do-about-it
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2020.105414
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2020.105414
https://doi.org/10.1108/GM-07-2013-0077
https://doi.org/10.1108/GM-07-2013-0077
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-819202-3.00009-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-819202-3.00009-2
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721419898187
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721419898187
https://doi.org/10.1080/10463283.2018.1471949
https://doi.org/10.1080/10463283.2018.1471949
https://doi.org/10.1111/jopp.12207
https://doi.org/10.3390/sexes3010007
https://doi.org/10.1037/ppm0000393
https://doi.org/10.1037/ppm0000393

Beshers, S., & DiVita, M. (2019). Changes in rape myth
acceptance among undergraduates: 2010 to 2017. Journal
of Interpersonal Violence. 36(19-20), 9371-9392. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0886260519867153

Bevens, C. L., & Loughnan, S. (2019). Insights into men'’s
sexual aggression toward women: Dehumanization and
objectification. Sex Roles, 81(11), 713-730. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s11199-019-01024-0

Beymer, M. R., Hill, C. G., Perry, M. A, Johnson, L. D., Jarvis,
B. P., Pecko, J. A., Humphries, J. L., & Watkins, E. Y. (2021).
Pornography use and intimate partner violence among a
sample of US Army soldiers in 2018: A cross-sectional study.
Archives of Sexual Behavior, 50(5), 2245-2257. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s10508-021-01924-x

Bhalotra, S., Britto, D. G. C., Pinotti, P., & Sampaio, B. (2021).
Job displacement, unemployment benefits and domestic
violence. CESifo Working Paper No. 9186. http://dx.doi.
org/10.2139/ssrn.3887250

Bhambhani, C., & Inbanathan, A. (2018). Not a mother, yet a
woman: Exploring experiences of women opting out of
motherhood in India. Asian Journal of Women'’s Studies, 24(2),
159-182. https://doi.org/10.1080/12259276.2018.1462932

Bhuptani, P. H., Kaufman, J. S., Messman-Moore, T. L., Gratz,
K. L., & DiLillo, D. (2019). Rape disclosure and depression
among community women: The mediating roles of shame
and experiential avoidance. Violence Against Women, 25(10),
1226-1242. https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801218811683

Biefeld, S. D., Stone, E. A., & Brown, C. S. (2021). Sexy, thin,
and white: The intersection of sexualization, body type,
and race on stereotypes about women. Sex Roles, 85(5),
287-300. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-020-01221-2

Bieneck, S., & Krahe, B. (2011). Blaming the victim and
exonerating the perpetrator in cases of rape and
robbery: Is there a double standard? Journal of
Interpersonal Violence, 26(9), 1785-1797. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0886260510372945

Blake, K. R., Bastian, B., & Denson, T. F. (2018). Heightened
male aggression toward sexualized women following
romantic rejection: The mediating role of sex goal
activation. Aggressive Behavior, 44(1), 40-49. https://doi.
org/10.1002/ab.21722

Blumell, L. E., & Mulupi, D. (2020). “A playing field where
patriarchy plays”: Addressing sexism in South African and
Nigerian newsrooms. Journalism Practice, 16(4), 582-602.
https://doi.org/10.1080/17512786.2020.1807391

Blunden, H., & Flanagan, K. (2021). Housing options for women
leaving domestic violence: The limitations of rental subsidy
models. Housing Studies, 37(10), 1896-1915. https://doi.org/1
0.1080/02673037.2020.1867711

Boisvert, E. (2020, May 15). SA police investigating death
of woman in "disgusting and degrading circumstances”.
ABC News. https://www.abc.net.au/news/2020-05-15/
police-investigate-death-of-chairbound-woman-in-
adelaide/12253326

Bolton, R., Edwards, C., Leane, M., O Suilleabhain, F., & Fennell,
C. (2021). “They're you know, their audience”: How women
are (ab)used to cement the heterosexual bonds between
men. Irish Journal of Sociology, 30(1), 3-24. https://doi.
org/10.1177/07916035211034355

Bongiorno, R., Langbroek, C., Bain, P. G., Ting, M., & Ryan,
M. K. (2020). Why women are blamed for being sexually
harassed: The effects of empathy for female victims and
male perpetrators. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 44(1),
11-27. https://doi.org/10.1177/0361684319868730

Bonistall Postel, E. J. (2020). Violence against
international students: A critical gap in the literature.
Trauma, Violence, & Abuse, 21(1), 71-82. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1524838017742385

Bonomi, A., Nichols, E., Kammes, R., & Green, T. (2018). Sexual
violence and intimate partner violence in college women
with a mental health and/or behavior disability. Journal of
Women's Health, 27(3), 359-368. https://doi.org/10.1089/

jwh.2016.6279

Bonomi, A. E., Altenburger, L. E., & Walton, N. L. (2013).
“Double crap!” Abuse and harmed identity in Fifty Shades of
Grey. Journal of Women’s Health, 22(9), 733-744. https://doi.
org/10.1089/jwh.2013.4344

Borgogna, N. C., Lathan, E. C., & McDermott, R. C. (2021).
She asked for it: Hardcore porn, sexism, and rape myth
acceptance. Violence Against Women, 28(2), 510-531. https://
doi.org/10.1177/10778012211037378

Boserup, B., McKenney, M., & Elkbuli, A. (2020). Alarming
trends in US domestic violence during the COVID-19
pandemic. American Journal of Emergency Medicine, 38(12),
2753-2755. https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/
PMC7195322/

Both, L. M., Favaretto, T. C., & Freitas, L. H. M. (2019). Cycle of
violence in women victims of domestic violence: Qualitative
analysis of OPD 2 interview. Brain and Behavior, 9(11),
e01430-n/a. https://doi.org/10.1002/brb3.1430

287


https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260519867153
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260519867153
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-019-01024-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-019-01024-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-021-01924-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-021-01924-x
https://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3887250
https://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3887250
https://doi.org/10.1080/12259276.2018.1462932
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801218811683
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-020-01221-2
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260510372945
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260510372945
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.21722
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.21722
https://doi.org/10.1080/17512786.2020.180739
https://doi.org/10.1080/02673037.2020.1867711
https://doi.org/10.1080/02673037.2020.1867711
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2020-05-15/police-investigate-death-of-chairbound-woman-in-adelaide/12253326
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2020-05-15/police-investigate-death-of-chairbound-woman-in-adelaide/12253326
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2020-05-15/police-investigate-death-of-chairbound-woman-in-adelaide/12253326
https://doi.org/10.1177/07916035211034355
https://doi.org/10.1177/07916035211034355
https://doi.org/10.1177/0361684319868730
https://doi.org/10.1177/1524838017742385
https://doi.org/10.1177/1524838017742385
https://doi.org/10.1089/jwh.2013.4344
https://doi.org/10.1089/jwh.2013.4344
https://doi.org/10.1177/10778012211037378
https://doi.org/10.1177/10778012211037378
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC7195322/
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC7195322/
https://doi.org/10.1002/brb3.1430

288

Bouffard, L. A. (2010). Exploring the utility of entitlementin
understanding sexual aggression. Journal of Criminal Justice,
38(5), 870-879. https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jerimjus.2010.06.002

Bourabain, D. (2021). Everyday sexism and racism in the ivory
tower: The experiences of early career researchers on
the intersection of gender and ethnicity in the academic
workplace. Gender, Work & Organization, 28(1), 248-267.
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1111/gwao.12549

Boux, H.J., & Daum, C. W. (2015). At the intersection of social
media and rape culture: How Facebook postings, texting
and other personal communications challenge the “real”
rape myth in the criminal justice system. University of lllinois
Journal of Law, Technology, and Policy, 1, 149-186. https://
illinoisjltp.com/journal/wp-content/uploads/2015/02/
Daum&Boux_AuthorRevisions_10-23-14.pdf

Boxall, H., Doherty, L., Lawler, S., Franks, C., & Bricknell,
S.(2022). The “Pathways to intimate partner homicide”
project: Key stages and events in male-perpetrated
intimate partner homicide in Australia. ANROWS.
https://20ian81kynqgg38bli313eh8bf-wpengine.netdna-ssl.
com/wp-content/uploads/2022/02/Boxall-et-al_Pathways-
to-intimate-partner-homicide.1.pdf

Boxall, H., & Morgan, A. (2021a). Experiences of coercive
control among Australian women. Statistical Bulletin
no. 30. Australian Institute of Criminology. https://doi.
org/10.52922/sb78108

Boxall, H., & Morgan, A. (2021b). Intimate partner violence
during the COVID-19 pandemic: A survey of women in Australia.
ANROWS. https://www.anrows.org.au/publication/
intimate-partner-violence-during-the-covid-19-pandemic-a-
survey-of-women-in-australia/

Boxall, H., Morgan, A., & Brown, C. R. (2020). The prevalence
of domestic violence among women during the COVID-19
pandemic. Statistical Bulletin no. 28. Australian Institute of
Criminology. https://doi.org/10.52922/sb04718

Brady, G., Lowe, P., Brown, G., Osmond, J., & Newman,
M. (2018). “All in all it is just a judgement call”: Issues
surrounding sexual consent in young people’s heterosexual
encounters. Journal of Youth Studies, 21(1), 35-50. https://
doi.org/10.1080/13676261.2017.1343461

Breckler, S.J. (1984). Empirical validation of affect, behavior,
and cognition as distinct components of attitude. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 47(6), 1191-1205. https://
doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.47.6.1191

Breiding, M. J., Smith, S. G., Basile, K. C., Walters, M. L., Chen,
J., Merrick, M. T., & Division of Violence Prevention National
Centre for Inquity Prevention and Control CDC. (2011).
Prevalence and characteristics of sexual violence, stalking,
and intimate partner violence victimization - National
intimate partner and sexual violence survey, United States.
Morbidity and Mortality Weekly Report, 63(8), 1-18. https://
www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4692457/

Brem, M. J., Garner, A. R., Grigorian, H., Florimbio, A. R.,
Wolford-Clevenger, C., Shorey, R. C., & Stuart, G. L. (2021).
Problematic pornography use and physical and sexual
intimate partner violence perpetration among men in
batterer intervention programs. Journal of Interpersonal
Violence, 36(11-12), NP6085-NP6105. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0886260518812806

Brennan, J., Chanfreau, J., Finnegan, J., Griggs, J., Kiss, Z., &
Park, A. (2015). The effect of higher education on graduates’
attitudes: Secondary analysis of the British Social Attitudes
Survey. Department for Business Innovation & Skills.

Brenner, P. S. (2017). Toward a social psychology of survey
methodology: An application of the approach and
directions for the future. Sociology Compass, 11(7), Article
e12491. https://doi.org/10.1111/s0c4.12491

Bridges, D., Wulff, E., Bamberry, L., Krivokapic-Skoko, B.,
& Jenkins, S. (2020). Negotiating gender in the male-
dominated skilled trades: A systematic literature review.
Construction Management and Economics, 38(10), 894-916.

Bridges, D., Wulff, E., Krivokapic-Skoko, B., & Bamberry, L.
(2022). Girls in trades: Tokenism and sexual harassment
inside the VET classroom. Journal of Vocational Education &
Training. ahead of print, 1-19. https://doi.org/10.1080/13636
820.2022.2084768

Briggs, J., & Scott, R. (2020). “Rape myths” and a “reasonable
belief” of consent: R v Lazarus [2017] NSWCCA 279.
Psychiatry, Psychology and Law, 27(5), 1-28. https://doi.org/1
0.1080/13218719.2020.1751331

Britto, D. G. C., Pinotti, P., & Sampaio, B. (2022). The effect of
job loss and unemployment insurance on crime in Brazil.
Econometrica, 90(4), 1393-1423.

Broci¢, M., & Miles, A. (2021). College and the “culture war”:
Assessing higher education’s influence on moral attitudes.
American Sociological Review, 86(5), 856-895.

Brooks-Hay, O. (2019). Doing the “right thing"?
Understanding why rape victim-survivors report to the
police. Feminist Criminology, 15(2), 174-195. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1557085119859079



https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcrimjus.2010.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcrimjus.2010.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1111/gwao.12549
https://illinoisjltp.com/journal/wp-content/uploads/2015/02/Daum&Boux_AuthorRevisions_10-23-14.pdf
https://illinoisjltp.com/journal/wp-content/uploads/2015/02/Daum&Boux_AuthorRevisions_10-23-14.pdf
https://illinoisjltp.com/journal/wp-content/uploads/2015/02/Daum&Boux_AuthorRevisions_10-23-14.pdf
https://20ian81kynqg38bl3l3eh8bf-wpengine.netdna-ssl.com/wp-content/uploads/2022/02/Boxall-et-al_Pathways-to-intimate-partner-homicide.1.pdf
https://20ian81kynqg38bl3l3eh8bf-wpengine.netdna-ssl.com/wp-content/uploads/2022/02/Boxall-et-al_Pathways-to-intimate-partner-homicide.1.pdf
https://20ian81kynqg38bl3l3eh8bf-wpengine.netdna-ssl.com/wp-content/uploads/2022/02/Boxall-et-al_Pathways-to-intimate-partner-homicide.1.pdf
https://doi.org/10.52922/sb04718
https://doi.org/10.1080/13676261.2017.1343461
https://doi.org/10.1080/13676261.2017.1343461
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.47.6.1191
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.47.6.1191
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4692457/
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4692457/
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260518812806
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260518812806
https://doi.org/10.1111/soc4.12491
https://doi.org/10.1080/13218719.2020.1751331
https://doi.org/10.1080/13218719.2020.1751331
https://doi.org/10.1177/1557085119859079
https://doi.org/10.1177/1557085119859079

Brown, A. L., Banyard, V. L., & Moynihan, M. M. (2014). College
students as helpful bystanders against sexual violence:
Gender, race, and year in college moderate the impact of
perceived peer norms. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 38(3),
350-362. https://doi.org/10.1177/0361684314526855

Brown, C. (2008). Gender-role implications on same-sex
intimate partner abuse. Journal of Family Violence, 23(6),
457-462. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-008-9172-9

Brown, C., Flood, M., & Hegarty, K. (2020). Digital dating
abuse perpetration and impact: The importance of gender.
Journal of Youth Studies, 25(2), 1-16. https://doi.org/10.1080/
13676261.2020.1858041

Brown, C., Yap, M., Thomassin, A., Murray, M., & Yu, E. (2021).
“Can | just share my story?” Experiences of technology-
facilitated abuse among Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait
Islander women in regional and remote Australia.
Journal of Global Indigeneity, 5(2), 29716. https://www.
journalofglobalindigeneity.com/article/29716.pdf

Brown, M. J., & Groscup, J. (2009). Perceptions of same-sex
domestic violence among crisis center staff. Journal of
Family Violence, 24(2), 87-93. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s10896-008-9212-5

Brownhalls, J., Duffy, A., Eriksson, L., Overall, N., Sibley, C.
G., Radke, H. R. M., & Barlow, F. K. (2020). Make it safe at
night or teach women to fight? Sexism predicts views on
men’s and women'’s responsibility to reduce men'’s violence
toward women. Sex Roles, 84(3-4), 183-195. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s11199-020-01159-5

Brownmiller, S. (1975). Against our will: Men, women and rape.
Simon and Schuster.

Brush, L. D., & Miller, E. (2019). Trouble in paradigm: “Gender
transformative” programming in violence prevention.
Violence Against Women, 25(14), 1635-1656. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1077801219872551

Bucci, N. (2021, May 25). Affirmative sexual consent: What the
NSW law reforms mean and how other states compare. The
Guardian. https://www.theguardian.com/law/2021/may/25/
affirmative-sexual-consent-what-the-nsw-law-reforms-
mean-and-how-other-states-compare

Burgin, R. (2019). Persistent narratives of force and resistance:
Affirmative consent as law reform. British Journal of
Criminology, 59(2), 296-314. https://doi.org/10.1093/bjc/

azy043

Burrell, S. R. (2020). Male agents of change and disassociating
from the problem in the prevention of violence against
women. In R. Luyt & K. Starck (Eds.), Masculine power
and gender equality: Masculinities as change agents (pp.
35-54). Springer International Publishing. https://doi.
org/10.1007/978-3-030-35162-5_3

Burrell, S. R. (2021). “Cause we're all just part of the system
really”: Complicity and resistance in young sportsmen'’s
responses to violence against women prevention
campaigns in England. Sociological Research Online,. https://
doi.org/10.1177/13607804211049463

Burton, L.]., Cyr, D., & Weiner, J. M. (2020). “Unbroken, but
bent”: Gendered racism in school leadership. Frontiers
in Education, 5(52), 1-13. https://doi.org/10.3389/
feduc.2020.00052

Cafferky, B. M., Mendez, M., Anderson, J. R., & Stith, S. (2016).
Substance use and intimate partner violence: A meta-
analytic review. Psychology of Violence. 8(1), 110-131.
https://doi.org/10.1037/vio0000074

Cahill, H., Lusher, D., Davdand, B., Suryani, A., Farrelly, A.,
& Wang, P. (2023). Respectful relationships education in
secondary schools: A statistical social network analysis of a
program intervention designed to build positive gender-related
attitudes and respectful peer relationships in Australian
schools. Study in progress. ANROWS. https://www.anrows.
org.au/project/respectful-relationships-education-in-
secondary-schools-a-statistical-social-network-analysis-of-

a-program-intervention-designed-to-build-positive-gender-

related-attitudes-and-respectful-peer-relatio/

Callaghan, ). E. M., Alexander, J. H., Sixsmith, J., & Fellin, L. C.
(2018). Beyond “witnessing": Children’s experiences of
coercive control in domestic violence and abuse. Journal
of Interpersonal Violence, 33(10), 1551-1581. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0886260515618946

Callander, D., Wiggins, J., Rosenberg, S., Cornelisse, V. .,
Duck-Chong, E., Holt, M., Pony, M., Vlahakis, E., MacGibbon,
J., & Cook, T. (2019). The 2018 Australian Trans and Gender
Diverse Sexual Health Survey: Report of findings. The Kirby
Institute, UNSW Sydney. https://kirby.unsw.edu.au/sites/
default/files/kirby/report/ATGD-Sexual-Health-Survey-

Report_2018.pdf

Calton, J. M., Cattaneo, L. B., & Gebhard, K. T. (2015). Barriers
to help seeking for lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender,
and queer survivors of intimate partner violence.
Trauma, Violence, & Abuse. 17(5), 585-600. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1524838015585318

Cameron, J. J., & Stinson, D. A. (2019). Gender (mis)
measurement: Guidelines for respecting gender diversity
in psychological research. Social and Personality Psychology
Compass, 13(11), 12506. https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12506

289


https://doi.org/10.1177/0361684314526855
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-008-9172-9
https://doi.org/10.1080/13676261.2020.1858041
https://doi.org/10.1080/13676261.2020.1858041
https://www.journalofglobalindigeneity.com/article/29716.pdf
https://www.journalofglobalindigeneity.com/article/29716.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-008-9212-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-008-9212-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-020-01159-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-020-01159-5
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801219872551
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801219872551
https://www.theguardian.com/law/2021/may/25/affirmative-sexual-consent-what-the-nsw-law-reforms-mean-and-how-other-states-compare
https://www.theguardian.com/law/2021/may/25/affirmative-sexual-consent-what-the-nsw-law-reforms-mean-and-how-other-states-compare
https://www.theguardian.com/law/2021/may/25/affirmative-sexual-consent-what-the-nsw-law-reforms-mean-and-how-other-states-compare
https://doi.org/10.1093/bjc/azy043
https://doi.org/10.1093/bjc/azy043
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-35162-5_3
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-35162-5_3
https://doi.org/10.1177/13607804211049463
https://doi.org/10.1177/13607804211049463
https://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2020.00052
https://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2020.00052
https://doi.org/10.1037/vio0000074
https://www.anrows.org.au/project/respectful-relationships-education-in-secondary-schools-a-statistical-social-network-analysis-of-a-program-intervention-designed-to-build-positive-gender-related-attitudes-and-respectful-peer-relatio/
https://www.anrows.org.au/project/respectful-relationships-education-in-secondary-schools-a-statistical-social-network-analysis-of-a-program-intervention-designed-to-build-positive-gender-related-attitudes-and-respectful-peer-relatio/
https://www.anrows.org.au/project/respectful-relationships-education-in-secondary-schools-a-statistical-social-network-analysis-of-a-program-intervention-designed-to-build-positive-gender-related-attitudes-and-respectful-peer-relatio/
https://www.anrows.org.au/project/respectful-relationships-education-in-secondary-schools-a-statistical-social-network-analysis-of-a-program-intervention-designed-to-build-positive-gender-related-attitudes-and-respectful-peer-relatio/
https://www.anrows.org.au/project/respectful-relationships-education-in-secondary-schools-a-statistical-social-network-analysis-of-a-program-intervention-designed-to-build-positive-gender-related-attitudes-and-respectful-peer-relatio/
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260515618946
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260515618946
https://kirby.unsw.edu.au/sites/default/files/kirby/report/ATGD-Sexual-Health-Survey-Report_2018.pdf
https://kirby.unsw.edu.au/sites/default/files/kirby/report/ATGD-Sexual-Health-Survey-Report_2018.pdf
https://kirby.unsw.edu.au/sites/default/files/kirby/report/ATGD-Sexual-Health-Survey-Report_2018.pdf

290

Campbell, H. (2019). Stalking and abuse in the digital age:
What you can do to protect your clients. Law Society of NSW

Journal, (52), 87-89. https://search-informit-org.simsrad.net.

ocs.mg.edu.au/doi/10.3316/agispt.20190226007206

Campo, M., & Tayton, S. (2015a). Domestic and family violence in
regional, rural and remote communities. Australian Institute
of Family Studies. https://aifs.gov.au/resources/policy-and-
practice-papers/domestic-and-family-violence-regional-
rural-and-remote

Campo, M., & Tayton, S. (2015b). Intimate partner violence in
lesbian, gay, bisexual, trans, intersex and queer communities.
Australian Institute of Family Studies. https://aifs.gov.
au/cfca/publications/intimate-partner-violence-Igbtig-
communitiesfiles/9051/intimate-partner-violence-Igbtig-
communities.html

Cano-Gonzalez, I., Charak, R., Gilbar, O., Vifias-Racionero,
R., & Strait, M. K. (2020). Witnessing parental violence
and cyber IPV perpetration in Hispanic emerging adults:
The mediating role of attitudes toward IPV. Journal of
Interpersonal Violence, 37(9-10), NP8115-NP8137. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0886260520975834

Capezza, N. M., & Arriaga, X. B. (2008). Why do people blame
victims of abuse? The role of stereotypes of women on
perceptions of blame. Sex Roles, 59(11), 839. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s11199-008-9488-1

Cares, A. C., Moynihan, M. M., & Banyard, V. L. (2014). Taking
stock of bystander programmes. In N. Henry & A. Powell
(Eds.), Preventing sexual violence: Interdisciplinary approaches
to overcoming a rape culture (pp. 170-188). Palgrave
Macmillan.

Carian, E. K. (2022). The Inversive Sexism Scale: Endorsement
of the belief that women are privileged. In E. K. Carian,
A. DiBranco, & C. Ebin (Eds.), Male supremacism in the
United States: From patriarchal traditionalism to misogynist
incels and the alt-right (pp. 21-47). Routledge. https://doi.
org/10.4324/9781003164722-3

Caridad Bueno, C., & Henderson, E. A. (2017). Bargaining or
backlash? Evidence on intimate partner violence from the
Dominican Republic. Feminist Economics, 23(4), 90-116.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13545701.2017.1292360

Carline, A., Gunby, C., & Taylor, S. (2018). Too drunk to
consent? Exploring the contestations and disruptions in
male-focused sexual violence prevention interventions.
Social and Legal Studies, 27(3), 299-322. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0964663917713346

Carlisle, E., Coumarelos, C., Minter, K., & Lohmeyer, B. (2022).
“It depends on what the definition of domestic violence is":
How young Australians conceptualise domestic violence and
abuse. ANROWS. https://www.anrows.org.au/publication/
it-depends-on-what-the-definition-of-domestic-violence-is-
how-young-people-conceptualise-domestic-violence-and-
abuse/

Carlsson, L., Lysell, H., Enander, V., Ormon, K., Lévestad, S., &
Krantz, G. (2021). Socio-demographic and psychosocial
characteristics of male and female perpetrators in intimate
partner homicide: A case-control study from Region Vastra
Gotaland, Sweden. PLoS One, 16(8), €0256064.

Carman, M., Fairchild, J., Parsons, M., Farrugia, C., Power,
J., & Bourne, A. (2020). Pride in prevention: A guide to
primary prevention of family violence experienced by
LGBTIQ communities. Rainbow Health Australia. https://
rainbowhealthaustralia.org.au/news/launch-pride-in-
prevention-evidence-guide

Carman, M., Rosenberg, S., Bourne, A., & Parsons, M. (2021).
Research matters: What does LGBTIQ mean? Rainbow Health
Victoria. https://www.rainbowhealthvic.org.au/media/
pages/research-resources/research-matters-what-does-
Igbtiq-mean/4107366852-1605661767/research-matters-
what-does-Igbtig-mean.pdf

Carmody, J. (2018, May 13). The mystery of the Miles family
and a Margaret River murder-suicide that has shocked the
world. ABC News. https://www.abc.net.au/news/2018-
05-13/margaret-river-murder-suicide-mystery-of-miles-
family/9755116

Carmody, M. (2009). Conceptualising the prevention of sexual
assault and the role of education. Australian Centre for the
Study of Sexual Assault (Australian Institute of Family
Studies)https://aifs.gov.au/sites/default/files/publication-
documents/acssa_issues10_0_0.pdf.

Carretta, C. M., Burgess, A. W., & DeMarco, R. (2016). To tell
or not to tell. Violence Against Women, 22(13), 1499-1518.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801215627507

Carroll, C. P. (2021). The “lottery” of rape reporting: Secondary
victimization and Swedish criminal justice professionals.
Nordic Journal of Criminology, 22(1), 22-41. https://doi.org/10
.1080/2578983X.2021.1900516

Casey, E., Carlson, J., Two Bulls, S., & Yager, A. (2018). Gender
transformative approaches to engaging men in gender-
based violence prevention: A review and conceptual
model. Trauma, Violence & Abuse, 19(2), 231-246. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1524838016650191



https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260520975834
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260520975834
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-008-9488-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-008-9488-1
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003164722-3
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003164722-3
https://doi.org/10.1080/13545701.2017.1292360
https://doi.org/10.1177/0964663917713346
https://doi.org/10.1177/0964663917713346
https://www.anrows.org.au/publication/it-depends-on-what-the-definition-of-domestic-violence-is-how-young-people-conceptualise-domestic-violence-and-abuse/
https://www.anrows.org.au/publication/it-depends-on-what-the-definition-of-domestic-violence-is-how-young-people-conceptualise-domestic-violence-and-abuse/
https://www.anrows.org.au/publication/it-depends-on-what-the-definition-of-domestic-violence-is-how-young-people-conceptualise-domestic-violence-and-abuse/
https://www.anrows.org.au/publication/it-depends-on-what-the-definition-of-domestic-violence-is-how-young-people-conceptualise-domestic-violence-and-abuse/
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2018-05-13/margaret-river-murder-suicide-mystery-of-miles-family/9755116
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2018-05-13/margaret-river-murder-suicide-mystery-of-miles-family/9755116
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2018-05-13/margaret-river-murder-suicide-mystery-of-miles-family/9755116
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801215627507
https://doi.org/10.1080/2578983X.2021.1900516
https://doi.org/10.1080/2578983X.2021.1900516
https://doi.org/10.1177/1524838016650191
https://doi.org/10.1177/1524838016650191

Casey, E. A, Lindhorst, T., & Storer, H. L. (2017). The
situational-cognitive model of adolescent bystander
behavior: Modeling bystander decision-making in the
context of bullying and teen dating violence. Psychology of
Violence, 7(1), 33-44. https://doi.org/10.1037/vio0000033

Castafio, P. (2022). Legislation on violence against women in
politics, a pioneer policy on gender equality. In P. Castafio
(Ed.), Left-wing populism and feminist politics: Women’s
movements and gender equality policies in Evo Morales’ Bolivia
(pp. 33-68). Springer International Publishing. https://doi.
org/10.1007/978-3-030-99232-3_2

Cénat, J. M., Smith, K., Hébert, M., & Derivois, D. (2021).
Polyvictimization and cybervictimization among college
students from France: The mediation role of psychological
distress and resilience. Journal of Interpersonal
Violence, 36(17-18), NP9252-NP9271. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0886260519854554

Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. (2022). The social-
ecological model: A framework for prevention. https://www.
cdc.gov/violenceprevention/about/social-ecologicalmodel.
html

Centre for Women'’s Safety and Wellbeing. (2021). Snapshot of
demand and current issues for women on temporary visas who
are victims/survivors of family and domestic violence. https://
cwsw.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2021/11/Snapshot-of-
demand-and-current-issues-for-women-on-temporary-

visas.pdf

Chandra, G., & Erlingsdottir, I. (2021). The Routledge handbook
of the politics of the #MeToo movement. Routledge.

Cheryan, S., Schwartz Cameron, ., Katagiri, Z., & Monin, B.
(2015). Manning up. Social Psychology, 46(4), 218-227.
https://doi.org/10.1027/1864-9335/a000239

Chrysanthos, N. (2021, March 1). Thousands more teenage
sexual assault stories to be published. The Sydney Morning
Herald. https://www.smh.com.au/national/thousands-
more-teenage-sexual-assault-stories-to-be-published-
20210301-p5764gj.html

Chung, D. (2005). Violence, control, romance and gender
equality: Young women and heterosexual relationships.
Women'’s Studies International Forum, 28(6), 445-455. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.wsif.2005.09.005

Clark, S. (2022). Funding for schools and student wellbeing.
Parliament of Australia. https://www.aph.gov.au/About_
Parliament/Parliamentary_departments/Parliamentary_
Library/pubs/rp/BudgetReviewOctober202223/
FundingSchoolsStudentWellbeing.

Clark, T., Dodson, S., Guivarra, N., & Widders Hunt, Y.
(2021). “We're not treated equally as Indigenous people
or aswomen": The perspectives and experiences
of Indigenous women in Australian public relations.
Public Relations Inquiry, 10(2), 163-183. https://doi.
org/10.1177/2046147x211005358

Closing the Gap Clearinghouse. (2013). The role of community
patrols in improving safety in Indigenous communities
(Resource sheet 20). Australian Institute of Health and
Welfare, & Australian Institute of Family Studies. https://
www.aihw.gov.au/getmedia/6709c52a-95f0-4592-a1b9-
78a429638fb6/14455.pdf.aspx?inline=true

Cockburn, P. (2020, May 21). Alan Jones breached media
watchdog rules in Jacinda Ardern "sock down her throat”
broadcast. ABC News. https://www.abc.net.au/news/2020-
05-21/alan-jones-breached-rules-in-jacinda-ardern-
comment/12271476

Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral
sciences (2nd ed.). Lawrence Erlbaum.

Colangelo, A. (2021, January 11). Patton stood down as more
allegations surface. The Age. https://www.theage.com.au/
sport/afl/patton-a-no-show-at-training-more-women-
allege-they-were-sent-lewd-messages-20210111-p56t5i.
html

Cole, B. P., Brennan, M., Tyler, E., & Willard, R. (2020).
Predicting men’s acceptance of sexual violence myths
through conformity to masculine norms, sexism, and

“locker room talk”. Psychology of Men & Masculinities, 21(4),
508-517. https://doi.org/10.1037/men0000248

Collier, C. N., & Raney, T. (2018). Understanding sexism and

sexual harassment in politics: A comparison of Westminster

parliaments in Australia, the United Kingdom, and Canada.
Social Politics: International Studies in Gender, State & Society,
25(3), 432-455. https://doi.org/10.1093/sp/jxy024

Collins, M. (2012). Women most at risk of violence from their
male partner: Traditional macho values of dominance and

entitlement lie behind violence by men against their female

partners - which is a significant social problem in New
Zealand. Nursing New Zealand, 18(7), 12-13.

Committee on the Elimination of Discrimination against
Women. (2010). General Recommendation No. 28 - The core
obligations of states' parties under Article 2 of the Convention
on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination against
Women. United Nations. https://www.refworld.org/
docid/4d467ea72.html

Cook, B., David, F., & Grant, A. (2001). Sexual violence in
Australia. Australian Institute of Criminology. https://www.
aic.gov.au/publications/rpp/rpp36

291


https://doi.org/10.1037/vio0000033
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-99232-3_2
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-99232-3_2
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260519854554
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260519854554
https://doi.org/10.1027/1864-9335/a000239
https://nationalce.sharepoint.com/research/NCAS/NCAS%202021/Survey--Reporting/01%20Main-pop%20report/00%20Final%20Document/Chrysanthos,%20N.%20(2021,%20March%201).%20Thousands%20more%20teenage%20sexual%20assault%20stories%20to%20be%20published.%20The%20Sydney%20Morning%20Herald.%20https:/www.smh.com.au/national/thousands-more-teenage-sexual-assault-stories-to-be-published-20210301-p576qj.html
https://nationalce.sharepoint.com/research/NCAS/NCAS%202021/Survey--Reporting/01%20Main-pop%20report/00%20Final%20Document/Chrysanthos,%20N.%20(2021,%20March%201).%20Thousands%20more%20teenage%20sexual%20assault%20stories%20to%20be%20published.%20The%20Sydney%20Morning%20Herald.%20https:/www.smh.com.au/national/thousands-more-teenage-sexual-assault-stories-to-be-published-20210301-p576qj.html
https://nationalce.sharepoint.com/research/NCAS/NCAS%202021/Survey--Reporting/01%20Main-pop%20report/00%20Final%20Document/Chrysanthos,%20N.%20(2021,%20March%201).%20Thousands%20more%20teenage%20sexual%20assault%20stories%20to%20be%20published.%20The%20Sydney%20Morning%20Herald.%20https:/www.smh.com.au/national/thousands-more-teenage-sexual-assault-stories-to-be-published-20210301-p576qj.html
https://nationalce.sharepoint.com/research/NCAS/NCAS%202021/Survey--Reporting/01%20Main-pop%20report/00%20Final%20Document/Chrysanthos,%20N.%20(2021,%20March%201).%20Thousands%20more%20teenage%20sexual%20assault%20stories%20to%20be%20published.%20The%20Sydney%20Morning%20Herald.%20https:/www.smh.com.au/national/thousands-more-teenage-sexual-assault-stories-to-be-published-20210301-p576qj.html
https://nationalce.sharepoint.com/research/NCAS/NCAS%202021/Survey--Reporting/01%20Main-pop%20report/00%20Final%20Document/Chrysanthos,%20N.%20(2021,%20March%201).%20Thousands%20more%20teenage%20sexual%20assault%20stories%20to%20be%20published.%20The%20Sydney%20Morning%20Herald.%20https:/www.smh.com.au/national/thousands-more-teenage-sexual-assault-stories-to-be-published-20210301-p576qj.html
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wsif.2005.09.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wsif.2005.09.005
https://www.aph.gov.au/About_Parliament/Parliamentary_departments/Parliamentary_Library/pubs/rp/Budg
https://www.aph.gov.au/About_Parliament/Parliamentary_departments/Parliamentary_Library/pubs/rp/Budg
https://www.aph.gov.au/About_Parliament/Parliamentary_departments/Parliamentary_Library/pubs/rp/Budg
https://www.aph.gov.au/About_Parliament/Parliamentary_departments/Parliamentary_Library/pubs/rp/Budg
https://doi.org/10.1177/2046147x211005358
https://doi.org/10.1177/2046147x211005358
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2020-05-21/alan-jones-breached-rules-in-jacinda-ardern-comment/12271476
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2020-05-21/alan-jones-breached-rules-in-jacinda-ardern-comment/12271476
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2020-05-21/alan-jones-breached-rules-in-jacinda-ardern-comment/12271476
https://www.theage.com.au/sport/afl/patton-a-no-show-at-training-more-women-allege-they-were-sent-lewd-messages-20210111-p56t5i.html
https://www.theage.com.au/sport/afl/patton-a-no-show-at-training-more-women-allege-they-were-sent-lewd-messages-20210111-p56t5i.html
https://www.theage.com.au/sport/afl/patton-a-no-show-at-training-more-women-allege-they-were-sent-lewd-messages-20210111-p56t5i.html
https://www.theage.com.au/sport/afl/patton-a-no-show-at-training-more-women-allege-they-were-sent-lewd-messages-20210111-p56t5i.html
https://doi.org/10.1037/men0000248
https://doi.org/10.1093/sp/jxy024
https://www.aic.gov.au/publications/rpp/rpp36
https://www.aic.gov.au/publications/rpp/rpp36

Cook, R., & Grimshaw, D. (2021). A gendered lens on COVID-19
employment and social policies in Europe. European
Societies, 23(1), S215-S227. https://doi.org/10.1080/1461669
6.2020.1822538

Copp, J. E., Giordano, P. C., Manning, W. D., & Longmore, M. A.
(2019). Neighborhood norms, disadvantage, and intimate
partner violence perpetration. Sociological Forum, 34(3),
594-615. https://doi.org/10.1111/socf.12516

Corboz, J., Flood, M., & Dyson, S. (2016). Challenges of
bystander intervention in male-dominated professional
sport: Lessons from the Australian Football League.
Violence Against Women, 22(3), 324-343. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1077801215602343

Cortés-Trevifio, K. L., Gardufio-Alanis, A., & Monroy, G.
V. (2022). Association between dating violence and
personality type in Mexican university students. Current
Psychology, 41(9), 6597-6607. https://doi.org/10.1007/
$12144-020-01159-4

Coulter, R. W. S., Mair, C., Miller, E., Blosnich, J. R., Matthews, D.
D., & McCauley, H. L. (2017). Prevalence of past-year sexual
assault victimization among undergraduate students:
Exploring differences by and intersections of gender
identity, sexual identity, and race/ethnicity. Prevention
Science, 18(6), 726-736. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11121-017-

Council of Australian Governments. (2022). National Plan
to End Violence against Women and Children 2022-2032.
Commonwealth of Australia. https:/www.dss.gov.au/
sites/default/files/documents/10_2022/national_plan_
accessible_version_for_website.pdf

Cox, D., Young, M., & Bairnsfather-Scott, A. (2014). No justice
without healing: Australian Aboriginal people and family
violence. Australian Feminist Law Journal, 30(1), 151-161.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13200968.2009.10854421

Cramp, K. J., & Zufferey, C. (2020). The removal of children in
domestic violence: Widening service provider perspectives.
Affilia. https://doi.org/10.1177/0886109920954422

Crayne, M. P. (2020). The traumatic impact of job loss and
job search in the aftermath of COVID-19. Psychological
Trauma, 12(S1), S180-S182. https://doi.org/10.1037/
tra0000852

Crenshaw, K. (1989). Demarginalizing the intersection
of race and sex: A Black feminist critique of
antidiscrimination doctrine, feminist theory and
antiracist politics. University of Chicago Legal Forum, Vol.
1989, 1(8), 139-167. http://chicagounbound.uchicago.
edu/uclf/vol1989/iss1/8?utm_source=chicagounbound.
uchicago.edu%2Fuclf%2Fvol1989%2Fiss1%2F8&utm_
medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages

0762-8

Coumarelos, C. (2018). Legal Aid NSW Domestic Violence Unit:
Process evaluation of the first nine months. Law and Justice
Foundation. http://www.lawfoundation.net.au/ljf/site/
articlelDs/2F51E86CB837FB128 525822700048FB6/$file/
DVU_eval_Legal_Aid_NSW.pdf

Coumarelos, C. (2019). Quantifying the legal and broader life
impacts of domestic and family violence. Law and Justice
Foundation. http://www.lawfoundation.net.au/ljf/site/
articlelDs/61BD5751775FA93B852584090007B5B9/$file/
JI_32_DFV_legal_needs.pdf

Coumarelos, C., Honey, N., Ward, A., Weeks, N., & Minter,
K. (2023). Attitudes matter: The 2021 National Community
Attitudes towards Violence against Women Survey (NCAS),
Technical report. ANROWS.

Council of Australian Governments. (2010a). National
Implementation Plan for the First Action Plan: Building a strong
foundation 2010-2013. Commonwealth of Australia. https://
www.dss.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/07_2014/
first_action_plan_1.pdf

Council of Australian Governments. (2010b). National Plan to
Reduce Violence against Women and their Children 2010-2022.
Commonwealth of Australia. https://www.dss.gov.au/sites/
default/files/documents/08_2014/national_plani.pdf

Crenshaw, K. (1991). Mapping the margins: Intersectionality,
identity politics, and violence against women of color.
Stanford Law Review, 43, pp. 1241-1299. https://doi.
org/10.2307/1229039

Crimes Act 1900 (ACT) s 35. Retreived from https://www.
legislation.act.gov.au/a/1900-40

Crimes (Domestic and Personal Violence) Act 2007 (NSW) s 13.
Retreived from https://legislation.nsw.gov.au/view/whole/
html/inforce/current/act-2007-080

Criminal Code 1913 (WA) s 338E. Retreived from https://
www.legislation.wa.gov.au/legislation/statutes.nsf/main_
mrtitle_218_homepage.html

Criminal Code Act 1899 (Qld) s 359B. Retreived from https://
www.legislation.qld.gov.au/view/pdf/inforce/current/act-
1899-009

Criminal Code Act 1924 (Tas) s 192. Retreived from https://www.
legislation.tas.gov.au/view/html/inforce/current/act-1924-
069

Criminal Code Act 1995 (Cth) s 474.17. https://www.legislation.
gov.au/Details/C2021C00183



https://doi.org/10.1080/14616696.2020.1822538
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616696.2020.1822538
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801215602343
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801215602343
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-020-01159-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-020-01159-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11121-017-0762-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11121-017-0762-8
https://www.dss.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/07_2014/first_action_plan_1.pdf
https://www.dss.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/07_2014/first_action_plan_1.pdf
https://www.dss.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/07_2014/first_action_plan_1.pdf
https://www.dss.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/10_2022/national_plan_accessible_version_for_website.pdf
https://www.dss.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/10_2022/national_plan_accessible_version_for_website.pdf
https://www.dss.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/10_2022/national_plan_accessible_version_for_website.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/13200968.2009.10854421
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886109920954422
https://www.legislation.act.gov.au/a/1900-40
https://www.legislation.act.gov.au/a/1900-40
https://legislation.nsw.gov.au/view/whole/html/inforce/current/act-2007-080
https://legislation.nsw.gov.au/view/whole/html/inforce/current/act-2007-080
https://www.legislation.wa.gov.au/legislation/statutes.nsf/main_mrtitle_218_homepage.html
https://www.legislation.wa.gov.au/legislation/statutes.nsf/main_mrtitle_218_homepage.html
https://www.legislation.wa.gov.au/legislation/statutes.nsf/main_mrtitle_218_homepage.html
https://www.legislation.qld.gov.au/view/pdf/inforce/current/act-1899-009
https://www.legislation.qld.gov.au/view/pdf/inforce/current/act-1899-009
https://www.legislation.qld.gov.au/view/pdf/inforce/current/act-1899-009
https://www.legislation.tas.gov.au/view/html/inforce/current/act-1924-069
https://www.legislation.tas.gov.au/view/html/inforce/current/act-1924-069
https://www.legislation.tas.gov.au/view/html/inforce/current/act-1924-069
https://www.legislation.gov.au/Details/C2021C00183
https://www.legislation.gov.au/Details/C2021C00183

Criminal Law Consolidation Act 1935 (SA) s 19AA. Retreived
from https://www.legislation.sa.gov.au/__legislation/
Iz/c/a/criminal%20law%20consolidation%20act%201935/
current/1935.2252.auth.pdf

Cripps, K. (2021). Media constructions of Indigenous women
in sexual assault cases: Reflections from Australia and
Canada. Current Issues in Criminal Justice, 33(3), 1-22.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10345329.2020.1867039

Cross, E. ., & Overall, N. C. (2018). Women's attraction to
benevolent sexism: Needing relationship security predicts
greater attraction to men who endorse benevolent sexism.
European Journal of Social Psychology, 48(3), 336-347.
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2334

Cross, E.J., & Overall, N. C. (2019). Women experience more
serious relationship problems when male partners endorse
hostile sexism. European Journal of Social Psychology, 49(5),
1022-1041. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2560

Cross, E.J., Overall, N. C., Low, R. S. T., & McNulty, J. K. (2019).
An interdependence account of sexism and power: Men'’s
hostile sexism, biased perceptions of low power, and
relationship aggression. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 117(2), 338-363. https://doi.org/10.1037/

pspi0000167

Croucher, R. (2014). Family law: Challenges for responding
to family violence in a federal system. In A. Hayes & D.
Higgins (Eds.), Families, policies and the law: Selected essays
on contemporary issues for Australia. Australian Institute of
Family Studies.

Cuenca-Piqueras, C., Fernandez-Prados, J. S., & Gonzalez-
Moreno, M. J. (2020). Face-to-face versus online harassment
of European women: Importance of date and place of birth.
Sexuality & Culture, 24(1), 157-173. https://doi.org/10.1007/
$12119-019-09632-4

Cussen, T., & Bryant, W. (2015). Domestic/family homicide in
Australia (Research in Practice, Issue 38). Analysis and
Policy Observatory. https://apo.org.au/node/54500

Dahl, J., Vescio, T., & Weaver, K. (2015). How threats to
masculinity sequentially cause public discomfort, anger,
and ideological dominance over women. Social Psychology,
46(4), 242-254. https://doi.org/10.1027/1864-9335/a000248

Dalton, S. (2020). When staying at home can mean danger.
Concept, 11, 1-3. http://concept.lib.ed.ac.uk/article/
view/4371

Daly, K., & Bouhours, B. (2010). Rape and attrition in the legal
process: A comparative analysis of five countries. Crime and
Justice, 39(1), 565-650. https://doi.org/10.1086/653101

Dardis, C. M., Kraft, K. M., & Gidycz, C. A. (2021).
“Miscommunication” and undergraduate women'’s
conceptualizations of sexual assault: A qualitative analysis.
Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 36(1-2), 33-61. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0886260517726412

Davey, M. (2018, June 15). Men need to change: Anger grows
over police response to Eurydice Dixon's murder. The
Guardian. https://www.theguardian.com/australia-
news/2018/jun/15/men-need-to-change-anger-grows-over-
police-response-to-comedians

Davidson, M. M., & Gervais, S. J. (2015). Violence against
women through the lens of objectification theory.
Violence Against Women, 21(3), 330-354. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1077801214568031

Davis, A. C., Carrotte, E. R., Hellard, M. E., & Lim, M. S. (2018).
What behaviors do young heterosexual Australians see
in pornography? A cross-sectional study. Journal of Sex
Research, 55(3), 310-319. https://doi.org/10.1080/00224499
.2017.1417350

de Jonge, A. (2018). Corporate social responsibility through
a feminist lens: Domestic violence and the workplace in
the 21st century. Journal of Business Ethics, 148(3), 471-487.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-3010-9

de Miquel, C., Doménech-Abella, J., Felez-Nobrega, M.,
Cristobal-Narvéaez, P., Mortier, P., Vilagut, G., Alonso,
J., Olaya, B., & Haro, J. M. (2022). The mental health of
employees with job loss and income loss during the
COVID-19 pandemic: The mediating role of perceived
financial stress. International Journal of Environmental
Research and Public Health, 19(6), 3158. https://doi.
org/10.3390/ijerph19063158

Dean, J. (2019, February 28). Dragons star Jack de Belin officially
stood down by NRL. Fox Sports. https://www.foxsports.
com.au/nrl/nrl-premiership/teams/dragons/dragons-star-
jack-de-belin-officially-stood-down-by-nrl/news-story/
f53682a235ffde636292b3562677076a

Debowska, A., Boduszek, D., Dhingra, K., Kola, S., &
Meller-Prunska, A. (2015). The role of psychopathy and
exposure to violence in rape myth acceptance. Journal
of Interpersonal Violence, 30(15), 2751-2770. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0886260514553635

DeKeseredy, W. S. (2020). Enhancing feminist understandings
of violence against women: Looking to the future. In The
Emerald handbook of feminism, criminology and social change
(pp. 337-355). Emerald Publishing Limited. https://doi.
org/10.1108/978-1-78769-955-720201028

293


https://www.legislation.sa.gov.au/__legislation/lz/c/a/criminal%20law%20consolidation%20act%201935/current/1935.2252.auth.pdf
https://www.legislation.sa.gov.au/__legislation/lz/c/a/criminal%20law%20consolidation%20act%201935/current/1935.2252.auth.pdf
https://www.legislation.sa.gov.au/__legislation/lz/c/a/criminal%20law%20consolidation%20act%201935/current/1935.2252.auth.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/10345329.2020.1867039
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2334
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2560
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000167
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000167
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12119-019-09632-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12119-019-09632-4
https://apo.org.au/node/54500
https://doi.org/10.1027/1864-9335/a000248
http://concept.lib.ed.ac.uk/article/view/4371
http://concept.lib.ed.ac.uk/article/view/4371
https://doi.org/10.1086/653101
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260517726412
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260517726412
https://www.theguardian.com/australia-news/2018/jun/15/men-need-to-change-anger-grows-over-police-response-to-comedians
https://www.theguardian.com/australia-news/2018/jun/15/men-need-to-change-anger-grows-over-police-response-to-comedians
https://www.theguardian.com/australia-news/2018/jun/15/men-need-to-change-anger-grows-over-police-response-to-comedians
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801214568031
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801214568031
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-3010-9
https://www.foxsports.com.au/nrl/nrl-premiership/teams/dragons/dragons-star-jack-de-belin-officially-stood-down-by-nrl/news-story/f53682a235ffde636292b3562677076a
https://www.foxsports.com.au/nrl/nrl-premiership/teams/dragons/dragons-star-jack-de-belin-officially-stood-down-by-nrl/news-story/f53682a235ffde636292b3562677076a
https://www.foxsports.com.au/nrl/nrl-premiership/teams/dragons/dragons-star-jack-de-belin-officially-stood-down-by-nrl/news-story/f53682a235ffde636292b3562677076a
https://www.foxsports.com.au/nrl/nrl-premiership/teams/dragons/dragons-star-jack-de-belin-officially-stood-down-by-nrl/news-story/f53682a235ffde636292b3562677076a
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260514553635
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260514553635
https://doi.org/10.1108/978-1-78769-955-720201028
https://doi.org/10.1108/978-1-78769-955-720201028

294

DeKeseredy, W. S., & Hall-Sanchez, A. (2017). Adult
pornography and violence against women in the
heartland: Results from a rural southeast Ohio study.
Violence Against Women, 23(7), 830-849. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1077801216648795

DeKeseredy, W. S., Hall-Sanchez, A., & Nolan, J. (2018).
College campus sexual assault: The contribution of peers’
proabuse informational support and attachments to
abusive peers. Violence Against Women, 24(8), 922-935.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801217724920

DeKeseredy, W. S., Hall-Sanchez, A., Nolan, J., & Schwartz, M.
(2017). A campus LGBTQ community’s sexual violence and
stalking experiences: The contribution of pro-abuse peer
support. Journal of Gender-Based Violence, 1(2), 169-185.
https://doi.org/10.1332/239868017X15099845241783

DeKeseredy, W. S., & Schwartz, M. D. (1998). Measuring the

extent of woman abuse in intimate heterosexual relationships:

A critique of the conflict tactics scales. National Online
Resource Center on Violence Against Women. https://
vawnet.org/sites/default/files/materials/files/2016-09/

AR_Ctscrit.pdf

DeKeseredy, W. S., & Schwartz, M. D. (2013). Male peer support
and violence against women: The history and verification of
a theory. Northeastern University Press. https://books.
google.com.au/books?id=AWYCAQAAQBA)

DeKeseredy, W. S., Schwartz, M. D., Harris, B., Woodlock,
D., Nolan, J., & Hall-Sanchez, A. (2019). Technology-
facilitated stalking and unwanted sexual messages/
images in a college campus community: The role of
negative peer support. SAGE Open, 9(1). https://doi.
org/10.1177/2158244019828231

DeKeseredy, W. S., Schwartz, M. D., Kahle, L., & Nolan, J.
(2021). Polyvictimization in a college lesbian, gay, bisexual,
transgender, and queer community: The influence of
negative peer support. Violence and Gender, 8(1), 14-20.
https://doi.org/10.1089/vio.2020.0040

DeKeseredy, W. S., Schwartz, M. D., Nolan, J., Mastron, N.,
& Hall-Sanchez, A. (2018). Polyvictimization and the
continuum of sexual abuse at a college campus: Does
negative peer supportincrease the likelihood of multiple

victimizations? British Journal of Criminology, 59(2), 276-295.

https://doi.org/10.1093/bjc/azy036

Dellinger Page, A. (2010). True colors: Police officers and
rape myth acceptance. Feminist Criminology, 5(4), 315-334.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1557085110384108

Department of Attorney General and Justice (NSW). (2013). The
NSW Domestic Violence Justice Strategy: Improving the NSW
criminal justice system’s response to domestic violence. http://
www.crimeprevention.nsw.gov.au/domesticviolence/
Pages/DomesticViolenceju stice/Domestic_Violence_
Justice_Strategy.aspx

Department of Communities and Justice. (2021, December
8). Government to criminalise coercive control [Media
release]. https://dcj.nsw.gov.au/news-and-media/media-
releases/2021/government-to-criminalise-coercive-control.
html

Department of Communities and Justice. (2022). Make no
doubt. https://www.women.nsw.gov.au/makenodoubt

Dewald, S., & Lorenz, K. (2021). Lying about sexual assault:
A qualitative study of detective perspectives on false
reporting. Policing and Society, 32(2), 1-21. https://doi.org/10
.1080/10439463.2021.1893725

Dhunna, S., Lawton, B., & Cram, F. (2021). An affront to her
mana: Young Maori mothers’ experiences of intimate
partner violence. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 36(13-14),
6191-6226. https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260518815712

Diefendorf, S., & Bridges, T. (2020). On the enduring
relationship between masculinity and homophobia.
Sexualities, 23(7), 1264-1284. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1363460719876843

Diemer, K. (2015). ABS Personal Safety Survey: Additional
analysis on relationship and sex of perpetrator. University
of Melbourne. https://violenceagainstwomenandchildren.
files.wordpress.com/2015/07/abs-personal-safety-survey-
victim-perpetrator-sex-and-relationship6.pdf

Dill, K. E., Brown, B. P., & Collins, M. A. (2008). Effects of
exposure to sex-stereotyped video game characters on
tolerance of sexual harassment. Journal of Experimental
Social Psychology, 44(5), 1402-1408. https://doi.
org/10.1016/.jesp.2008.06.002

Dines, G. (2010). Pornland: How porn has hijacked our sexuality.
Beacon Press.

Dinos, S. (2014). A systematic review of juries’ assessment
of rape victims: Do rape myths impact on juror decision-
making? International Journal of Law, Crime and Justice, 43,
36-49.

Dishion, T. )., & Tipsord, J. M. (2011). Peer contagion in child
and adolescent social and emotional development. Annual
Review of Psychology, 62, 189-214. https://doi.org/10.1146/
annurev.psych.093008.100412



https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801216648795
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801216648795
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801217724920
https://doi.org/10.1332/239868017X15099845241783
https://books.google.com.au/books?id=AWYCAQAAQBAJ
https://books.google.com.au/books?id=AWYCAQAAQBAJ
https://doi.org/10.1177/2158244019828231
https://doi.org/10.1177/2158244019828231
https://doi.org/10.1089/vio.2020.0040
https://doi.org/10.1093/bjc/azy036
https://doi.org/10.1177/1557085110384108
https://dcj.nsw.gov.au/news-and-media/media-releases/2021/government-to-criminalise-coercive-control.html
https://dcj.nsw.gov.au/news-and-media/media-releases/2021/government-to-criminalise-coercive-control.html
https://dcj.nsw.gov.au/news-and-media/media-releases/2021/government-to-criminalise-coercive-control.html
https://www.women.nsw.gov.au/makenodoubt
https://doi.org/10.1080/10439463.2021.1893725
https://doi.org/10.1080/10439463.2021.1893725
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260518815712
https://doi.org/10.1177/1363460719876843
https://doi.org/10.1177/1363460719876843
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2008.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2008.06.002

Dlamini, N. J. (2021). Gender-based violence, twin pandemic to
COVID-19. Critical Sociology, 47(4-5), 583-590. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0896920520975465

Donovan, C. (2020). Why legal equality is not enough: The
case of domestic violence and abuse in the relationships
of LGBTQ+ people. In F.Hamilton and G.N La Diega (Eds.)
Same-sex relationships, law and social change (pp. 253-271).
Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429021589

Donovan, C., & Barnes, R. (2019). Domestic violence and
abuse in lesbian, gay, bisexual and/or transgender (LGB
and/or T) relationships. Sexualities, 22, 741-750. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1363460716681491

Donovan, C., & Barnes, R. (2020). Help-seeking among lesbian,
gay, bisexual and/or transgender victims/survivors of
domestic violence and abuse: The impacts of cisgendered
heteronormativity and invisibility. Journal of Sociology, 56(4),
554-570. https://doi.org/10.1177/1440783319882088

Douglas, H., & Stark, T. (2010). Stories from survivors: Domestic
violence and criminal justice interventions. The University
of Queensland. http://classic.austlii.edu.au/au/journals/
UQLRS/2010/6.html

Dowling, N., Suomi, A., Jackson, A., Lavis, T., Patford, J.,
Cockman, S., Thomas, S., Bellringer, M., Koziol-Mclain, J.,
Battersby, M., Harvey, P., & Abbott, M. (2016). Problem
gambling and intimate partner violence: A systematic
review and meta-analysis. Trauma, Violence & Abuse, 17(1),
43-61. https://doi.org/10.1177/1524838014561269

Dowse, L., Soldatic, K., Spangaro, ., & van Toorn, G. (2016).
Mind the gap: The extent of violence against women with
disabilities in Australia. Australian Journal of Social Issues,
51(3), 341-359.https://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?dir
ect=true&db=sih&AN=117994864&site=ehost-live

Dragiewicz, M. (2011). Equality with a vengeance: Men’s
rights groups, battered women, and antifeminist backlash.
Northeaster University Press.

Dragiewicz, M., Burgess, J., Matamoros-Fernandez, A.,
Salter, M., Suzor, N. P.,, Woodlock, D., & Harris, B. (2018).
Technology facilitated coercive control: Domestic violence
and the competing roles of digital media platforms.
Feminist Media Studies, 18(4), 609-625. https://doi.org/10.10
80/14680777.2018.1447341

Dragiewicz, M., & DeKeseredy, W. S. (2012). Claims
about women'’s use of non-fatal force in intimate
relationships: A contextual review of Canadian research.
Violence Against Women, 18(9), 1008-1026. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1077801212460754

Dragiewicz, M., Woodlock, D., Salter, M., & Harris, B. (2022).
“What's mum'’s password?”: Australian mothers’ perceptions
of children’s involvement in technology-facilitated coercive
control. Journal of Family Violence, 37(1), 137-149. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s10896-021-00283-4

Duque, E., Vidu, A., & Schubert, T. (2013). The struggle:
Violence against women in Spanish universities.
International Review of Qualitative Research, 6(2), 277-288.
https://doi.org/10.1525/irqr.2013.6.2.277

Duran, M., Megias, J. L., & Moya, M. (2016). Male peer support
to hostile sexist attitudes influences rape proclivity. Journal
of Interpersonal Violence 33(14), 2180-2196. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0886260515624212

Dyson, S., & Flood, M. (2008). Building cultures
of respect and non-violence. AFL, & Vic Health.
https://www.vichealth.vic.gov.au/-/media/
ProgramsandProjects/DiscriminationandViolence/
PreventingViolence/RespectResponsibilityReport.
pdf?la=en&hash=9FBE28668BBB1B646D168F9C
4ECO0C281DA6B47D3

Dyson, S., Frawley, P., & Robinson, S. (2017). “Whatever it takes”:
Access for women with disabilities to domestic and domestic
violence services: Final report (ANROWS Horizons, 05/2017).
ANROWS. https://anrowsdev.wpenginepowered.com/wp-
content/uploads/2019/02/Disability_Horizons_FINAL-1.pdf

Eagly, A. H., & Chaiken, S. (1993). The psychology of attitudes.
Harcourt Brace Jovanovich College Publishers.

Easteal, P., Holland, K., Breen, M. D., Vaughan, C., & Sutherland,
G. (2018). Australian media messages: Critical discourse
analysis of two intimate homicides involving domestic
violence. Violence Against Women, 25(4), 441-462. https://
doi.org/10.1177/1077801218780364

Easteal, P., Holland, K., & Judd, K. (2015). Enduring themes and
silences in media portrayals of violence against women.
Women'’s Studies International Forum, 48, 103-113. http://
dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.wsif.2014.10.015

Easteal, P., & Judd, K. (2008). “She said, he said”: Credibility
and sexual harassment cases in Australia. Women’s Studies
International Forum, 31(5), 336-344. https://doi.org/https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.wsif.2008.08.009

Easteal, P., O'Neill, J., & Ryan, T. (2018). “You'll get good tips
tonight”: An analysis of gendered appearance codes in the
Australian service sector. Women'’s Studies International
Forum, 70, 62-67. https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
wsif.2018.08.003

295


https://doi.org/10.1177/0896920520975465
https://doi.org/10.1177/0896920520975465
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429021589
https://doi.org/10.1177/1363460716681491
https://doi.org/10.1177/1363460716681491
https://doi.org/10.1177/1440783319882088
https://doi.org/10.1177/1524838014561269
https://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&db=sih&AN=117994864&site=ehost-live
https://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&db=sih&AN=117994864&site=ehost-live
https://doi.org/10.1080/14680777.2018.1447341
https://doi.org/10.1080/14680777.2018.1447341
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801212460754
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801212460754
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-021-00283-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-021-00283-4
https://doi.org/10.1525/irqr.2013.6.2.277
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260515624212
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260515624212
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801218780364
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801218780364
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.wsif.2014.10.015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.wsif.2014.10.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wsif.2008.08.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wsif.2008.08.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wsif.2018.08.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wsif.2018.08.003

296

Easterbrooks, M. A., Raskin, M., & McBrian, S. F. (2014). Father
involvement and toddlers’ behavior regulation: Evidence
from a high social risk sample. Fathering, 12(1), 71-93.
https://www.scopus.com/inward/record.uri?eid=2-s2.0-
84899641854 &partnerID=40&md5=286a9d2a8e20edddd9

El Abani, S., & Pourmehdi, M. (2021). Gender and educational
differences in perception of domestic violence against
women among Libyan migrants in Manchester. Journal
of Interpersonal Violence, 36(5-6), 2074-2096. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0886260518760006

58ef94b5156789

Eaton, A. A., Noori, S., Bonomi, A,, Stephens, D. P., & Gillum,
T. L. (2021). Nonconsensual porn as a form of intimate
partner violence: Using the power and control wheel to
understand nonconsensual porn perpetration in intimate
relationships. Trauma, Violence, & Abuse, 22(5), 1140-1154.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1524838020906533

Eaton, A. A., & Rose, S. (2011). Has dating become more
egalitarian? A 35 year review using sex roles. Sex Roles,
64(11), 843-862. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-011-9957-9

Eckhardt, C. I., Samper, R., Suhr, L., & Holtzworth-Munroe,
A. (2012). Implicit attitudes toward violence among male
perpetrators of intimate partner violence: A preliminary
investigation. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 27(3),
471-491. https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260511421677

Edwards, K. M., Sylaska, K. M., Barry, J. E., Moynihan, M. M.,
Banyard, V. L., Cohn, E. S., Walsh, W. A., & Ward, S. K. (2015).
Physical dating violence, sexual violence, and unwanted
pursuit victimization: A comparison of incidence rates
among sexual-minority and heterosexual college students.
Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 30(4), 580-600. https://doi.

Elliott, D., & Wamsley, L. (2019, May 14). Alabama governor
signs abortion ban into law. National Public Radio. https://
www.npr.org/2019/05/14/723312937/alabama-lawmakers-
passes-abortion-ban

Ellison, L., & Munro, V. E. (2009a). Of "normal sex" and "real
rape": Exploring the use of socio-sexual scripts in (mock)
jury deliberation. Social & Legal Studies, 18(3), 291-312.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0964663909339083

Ellison, L., & Munro, V. E. (2009b). Reacting to rape: Exploring
mock jurors’ assessments of complainant credibility.
British Journal of Criminology, 49(2), 202-219. https://doi.
org/10.1093/bjc/azn077

Ellison, L., Munro, V. E., Hohl, K., & Wallang, P. (2015).
Challenging criminal justice? Psychosocial disability and
rape victimization. Criminology & Criminal Justice, 15(2),
225-244. https://doi.org/10.1177/1748895814543535

Elomaki, A., & Yldstalo, H. (2021). From promoting gender
equality to managing gender equality policy. International
Feminist Journal of Politics, 23(5), 741-762. https://doi.org/10.
1080/14616742.2021.1880289

org/10.1177/0886260514535260

Edwards, K. M., Sylaska, K. M., & Neal, A. M. (2015). Intimate
partner violence among sexual minority populations:
A critical review of the literature and agenda for future
research. Psychology of Violence, 5(2), 112-121. https://doi.
org/10.1037/a0038656

Edwards, K. M., Turchik, J. A., Dardis, C. M., Reynolds, N., &
Gidycz, C. A. (2011). Rape myths: History, individual and
institutional-level presence, and implications for change.
Sex Roles, 65(11), 761-773. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-
011-9943-2

Ehrensaft, M. K., Westfall, H. K., Niolon, P. H., Lopez, T.,
Kamboukos, D., Huang, K.-Y., & Brotman, L. M. (2017).
Can a parenting intervention to prevent early conduct
problems interrupt girls’ risk for intimate partner violence

10 years later? Prevention Science, 19(4), 449-458. https://doi.

Emmers-Sommer, T. (2017). College student perceptions
of hypothetical rape disclosures: Do relational and
demographic variables pose a risk on disclosure
believability? Sexuality and Culture, 21(3), 664-679. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s12119-017-9411-4

Englebrecht, C. M., & Reyns, B. W. (2011). Gender differences
in acknowledgment of stalking victimization: Results from
the NCVS stalking supplement. Violence and Victims, 26(5),
560-579. https://doi.org/10.1891/0886-6708.26.5.560

Enhancing Online Safety Act 2015 (Cth). https://www.legislation.
gov.au/Details/C2021C00491

Enhancing Online Safety (Non-consensual Sharing of Intimate
Images) Act 2018 (Cth) https://www.asianlaws.org/gcld/
cyberlawdb/AU/Enhancing%200nline%20Safety%20(Non-
consensual%20Sharing%200f%20Intimate%20Images)%20

org/10.1007/s11121-017-0831-z

Einarsdottir, U. D., Christiansen, T. H., & Kristjansdottir, E.
S. (2018). “It's a man who runs the show”: How women
middle-managers experience their professional position,
opportunities, and barriers. SAGE Open, 8(1). https://doi.
org/10.1177/2158244017753989

Act%202018.pdf

Enosh, G., Leshem, E., & Buchbinder, E. (2016). Attitudes
toward domestic violence and corporal punishment among
former Soviet Union immigrants in Israel. Violence Against
Women, 22(11), 1326-1342. https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.
org/10.1177/1077801215623382



https://www.scopus.com/inward/record.uri?eid=2-s2.0-84899641854&partnerID=40&md5=286a9d2a8e20edddd958ef94b5156789
https://www.scopus.com/inward/record.uri?eid=2-s2.0-84899641854&partnerID=40&md5=286a9d2a8e20edddd958ef94b5156789
https://www.scopus.com/inward/record.uri?eid=2-s2.0-84899641854&partnerID=40&md5=286a9d2a8e20edddd958ef94b5156789
https://doi.org/10.1177/1524838020906533
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260511421677
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260514535260
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260514535260
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038656
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038656
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-011-9943-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-011-9943-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11121-017-0831-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11121-017-0831-z
https://doi.org/10.1177/2158244017753989
https://doi.org/10.1177/2158244017753989
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260518760006
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260518760006
https://www.npr.org/2019/05/14/723312937/alabama-lawmakers-passes-abortion-ban
https://www.npr.org/2019/05/14/723312937/alabama-lawmakers-passes-abortion-ban
https://www.npr.org/2019/05/14/723312937/alabama-lawmakers-passes-abortion-ban
https://doi.org/10.1177/0964663909339083
https://doi.org/10.1093/bjc/azn077
https://doi.org/10.1093/bjc/azn077
https://doi.org/10.1177/1748895814543535
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616742.2021.1880289
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616742.2021.1880289
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12119-017-9411-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12119-017-9411-4
https://doi.org/10.1891/0886-6708.26.5.560
https://www.legislation.gov.au/Details/C2021C00491
https://www.legislation.gov.au/Details/C2021C00491
https://www.asianlaws.org/gcld/cyberlawdb/AU/Enhancing%20Online%20Safety%20(Non-consensual%20Sharing%20of%20Intimate%20Images)%20Act%202018.pdf
https://www.asianlaws.org/gcld/cyberlawdb/AU/Enhancing%20Online%20Safety%20(Non-consensual%20Sharing%20of%20Intimate%20Images)%20Act%202018.pdf
https://www.asianlaws.org/gcld/cyberlawdb/AU/Enhancing%20Online%20Safety%20(Non-consensual%20Sharing%20of%20Intimate%20Images)%20Act%202018.pdf
https://www.asianlaws.org/gcld/cyberlawdb/AU/Enhancing%20Online%20Safety%20(Non-consensual%20Sharing%20of%20Intimate%20Images)%20Act%202018.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1077801215623382
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1077801215623382

Epstein, D., & Goodman, L. A. (2018). Discounting women:
Doubting domestic violence survivors' credibility and
dismissing their experiences. University of Pennsylvania Law
Review, 167, 399-462. https://heinonline.org/HOL/P?h=hein.
journals/pnlr167&i=409

Eriksson, L., & Mazerolle, P. (2015). A cycle of violence?
Examining family-of-origin violence, attitudes, and
intimate partner violence perpetration. Journal of
Interpersonal Violence, 30(6), 945-964. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0886260514539759

eSafety Commissioner. (2017). Image-based abuse national
survey. https://www.esafety.gov.au/sites/default/
files/2019-07/Image-based-abuse-national-survey-
summary-report-2017.pdf

eSafety Commissioner. (2018, September 6). Tougher laws to
combat image-based abuse. https://www.esafety.gov.au/
newsroom/media-releases/tougher-laws-combat-image-
based-abuse

eSafety Commissioner. (2019a). Online safety for Aboriginal and/
or Torres Strait Islander women living in urban areas. https://
www.esafety.gov.au/research/online-safety-for-aboriginal-
and-torres-strait-islander-women-living-urban-areas

eSafety Commissioner. (2019b). Understanding the attitudes
and motivations of adults who engage in image-based abuse.
https://www.esafety.gov.au/sites/default/files/2019-10/
Research_Report_IBA_Perp_Motivations.pdf

eSafety Commissioner. (2020a, April 9). COVID-19: Online
risks, reporting and response. https://www.esafety.gov.au/
newsroom/blogs/covid-19-online-risks-reporting-and-

response

eSafety Commissioner. (2020b). Protecting voices at risk online.
https://www.esafety.gov.au/sites/default/files/2020-12/
Protecting%20voices%20at%20risk%20online.pdf

eSafety Commissioner. (2022a). Domestic and family violence.
https://www.esafety.gov.au/key-issues/domestic-family-
violence

eSafety Commissioner. (2022b). eSafety education. https://
www.esafety.gov.au/educators

eSafety Commissioner. (2022c). eSafety industry. https://www.
esafety.gov.au/industry

eSafety Commissioner. (2022d). eSafetyWomen. https://www.
esafety.gov.au/women

eSafety Commissioner. (2022e). Safety by design. https://www.
esafety.gov.au/industry/safety-by-design

eSafety Commissioner. (2022f). Sending nudes and sexting.
https://www.esafety.gov.au/key-issues/staying-safe/
sending-nudes-sexting

eSafety Commissioner. (2022g). Supporting journalists to
engage safely online. https://www.esafety.gov.au/educators/
corporate-and-community-education/supporting-
journalists-engage-safely-online

eSafety Commissioner. (2022h). What'’s the law in my state
or territory? https://www.esafety.gov.au/key-issues/
image-based-abuse/legal-assistance/law-in-my-state-
territory#:~:text=Sharing%20private%20sexual%20
material%20without,This%20scheme%20applies%20
across%20Australia

eSafety Commissioner. (2022i). What you can report to eSafety.
https://www.esafety.gov.au/report/what-you-can-report-

to-esafety

eSafety Commissioner. (2022j). Women in the spotlight:
Women's experiences with online abuse during their working
lives. https://www.esafety.gov.au/research/how-online-
abuse-impacts-women-working-lives

eSafety Commissioner. (2022k). Workplace safety guidance.
https://www.esafety.gov.au/educators/corporate-and-
community-education/workplace-safety-guidance

Esposito, C. (2020). Violence against women: A Not in My
Back Yard (NIMBY) phenomenon. Violence and Gender, 7(4),
15-157. https://doi.org/10.1089/vio.2019.0067

Esqueda, C., & Harrison, L. A. (2005). The influence of
gender role stereotypes, the woman'’s race, and level
of provocation and resistance on domestic violence
culpability attributions. Sex Roles, 53(11-12), 821-834.
https://doi.org/10.1007/11199s-005-8295-1

European Union Agency for Fundamental Rights. (2014).
Violence against women: An EU-wide survey. https://fra.
europa.eu/sites/default/files/fra_uploads/fra-2014-vaw-
survey-main-results-apr14_en.pdf

European Union Agency for Fundamental Rights. (2021).
Crime, safety and victim’s rights (Fundamental Rights
Survey). Publications Office of the European Union. https://
fra.europa.eu/en/publication/2021/fundamental-rights-

survey-crime

Fahs, B., & Gonzalez, J. (2014). The front lines of the “back
door”: Navigating (dis)engagement, coercion, and pleasure
in women'’s anal sex experiences. Feminism & Psychology,
24(4), 500-520. https://doi.org/10.1177/0959353514539648

Fair Work Amendment (Paid Family and Domestic Violence
Leave) Bill 2022 (Cth). https://www.legislation.gov.au/
Details/C2022A00050

297


https://heinonline.org/HOL/P?h=hein.journals/pnlr167&i=409
https://heinonline.org/HOL/P?h=hein.journals/pnlr167&i=409
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260514539759
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260514539759
https://www.esafety.gov.au/sites/default/files/2019-07/Image-based-abuse-national-survey-summary-report-2017.pdf
https://www.esafety.gov.au/sites/default/files/2019-07/Image-based-abuse-national-survey-summary-report-2017.pdf
https://www.esafety.gov.au/sites/default/files/2019-07/Image-based-abuse-national-survey-summary-report-2017.pdf
https://www.esafety.gov.au/newsroom/media-releases/tougher-laws-combat-image-based-abuse
https://www.esafety.gov.au/newsroom/media-releases/tougher-laws-combat-image-based-abuse
https://www.esafety.gov.au/newsroom/media-releases/tougher-laws-combat-image-based-abuse
https://www.esafety.gov.au/research/online-safety-for-aboriginal-and-torres-strait-islander-women-living-urban-areas
https://www.esafety.gov.au/research/online-safety-for-aboriginal-and-torres-strait-islander-women-living-urban-areas
https://www.esafety.gov.au/research/online-safety-for-aboriginal-and-torres-strait-islander-women-living-urban-areas
https://www.esafety.gov.au/sites/default/files/2019-10/Research_Report_IBA_Perp_Motivations.pdf
https://www.esafety.gov.au/sites/default/files/2019-10/Research_Report_IBA_Perp_Motivations.pdf
https://www.esafety.gov.au/newsroom/blogs/covid-19-online-risks-reporting-and-response
https://www.esafety.gov.au/newsroom/blogs/covid-19-online-risks-reporting-and-response
https://www.esafety.gov.au/newsroom/blogs/covid-19-online-risks-reporting-and-response
https://www.esafety.gov.au/key-issues/domestic-family-violence
https://www.esafety.gov.au/key-issues/domestic-family-violence
https://www.esafety.gov.au/educators
https://www.esafety.gov.au/educators
https://www.esafety.gov.au/industry
https://www.esafety.gov.au/industry
https://www.esafety.gov.au/women
https://www.esafety.gov.au/women
https://www.esafety.gov.au/industry/safety-by-design
https://www.esafety.gov.au/industry/safety-by-design
https://www.esafety.gov.au/key-issues/staying-safe/sending-nudes-sexting
https://www.esafety.gov.au/key-issues/staying-safe/sending-nudes-sexting
https://www.esafety.gov.au/educators/corporate-and-community-education/supporting-journalists-engage-safely-online
https://www.esafety.gov.au/educators/corporate-and-community-education/supporting-journalists-engage-safely-online
https://www.esafety.gov.au/educators/corporate-and-community-education/supporting-journalists-engage-safely-online
https://www.esafety.gov.au/report/what-you-can-report-to-esafety
https://www.esafety.gov.au/report/what-you-can-report-to-esafety
https://www.esafety.gov.au/research/how-online-abuse-impacts-women-working-lives
https://www.esafety.gov.au/research/how-online-abuse-impacts-women-working-lives
https://www.esafety.gov.au/educators/corporate-and-community-education/workplace-safety-guidance
https://www.esafety.gov.au/educators/corporate-and-community-education/workplace-safety-guidance
https://doi.org/10.1089/vio.2019.0067
https://doi.org/10.1007/11199s-005-8295-1
https://fra.europa.eu/en/publication/2021/fundamental-rights-survey-crime
https://fra.europa.eu/en/publication/2021/fundamental-rights-survey-crime
https://fra.europa.eu/en/publication/2021/fundamental-rights-survey-crime
https://doi.org/10.1177/0959353514539648
https://www.legislation.gov.au/Details/C2022A00050
https://www.legislation.gov.au/Details/C2022A00050

298

Fair Work Ombudsman. (2022, November 10). New paid family
and domestic violence leave. https://www.fairwork.gov.au/
newsroom/news/new-paid-family-and-domestic-violence-
leave

Fairbairn, J. (2020). Before #MeToo: Violence against women
social media work, bystander intervention, and social
change. Societies, 10(3), 51. https://doi.org/10.3390/
s0c10030051

Fairchild, J., Carman, M., Bersten, R., & O’Connor, B.
(2021). Pride in prevention messaging guide: A guide for
communications and engagement to support primary
prevention of family violence experienced by LGBTIQ
communities. Rainbow Health Victoria. https://opal.latrobe.
edu.au/ndownloader/files/29080026

Fakunmoju, S. B. (2022). “She lied”: Relationship between
gender stereotypes and beliefs and perception of rape
across four countries. Archives of Sexual Behavior, 51(2),
833-847. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-021-02119-0

Family Law Act 1975 (Cth). https://www.legislation.gov.au/
Details/C2022C00260

Fan, W., & Moen, P. (2021). Working more, less or the same
during COVID-19? A mixed method, intersectional analysis
of remote workers. Work and Occupations, 49(2), 143-186.
https://doi.org/10.1177/07308884211047208

Fanslow, J. L., & Robinson, E. M. (2010). Help-seeking behaviors
and reasons for help seeking reported by a representative
sample of women victims of intimate partner violence
in New Zealand. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 25(5),
929-951. https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260509336963

Farr, C., Brown, J., & Beckett, R. (2004). Ability to empathize
and masculinity levels: Comparing male adolescent sex
offenders with a normative sample of non-offending
adolescents. Psychology, Crime & Law, 10(2), 155-167.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10683160310001597153

Fegert, ]J. M., Diehl, C., Leyendecker, B., Hahlweg, K., &
Prayon-Blum, V. (2018). Psychosocial problems in
traumatized refugee families: Overview of risks and
some recommendations for support services. Child and
Adolescent Psychiatry and Mental Health, 12(1), 1-8.

Femi-Ajao, O., Kendal, S., & Lovell, K. (2020). A qualitative
systematic review of published work on disclosure and
help-seeking for domestic violence and abuse among
women from ethnic minority populations in the UK.
Ethnicity & Health, 25(5), 732-746. https://doi.org/10.1080/13

Ferguson, C. E., & Malouff, J. M. (2016). Assessing police
classifications of sexual assault reports: A meta-analysis
of false reporting rates. Archives of Sexual Behaviour, 45(5),
1185-1193. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-015-0666-2

Ferguson, M. A, & Ford, T. E. (2008). Disparagement humor:
A theoretical and empirical review of psychoanalytic,
superiority, and social identity theories. Humor:
International Journal of Humor Research, 21(3), 283-

312. https://doi.org/10.1515/HUMOR.2008.014

Fernadndez, M. (2006). Cultural beliefs and domestic violence.
Annals of the New York Academy of Sciences, 1087(1), 250-260.
https://doi.org/10.1196/annals.1385.005

Fileborn, B. (2017). Sexual assault and justice for older women:
A critical review of the literature. Trauma, Violence & Abuse,
18(5), 496-507. https://doi.org/10.1177/1524838016641666

Fileborn, B. (2018, June 15). “Stay safe”: Why women are
enraged by advice to steer clear of violent men. The
Conversation. https://theconversation.com/stay-safe-why-
women-are-enraged-by-advice-to-steer-clear-of-violent-
men-98338

Filiberto, A. C., Le, C. B., Loftus, T.]., Cooper, L. A., Shaw,
C., Sarosi, G. A., Igbal, A., & Tan, S. A. (2019). Gender
differences among surgical fellowship program directors.
Surgery, 166(5), 735-737. https://doi.org/https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.surg.2019.05.017

Fineran, S., & Kohli, H. K. (2020). Muslim refugee women'’s
perspectives on intimate partner violence. Journal of Family
Social Work, 23(3), 199-213. https://doi.org/10.1080/105221
58.2020.1742839

Finfgeld-Connett, D., & Johnson, E. D. (2013). Abused
South Asian women in westernized countries and their
experiences seeking help. Issues in Mental Health Nursing,
34(12), 863-873. https://doi.org/10.3109/01612840.2013.8
33318

Finkelhor, D., Walsh, K., Jones, L., Mitchell, K., & Collier, A.
(2020). Youth internet safety education: Aligning programs
with the evidence base. Trauma, Violence, & Abuse, 22(5),
1233-1247. https://doi.org/10.1177/1524838020916257

Fiolet, R., Tarzia, L., Owen, R., Eccles, C., Nicholson,
K., Owen, M., Fry, S., Knox, J., & Hegarty, K. (2019).
Indigenous perspectives on help-seeking for family
violence: Voices from an Australian community.
Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 36(21-22). https://doi.
org/10.1177/0886260519883861

557858.2018.1447652

Femicide Census. (2022). Femicide report 2020. https://www.
femicidecensus.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/02/010998-

Fishbein, M., & Ajzen, I. (2010). Predicting and changing
behavior: The reasoned action approach. Psychology Press.
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203838020

2020-Femicide-Report_V2.pdf



https://www.fairwork.gov.au/newsroom/news/new-paid-family-and-domestic-violence-leave
https://www.fairwork.gov.au/newsroom/news/new-paid-family-and-domestic-violence-leave
https://www.fairwork.gov.au/newsroom/news/new-paid-family-and-domestic-violence-leave
https://doi.org/10.3390/soc10030051
https://doi.org/10.3390/soc10030051
https://opal.latrobe.edu.au/ndownloader/files/29080026
https://opal.latrobe.edu.au/ndownloader/files/29080026
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-021-02119-0
https://www.legislation.gov.au/Details/C2022C00260
https://www.legislation.gov.au/Details/C2022C00260
https://doi.org/10.1177/07308884211047208
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260509336963
https://doi.org/10.1080/10683160310001597153
https://doi.org/10.1080/13557858.2018.1447652
https://doi.org/10.1080/13557858.2018.1447652
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-015-0666-2
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1515/HUMOR.2008.014
https://doi.org/10.1196/annals.1385.005
https://doi.org/10.1177/1524838016641666
https://theconversation.com/stay-safe-why-women-are-enraged-by-advice-to-steer-clear-of-violent-men-98338
https://theconversation.com/stay-safe-why-women-are-enraged-by-advice-to-steer-clear-of-violent-men-98338
https://theconversation.com/stay-safe-why-women-are-enraged-by-advice-to-steer-clear-of-violent-men-98338
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.surg.2019.05.017
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.surg.2019.05.017
https://doi.org/10.1080/10522158.2020.1742839
https://doi.org/10.1080/10522158.2020.1742839
https://doi.org/10.3109/01612840.2013.833318
https://doi.org/10.3109/01612840.2013.833318
https://doi.org/10.1177/1524838020916257
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260519883861
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260519883861
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203838020

Fitz-Gibbon, K. (2021, July 3). Violence against women both
a crisis and a source of national shame. Sydney Morning
Herald. https://www.smh.com.au/national/violence-
against-women-both-a-crisis-and-a-source-of-national-
shame-20210629-p585d0.html

Fitzsimmons, T. W., & Callan, V. J. (2020). The diversity gap
in leadership: What are we missing in current theorizing?
Leadership Quarterly, 31(4), 101347. https://doi.org/https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2019.101347

Fleming, P. ., McCleary-Sills, J., Morton, M., Levtoyv, R., Heilman,
B., & Barker, G. (2015). Risk factors for men'’s lifetime
perpetration of physical violence against intimate partners:
Results from the international men and gender equality
survey (images) in eight countries. PLoS One, 10(3), 1-18.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0118639

Flood, M. (2007). Why violence against women and girls
happens, and how to prevent it. Redress, 16(2), 13. https:/
www.academia.edu/download/32237233/Why_Violence_
Against_Women_and_Girls_Happens.pdf

Flood, M. (2008). Men, sex, and homosociality: How bonds
between men shape their sexual relations with women.
Men and Masculinities, 10(3), 339-359. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1097184X06287761

Flood, M. (2009). The harms of pornography exposure among
children and young people. Child Abuse Review: Journal of
the British Association for the Study and Prevention of Child
Abuse and Neglect, 18(6), 384-400. https://doi.org/10.1002/
car.1092

Flood, M. (2019a). Engaging men and boys in violence prevention.
Palgrave Macmillan. https://doi.org/10.13128/ccselap-25826

Flood, M. (2019b). Gender equality: Engaging men in change.
Lancet (British edition), 393(10189), 2386-2387. https://doi.
org/10.1016/50140-6736(19)31295-4

Flood, M. (2019¢c). Men and #MeToo: Mapping men’s responses
to anti-violence advocacy. In Fileborn, B., Loney-Howes,
R. (Eds.), #MeToo and the Politics of Social Change. Palgrave
Macmillan. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-15213-0_18

Flood, M. (2020). Masculinities and health: Attitudes towards
men and masculinities in Australia. VicHealth. https://ww
w.vichealth.vic.gov.au/-/media/ResearchandEvidence/C
urrent-research/VicHealth-Attitudes-to-men-and-masc
ulinity-report-July-2020.pdf?la=en&hash=CC6F4938563
E65E58E6D4D7C573FA8AA13286986

Flood, M. (2021, October 27). Promoting healthier masculinities
in primary and secondary schools. Promoting Healthier
Masculinities in Schools Workshop, Eastern Health,
Melbourne.

Flood, M. (2022a). Men'’s positive roles in ending sexual
harassment (Precedent, Issue 170). XYonline.net.
https://xyonline.net/sites/xyonline.net/files/2022-06/
Flood%2C%20Men%27s%20positive%20roles%20in%20
ending%20sexual%20harassment%202022.pdf

Flood, M. (2022b). What fathers can do, as fathers, to prevent
domestic and sexual violence. XYonline.net. https://xyonline.
net/content/what-fathers-can-do-fathers-prevent-
domestic-and-sexual-violence

Flood, M., Dragiewicz, M., & Pease, B. (2020). Resistance and
backlash to gender equality. Australian Journal of Social
Issues, 56(3), 393-408. https://doi.org/10.1002/ajs4.137

Flood, M., & Ertel, D. A. (2020). Concluding critical
commentary: Men's experiences as agents of feminist
change. In R. Luyt & K. Starck (Eds.), Masculine power
and gender equality: Masculinities as change agents (pp.
181-199). Springer International Publishing. https://doi.
org/10.1007/978-3-030-35162-5_10

Flood, M., & Fergus, L. (2008). An assault on our future: The
impact of violence on young people and their relationships. W.
R. Foundation.

Flood, M., O'Donnell, J., Brewin, B., & Myors, B. (2021). Engaging
men: Reducing resistence and building support. Eastern
Health, Eastern Domestic Violence Service (EDVOS), and
Queensland University of Technology (QUT). https:/www.
easternhealth.org.au/images/Engaging_Men-_Reducing_
Resistance_and_Building_Support_final.pdf

Flood, M., & Pease, B. (2006). The factors influencing community
attitudes in relation to violence against women: A critical
review of the literature. VicHealth and State Government of
Victoria. https://eprints.qut.edu.au/103401/1/__qut.edu.
au_Documents_StaffHome_StaffGroupR%24_rogersjm_
Desktop_CAS_Paper3_CriticalLiterature.pdf

Fontes, L. A., & McCloskey, K. A. (2011). Cultural issues in
violence against women. In C. M. Renzetti, J. A. Edleson, &R.
K. Bergen, (Eds.), Sourcebook on violence against women (pp.
151-168). Sage.

Forell, S., & Nagy, M. (2021). Health justice partnership as a
response to domestic and family violence. Health Justice
Australia. https://healthjustice.org.au/?wpdmdI=3935

Forsdike, K., Tarzia, L., Flood, M., Vlais, R., & Hegarty, K.
(2021). “A lightbulb moment”: Using the theory of planned
behavior to explore the challenges and opportunities
for early engagement of Australian men who use
violence in their relationships. Journal of Interpersonal
Violence, 36(7-8), NP3889-NP3913. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0886260518780778

299


https://www.smh.com.au/national/violence-against-women-both-a-crisis-and-a-source-of-national-shame-20210629-p585d0.html
https://www.smh.com.au/national/violence-against-women-both-a-crisis-and-a-source-of-national-shame-20210629-p585d0.html
https://www.smh.com.au/national/violence-against-women-both-a-crisis-and-a-source-of-national-shame-20210629-p585d0.html
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2019.101347
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2019.101347
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0118639
https://www.academia.edu/download/32237233/Why_Violence_Against_Women_and_Girls_Happens.pdf
https://www.academia.edu/download/32237233/Why_Violence_Against_Women_and_Girls_Happens.pdf
https://www.academia.edu/download/32237233/Why_Violence_Against_Women_and_Girls_Happens.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/1097184X06287761
https://doi.org/10.1177/1097184X06287761
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(19)31295-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(19)31295-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-15213-0_18
https://xyonline.net/sites/xyonline.net/files/2022-06/Flood%2C%20Men%27s%20positive%20roles%20in%20ending%20sexual%20harassment%202022.pdf
https://xyonline.net/sites/xyonline.net/files/2022-06/Flood%2C%20Men%27s%20positive%20roles%20in%20ending%20sexual%20harassment%202022.pdf
https://xyonline.net/sites/xyonline.net/files/2022-06/Flood%2C%20Men%27s%20positive%20roles%20in%20ending%20sexual%20harassment%202022.pdf
https://xyonline.net/content/what-fathers-can-do-fathers-prevent-domestic-and-sexual-violence
https://xyonline.net/content/what-fathers-can-do-fathers-prevent-domestic-and-sexual-violence
https://xyonline.net/content/what-fathers-can-do-fathers-prevent-domestic-and-sexual-violence
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-35162-5_10
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-35162-5_10

300

Foshee, V. A., Benefield, T. S., Reyes, H. L. M., Ennett, S. T., Faris,
R., Chang, L.-Y., Hussong, A., & Suchindran, C. M. (2013). The
peer context and the development of the perpetration of
adolescent dating violence. Journal of Youth and Adolescence,
42(4), 471-486.

Foubert, J. D., & Perry, B. C. (2007). Creating lasting attitude
and behavior change in fraternity members and male
student athletes: The qualitative impact of an empathy-
based rape prevention program. Violence Against Women,
13(1), 70-86. https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801206295125

Fox, J., & Potocki, B. (2016). Lifetime video game consumption,
interpersonal aggression, hostile sexism, and rape
myth acceptance: A cultivation perspective. Journal of
Interpersonal Violence, 31(10), 1912-1931. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0886260515570747

Francescani, C., & Fisher, L. (2021, July 1). Bill Cosby: Timeline
of his fall from "America’s Dad" to his release from prison.
ABC News. https://abcnews.go.com/Entertainment/
bill-cosby-trial-complete-timeline-happened-2004/
story?id=47799458

Francis, D., & Monakali, E. (2021). “Lose the act”: Pedagogical
implications drawn from transgender and non-binary
learners’ experiences of schooling. Pedagogy, Culture &
Society, 29(5), 715-731.

Francis, L. (2016). The hidden nature of abuse - Barriers to
women leaving or ending domestic violence. Australian
Midwifery News, 16(3), 18.

Franklin, C. A, Garza, A. D., Goodson, A., & Bouffard, L. A.
(2020). Police perceptions of crime victim behaviors:
A trend analysis exploring mandatory training and
knowledge of sexual and domestic violence survivors’
trauma responses. Crime and Delinquency, 66(8), 1055-1086.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0011128719845148

Franzway, S., Wendt, S., Moulding, N., Zufferey, C., Chung, D.,
& Elder, A. (2015). Gendered violence and citizenship: The
complex effects of intimate partner violence on mental health,
housing and employment. University of South Australia.

Fraser-Barbour, E. F.,, Crocker, R., & Walker, R. (2018). Barriers
and facilitators in supporting people with intellectual
disability to report sexual violence: Perspectives of
Australian disability and mainstream support providers.
Journal of Adult Protection. 20(1), 5-16. https://doi.
org/10.1108/JAP-08-2017-0031

Frawley, P., & Wilson, N.J. (2016). Young people with
intellectual disability talking about sexuality education and
information. Sexuality and Disability, 34(4), 469-484. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s11195-016-9460-x

Freeman, K. (2020). Has domestic violence increased in the wake
of COVID-19 social distancing measures? Update to April 2020
(Bureau Brief, Issue 146). NSW Bureau of Crime Statistics
and Research. https:/www.bocsar.nsw.gov.au/Pages/
bocsar_publication/Pub_Summary/BB/Summary-DV-
COVID-19-update-BB146.aspx

Frias, S. M., & Angel, R. . (2013). Ethnic heterogamy and the
risk of partner violence in Mexico. Ethnic and Racial Studies,
36(11), 1666-1686. https://doi.org/10.1080/01419870.2011.
653381

Friedman, R. (2019, July 7). Billionaire Jeffrey Epstein due in court
after sex trafficking arrest. Consumer News and Business
Channel. https://www.cnbc.com/2019/07/07/billionaire-
jeffrey-epstein-arrested-on-sex-trafficking-charges.html

Friis-Radel, A. M., Leth, P. M., & Astrup, B. S. (2021). Stranger
rape: Distinctions between the typical rape type and
other types of rape. A study based on data from Center
for Victims of Sexual Assault. Journal of Forensic and Legal
Medicine, 80, 102159-102159. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.

jflm.2021.102159

Frith, H. (2009). Sexual scripts, sexual refusals and rape. In M.
Horvath &J. Brown (Eds.), Rape: Challenging contemporary
thinking. (pp. 99-122). Willan Publishing.

Gabster, B. P,, van Daalen, K., Dhatt, R., & Barry, M. (2020).
Challenges for the female academic during the COVID-19
pandemic. Lancet, 395(10242), 1968-1970. https://doi.
org/10.1016/50140-6736(20)31412-4

Gadd, D, Farrall, S., Dallimore, D., & Lombard, N. (2003). Equal
victims or the usual suspects? Making sense of domestic
abuse against men. International Review of Victimology, 10(2),
95-116. https://doi.org/10.1177/026975800301000201

Galdi, S., & Guizzo, F. (2021). Media-induced sexual
harassment: The routes from sexually objectifying media
to sexual harassment. Sex Roles, 84(11), 645-669. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s11199-020-01196-0

Gallagher, K. E., & Parrott, D. J. (2011). What accounts for
men's hostile attitudes toward women? The influence of
hegemonic male role norms and masculine gender role
stress. Violence Against Women, 17(5), 568-583. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1077801211407296

Garcia-Moreno, C., Zimmerman, C., Morris-Gehring, A., Heise,
L., Amin, A., Abrahams, N., Montoya, O., Bhate-Deosthali, P.,
Kilonzo, N., & Watts, C. (2015). Addressing violence against
women: A call to action. Lancet, 385(9978), 1685-1695.
https://doi.org/10.1016/50140-6736(14)61830-4



https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801206295125
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260515570747
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260515570747
https://abcnews.go.com/Entertainment/bill-cosby-trial-complete-timeline-happened-2004/story?id=47799458
https://abcnews.go.com/Entertainment/bill-cosby-trial-complete-timeline-happened-2004/story?id=47799458
https://abcnews.go.com/Entertainment/bill-cosby-trial-complete-timeline-happened-2004/story?id=47799458
https://doi.org/10.1177/0011128719845148
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11195-016-9460-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11195-016-9460-x
https://www.bocsar.nsw.gov.au/Pages/bocsar_publication/Pub_Summary/BB/Summary-DV-COVID-19-update-BB146.aspx
https://www.bocsar.nsw.gov.au/Pages/bocsar_publication/Pub_Summary/BB/Summary-DV-COVID-19-update-BB146.aspx
https://www.bocsar.nsw.gov.au/Pages/bocsar_publication/Pub_Summary/BB/Summary-DV-COVID-19-update-BB146.aspx
https://doi.org/10.1080/01419870.2011.653381
https://doi.org/10.1080/01419870.2011.653381
https://www.cnbc.com/2019/07/07/billionaire-jeffrey-epstein-arrested-on-sex-trafficking-charges.html
https://www.cnbc.com/2019/07/07/billionaire-jeffrey-epstein-arrested-on-sex-trafficking-charges.html
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(20)31412-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(20)31412-4
https://doi.org/10.1177/026975800301000201
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-020-01196-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-020-01196-0
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801211407296
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801211407296
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(14)61830-4

Garikipati, S., & Kambhampati, U. (2021). Leading the fight
against the pandemic: Does gender really matter? Feminist
Economics, 27(1-2), 401-418. https://doi.org/10.1080/13545
701.2021.1874614

Gavey, N. (2018). Just sex? The cultural scaffolding of rape (2nd
ed.). Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429443220

Gentile, D. A., & Bushman, B. . (2012). Reassessing media
violence effects using a risk and resilience approach to
understanding aggression. Psychology of Popular Media
Culture, 1(3), 138-151. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0028481

Gervais, S.J., DiLillo, D., & McChargue, D. (2014).
Understanding the link between men'’s alcohol use and
sexual violence perpetration: The mediating role of sexual
objectification. Psychology of Violence, 4(2), 156-169. https://
doi.org/10.1037/a0033840

Gethin, A. (2019). Strengthening laws to protect women from
dowry abuse in Australia. Human Rights Defender, 28(3),
13-15. https://doi.org/10.3316/agispt.20200211024507

Ghafournia, N., & Easteal, P. (2018). Are immigrant women
visible in Australian domestic violence reports that
potentially influence policy? Laws, 7(4), 32. https://www.
mdpi.com/2075-471X/7/4/32

Gill, G., & Rahman-Jones, I. (2020, 9 July). Me Too founder
Tarana Burke: Movement is not over. BBC. https://www.bbc.
com/news/newsbeat-53269751

Gillespie, L. K., Richards, T. N., Givens, E. M., & Smith, M.
D. (2013). Framing deadly domestic violence: Why the
media’s spin matters in newspaper coverage of femicide.
Violence Against Women, 19(2), 222-245. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1077801213476457

Gillett, R. (2018). Intimate intrusions online: Studying the
normalisation of abuse in dating apps. Women’s Studies
International Forum, 69, 212-219. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
wsif.2018.04.005

Gillett, R. (2021). “This is not a nice safe space”: Investigating
women'’s safety work on Tinder. Feminist Media Studies.
Ahead of print, 1-17. https://doi.org/10.1080/14680777.202
1.1948884

Gilmore, J. (2019). Fixed it: Violence and the representation of
women in the media. Viking.

Giuffre v. Prince Andrew, 1:21-cv-06702. (District Court,
S.D., New York, 2021). https://www.courtlistener.com/
docket/60119368/giuffre-v-prince-andrew/

Glace, A. M., & Kaufman, K. L. (2020). Sexual consent attitudes
and rape-supportive norms among gender and sexual
minority students. Analyses of Social Issues and Public Policy,
20(1), 657-675. https://doi.org/10.1111/asap.12221

Glick, P., & Fiske, S. T. (1996). The ambivalent
sexism inventory: Differentiating hostile and
benevolent sexism. Journal of Personality & Social
Psychology, 70(3), 491-512. https://psycnet.apa.org/
doiLanding?doi=10.1037%2F0022-3514.70.3.491

Glick, P., & Fiske, S. T. (1997). Hostile and benevolent sexism:
Measuring ambivalent sexist attitudes toward women.
Psychology of Women Quarterly, 21, 119-135. https:/
www.academia.edu/download/49013870/Hostile_and_
Benevolent_Sexism_Measuring_20160921-3310-1aeejf5.pdf

Goden, M. (2020, May 20). Canadian teen charged with terrorism
over attack allegedly motivated by "incel movement". TIME.
https://time.com/5839395/canada-teen-terrorism-incel-
attack/

Goldfarb, E. S., & Lieberman, L. D. (2021). Three decades
of research: The case for comprehensive sex education.
Journal of Adolescent Health, 68(1), 13-27. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2020.07.036

Goldman-Mellor, S., Margerison-Zilko, C., Allen, K., & Cerda, M.
(2016). Perceived and objectively-measured neighborhood
violence and adolescent psychological distress. Journal
of Urban Health, 93(5), 758-769. https://doi.org/10.1007/
$11524-016-0079-0

Gongalves, M., & Matos, M. (2016). Prevalence of violence
against immigrant women: A systematic review of the
literature. Journal of Family Violence, 31(6), 697-710. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s10896-016-9820-4

Gosangi, B., Park, H., Thomas, R., Gujrathi, R., Bay, C. P., Raja,
A.S., Seltzer, S. E., Balcom, M. C., McDonald, M. L., Orgill, D.
P., Harris, M. B., Boland, G. W., Rexrode, K., & Khurana, B.
(2020). Exacerbation of physical intimate partner violence
during COVID-19 lockdown. Radiology, 298(1), 202866.
https://doi.org/10.1148/radiol.2020202866

Gotell, L., & Dutton, E. (2016). Sexual violence in the
“manosphere”: Antifeminist men'’s rights discourses on rape.
International Journal for Crime, Justice and Social Democracy,
5(2), 65-80. https://doi.org/10.5204/ijcjsd.v5i2.310

Gracia, E., & Herrero, J. (2006). Public attitudes toward
reporting partner violence against women and reporting
behavior. Journal of Marriage & Family, 68(3), 759-768.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2006.00288.x

301


https://doi.org/10.1080/13545701.2021.1874614
https://doi.org/10.1080/13545701.2021.1874614
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429443220
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0028481
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0033840
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0033840
https://doi.org/10.3316/agispt.20200211024507
https://www.mdpi.com/2075-471X/7/4/32
https://www.mdpi.com/2075-471X/7/4/32
https://www.bbc.com/news/newsbeat-53269751
https://www.bbc.com/news/newsbeat-53269751
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801213476457
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801213476457
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wsif.2018.04.005
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wsif.2018.04.005
https://www.courtlistener.com/docket/60119368/giuffre-v-prince-andrew/
https://www.courtlistener.com/docket/60119368/giuffre-v-prince-andrew/
https://doi.org/10.1111/asap.12221
https://psycnet.apa.org/doiLanding?doi=10.1037%2F0022-3514.70.3.491
https://psycnet.apa.org/doiLanding?doi=10.1037%2F0022-3514.70.3.491
https://www.academia.edu/download/49013870/Hostile_and_Benevolent_Sexism_Measuring_20160921-3310-1aeejf5.pdf
https://www.academia.edu/download/49013870/Hostile_and_Benevolent_Sexism_Measuring_20160921-3310-1aeejf5.pdf
https://www.academia.edu/download/49013870/Hostile_and_Benevolent_Sexism_Measuring_20160921-3310-1aeejf5.pdf
https://time.com/5839395/canada-teen-terrorism-incel-attack/
https://time.com/5839395/canada-teen-terrorism-incel-attack/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2020.07.036
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2020.07.036
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11524-016-0079-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11524-016-0079-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-016-9820-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-016-9820-4
https://doi.org/10.1148/radiol.2020202866
https://doi.org/10.5204/ijcjsd.v5i2.310
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2006.00288.x

Gracia, E., Lila, M., & Santirso, F. A. (2020). Attitudes toward

intimate partner violence against women in the European

Union: A systematic review. European Psychologist, 25(2),
104-121. https://doi.org/10.1027/1016-9040/a000392

Graf, A. S., &Johnson, V. (2020). Describing the “gray” area of
consent: A comparison of sexual consent understanding

across the adult lifespan. Journal of Sex Research. https://doi.

org/10.1080/00224499.2020.1765953

Graham, K., Bernards, S., Laslett, A.-M., Gmel, G., Kuntsche, S.,
Wilsnack, S., Bloomfield, K., Grittner, U., Taft, A., Wilson, I.,
& Wells, S. (2018). Children, parental alcohol consumption,

and intimate partner violence: A multicountry analysis
by perpetration versus victimization and sex. Journal of
Interpersonal Violence, 36(11-12), 5608-5634. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0886260518804182

Grattan, M. (2022, December 2). Lehrmann retrial abandoned
because of "a significant and unacceptable risk" to Brittany
Higgins’ life. The Conversation. https://theconversation.

com/lehrmann-retrial-abandoned-because-of-a-significant-

Griffin, H., Rédai, D., & Guerrini, V. (2021). A whole-school

approach to gender equality: Rationale and country
contexts. In M. Tsouroufli & D. Rédai (Eds.), Gender equality
and stereotyping in secondary schools: Case studies from
England, Hungary and Italy (pp. 1-35). Springer International
Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-64126-9_1

Groves, R. M., & Peytcheva, E. (2008). The impact of

nonresponse rates on nonresponse bias: A meta-analysis.
Public Opinion Quarterly, 72(2), 167-189.

Guerrero-Molina, M., Moreno-Manso, J. M., Guerrero-Barona,

E., & Cruz-Marquez, B. (2020). Attributing responsibility,

sexist attitudes, perceived social support, and self-esteem
in aggressors convicted for gender-based violence. Journal
of Interpersonal Violence, 35(21-22), 4468-4491. https://doi.

and-unacceptable-risk-to-brittany-higgins-life-195805

Gray, ). M., & Horvath, M. A. H. (2018). Rape myths in the
criminal justice system. In E. Milne, K. Brennan, N. South,
& . Turton (Eds.), Women and the criminal justice system:

Failing victims and offenders? (pp. 15-41). Palgrave McMillan.

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-76774-1_2

Gray, R., Walker, T., Hamer, J., Broady, T., Kean, J., Ling, J., &

Bear, B. (2020). Developing LGBTQ programs for perpetrators

and victims/survivors of domestic and family violence
(Research report). ANROWS. https://d2rn9gno7zhxgg.
cloudfront.net/wp-content/uploads/2020/05/11093225/
P1.17.09-Bear-RR.pdf

Green, D. P., Wilke, A. M., & Cooper, J. (2020). Countering
violence against women by encouraging disclosure: A
mass media experiment in rural Uganda. Comparative
Political Studies, 53(14), 2283-2320. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0010414020912275

Green, J., & Shorrocks, R. (2021). The gender backlash in
the vote for Brexit. Political Behavior. Advance online
publication, 1-25. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-021-

09704-y

Greitemeyer, T. (2013). Intense acts of violence during video
game play make daily life aggression appear innocuous:
A new mechanism why violent video games increase

aggression. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 50(1),

52-56. https://doi.org/info:doi/

org/10.1177/0886260517715025

Gui, T. (2020). “Leftover women” or single by choice:
Gender role negotiation of single professional women
in contemporary China. Journal of Family Issues, 41(11),
1956-1978. https://doi.org/10.1177/0192513X20943919

Gunby, C., Carline, A., & Beynon, C. (2013). Regretting
it after? Focus group perspectives on alcohol
consumption, nonconsensual sex and false allegations
of rape. Social & Legal Studies, 22(1), 87-106. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0964663912459293

Gutierrez, B. C., Halim, M. L. D., Martinez, M. A., & Arredondo,
M. (2020). The heroes and the helpless: The development
of benevolent sexism in children. Sex Roles, 82(9), 558-569.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-019-01074-4

Gutowski, E., & Goodman, L. A. (2020). “Like I'm invisible": IPV
survivor-mothers’ perceptions of seeking child custody
through the family court system. Journal of Family Violence,
35(5), 441-457. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-019-00063-1

Ha, T., Kim, H., Christopher, C., Caruthers, A., & Dishion, T. J.
(2016). Predicting sexual coercion in early adulthood: The
transaction among maltreatment, gang affiliation, and
adolescent socialization of coercive relationship norms.
Development and Psychopathology, 28(3), 707-720. https://
doi.org/10.1017/50954579416000262

Ha, T., Otten, R., McGill, S., & Dishion, T. J. (2019). The family
and peer origins of coercion within adult romantic
relationships: A longitudinal multimethod study across
relationships contexts. Developmental Psychology, 55(1),
207-215. https://doi.org/10.1037/dev0000630

Hailes, H., Yu, R., Danese, A., & Fazel, S. (2019). Long-term
outcomes of childhood sexual abuse: An umbrella
review. Lancet Psychiatry, 6(10), 830-839. https://www.
sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S221503661930286X



https://doi.org/10.1027/1016-9040/a000392
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224499.2020.1765953
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224499.2020.1765953
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260518804182
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260518804182
https://theconversation.com/lehrmann-retrial-abandoned-because-of-a-significant-and-unacceptable-risk-to-brittany-higgins-life-195805
https://theconversation.com/lehrmann-retrial-abandoned-because-of-a-significant-and-unacceptable-risk-to-brittany-higgins-life-195805
https://theconversation.com/lehrmann-retrial-abandoned-because-of-a-significant-and-unacceptable-risk-to-brittany-higgins-life-195805
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-76774-1_2
https://d2rn9gno7zhxqg.cloudfront.net/wp-content/uploads/2020/05/11093225/PI.17.09-Bear-RR.pdf
https://d2rn9gno7zhxqg.cloudfront.net/wp-content/uploads/2020/05/11093225/PI.17.09-Bear-RR.pdf
https://d2rn9gno7zhxqg.cloudfront.net/wp-content/uploads/2020/05/11093225/PI.17.09-Bear-RR.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/0010414020912275
https://doi.org/10.1177/0010414020912275
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-021-09704-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-021-09704-y
https://doi.org/info:doi/
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-64126-9_1
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260517715025
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260517715025
https://doi.org/10.1177/0192513X20943919
https://doi.org/10.1177/0964663912459293
https://doi.org/10.1177/0964663912459293
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-019-01074-4
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-019-00063-1
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0954579416000262
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0954579416000262
https://doi.org/10.1037/dev0000630
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S221503661930286X
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S221503661930286X

Hall, M., Hearn, J., & Lewis, R. (2021). “Upskirting”,
homosociality, and craftmanship: A thematic
analysis of perpetrator and viewer interactions.
Violence Against Women, 28(2), 532-550. https://doi.
org/10.1177/10778012211008981

Hamad, R. (2019). White tears/brown scars. Melbourne
University Publishing. https://books.google.com.au/
books?id=IVauDWAAQBA]

Hamai, T. A., Felitti, V. J., Geffner, R., White, J. W., Hamberger,
L. K., Rosenbaum, A., Vaughan-Eden, V., & Vieth, V. (2021).
Adverse childhood experiences: Past, present, and future.
In Geffner, R., White, J.W., Hamberger, L.K., Rosenbaum,
A., Vaughan-Eden, V., Vieth, V.I. (Eds.), Handbook of
Interpersonal Violence and Abuse Across the Lifespan.
Springer, Cham. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-89999-
2_305

Hamby, S., & Jackson, A. (2010). Size does matter: The effects
of gender on perceptions of dating violence. Sex Roles, 63(5),
324-331. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-010-9816-0

Hammond, M. D., & Cimpian, A. (2021). “Wonderful but weak”:
Children’s ambivalent attitudes toward women. Sex Roles,
84(1), 76-90. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-020-01150-0

Hammond, M. D., Milojey, P., Huang, Y., & Sibley, C. G. (2017).
Benevolent sexism and hostile sexism across the ages.
Social Psychological and Personality Science, 9(7), 863-874.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550617727588

Hardesty, J. L., & Ogolsky, B. G. (2020). A socioecological
perspective on intimate partner violence research: A
decade in review. Journal of Marriage and Family, 82(1),
454-477. https://doi.org/10.1111/jomf.12652

Harmer, E., & Lewis, S. (2022). Disbelief and counter-voices:
A thematic analysis of online reader comments about
sexual harassment and sexual violence against women.
Information Communication and Society, 25(2), 199-216.
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369118X.2020.1770832

Harmony Alliance. (2022). Publications. https://
harmonyalliance.org.au/publications/

Harpur, P., & Douglas, H. (2014). Disability and domestic
violence: Protecting survivors’ human rights. Griffith Law
Review, 23(3), 405-433.

Harrington, A. G., Overall, N. C., & Cross, E. J. (2021). Masculine
gender role stress, low relationship power, and aggression
toward intimate partners. Psychology of Men & Masculinities,
22(1), 48-62. https://doi.org/10.1037/men0000262

Harris, B., & Woodlock, D. (2021). “For my safety”: Experiences of
technology-facilitated abuse among women with intellectual
disability or cognitive disability. eSafety Commissioner.
https://www.esafety.gov.au/sites/default/files/2021-09/
TFA%20WWICD_accessible.pdf

Harris, B., & Woodlock, D. (2022). Spaceless violence: Women'’s
experiences of technology-facilitated domestic violence in
regional, rural and remote areas. Australian Institute of
Criminology. https://doi.org/10.52922/ti78405

Harsey, S., & Zurbriggen, E. L. (2021). Men and women’s self-
objectification, objectification of women, and sexist beliefs.
Self and Identity, 20(7), 861-868. https://doi.org/10.1080/152
98868.2020.1784263

Hartcher, P., Massola, J., Clun, R., & Thompson, A. (2022,
December 4). Brittany Higgins seeking $3 million in
compensation claim. The Sydney Morning Herald. https://
www.smh.com.au/politics/federal/brittany-higgins-
seeking-3-million-in-compensation-claim-20221204-p5c3jc.
html

Hasan, Y., Begue, L., Scharkow, M., & Bushman, B. J. (2013). The
more you play, the more aggressive you become: A long-
term experimental study of cumulative violent video game
effects on hostile expectations and aggressive behavior.
Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 49(2), 224-227.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2012.10.016

Haselschwerdt, M. L. & Hardesty, J. L. (2017). Managing
secrecy and disclosure of domestic violence in affluent
communities. Journal of Marriage and Family, 79, 556-
570. https://doi.org/10.1111/jomf.12345

Haugen, A. D., Rieck, S. M., Salter, P. S., & Phillips, N. L. (2018).
What makes it rape? A lay theories approach to defining
rape among college students. Basic and Applied Social
Psychology, 40(1), 18-35. https://doi.org/10.1080/01973533.
2017.1398091

Haussegger, V., Evans, M., Halupka, M., & Rowe, P. (2018). from
girls to men: Social attitudes to gender equality in Australia:
Survey snapshot. 50/50 by 2030 Foundation. https://apo.
org.au/sites/default/files/resource-files/2018-09/apo-

nid190461.pdf

Hawley, E., Clifford, K., & Konkes, C. (2018). The “Rosie Batty
effect” and the framing of family violence in Australian
news media. Journalism Studies, 19(15), 2304-2323. https://
doi.org/10.1080/1461670X.2017.1343096

Hayes, B. E. (2017). Indirect abuse involving children during the
separation process. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 32(19),
2975-2997. https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260515596533

303


https://doi.org/10.1177/10778012211008981
https://doi.org/10.1177/10778012211008981
https://books.google.com.au/books?id=lVauDwAAQBAJ
https://books.google.com.au/books?id=lVauDwAAQBAJ
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-89999-2_305
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-89999-2_305
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-010-9816-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-020-01150-0
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550617727588
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1111/jomf.12652
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369118X.2020.1770832
https://harmonyalliance.org.au/publications/
https://harmonyalliance.org.au/publications/
https://doi.org/10.1037/men0000262
https://www.esafety.gov.au/sites/default/files/2021-09/TFA%20WWICD_accessible.pdf
https://www.esafety.gov.au/sites/default/files/2021-09/TFA%20WWICD_accessible.pdf
https://doi.org/10.52922/ti78405
https://doi.org/10.1080/15298868.2020.1784263
https://doi.org/10.1080/15298868.2020.1784263
https://www.smh.com.au/politics/federal/brittany-higgins-seeking-3-million-in-compensation-claim-20221204-p5c3jc.html
https://www.smh.com.au/politics/federal/brittany-higgins-seeking-3-million-in-compensation-claim-20221204-p5c3jc.html
https://www.smh.com.au/politics/federal/brittany-higgins-seeking-3-million-in-compensation-claim-20221204-p5c3jc.html
https://www.smh.com.au/politics/federal/brittany-higgins-seeking-3-million-in-compensation-claim-20221204-p5c3jc.html
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2012.10.016
https://doi.org/10.1111/jomf.12345
https://doi.org/10.1080/01973533.2017.1398091
https://doi.org/10.1080/01973533.2017.1398091
https://apo.org.au/sites/default/files/resource-files/2018-09/apo-nid190461.pdf
https://apo.org.au/sites/default/files/resource-files/2018-09/apo-nid190461.pdf
https://apo.org.au/sites/default/files/resource-files/2018-09/apo-nid190461.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/1461670X.2017.1343096
https://doi.org/10.1080/1461670X.2017.1343096
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260515596533

304

Healicon, A. (2015). Responsibility. In A. Healicon
(Ed.),The politics of sexual violence: Rape, identity and
feminism (pp. 62-85). Palgrave Pivot. https://doi.
org/10.1057/9781137461728

Heenan, M., & Murray, S. (2006). Study of reported rapes in
Victoria 2000-2003: Summary research report. Statewide
Steering Committee to Reduce Sexual Assault, Office of
Women'’s Policy, Department of Victorian Communities.
https://apo.org.au/node/8211

Heise, L. L. (1998). Violence against women: An integrated,
ecological framework. Violence Against Women, 4(3), 262~
290. https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801298004003002

Heise, L. L. (2011). What works to prevent partner violence? An
evidence overview. Centre for Gender Violence and Health
and London School of Hygiene and Tropical Medicine.
https://www.oecd.org/derec/49872444.pdf

Hellmer, K., Stenson, J. T., & Jylha, K. M. (2018). What's (not)
underpinning ambivalent sexism?: Revisiting the roles of
ideology, religiosity, personality, demographics, and men'’s
facial hair in explaining hostile and benevolent sexism.
Personality and Individual Differences, 122, 29-37 https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.paid.2017.10.001

Hendra, R., & Hill, A. (2019). Rethinking response rates: New
evidence of little relationship between survey response
rates and nonresponse bias. Evaluation Review, 43(5),
307-330. https://doi.org/10.1177/0193841X18807719

Henry, N., Flynn, A., & Powell, A. (2020). Technology-
facilitated domestic and sexual violence: A review.
Violence Against Women, 26(15-16), 1828-1854. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1077801219875821

Henry, N., & Powell, A. (2016). Sexual violence in the
digital age: The scope and limits of criminal law.
Social & Legal Studies, 25(4), 397-418. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0964663915624273

Henry, N., Powell, A., & Flynn, A. (2017). Not just “revenge
pornography”: Australians’ experiences of image-based
abuse. RMIT University. https://www.researchgate.
net/profile/Asher-Flynn/publication/323078201_Not_
Just_'Revenge_Pornography’_Australians’_Experiences_
of_Image-Based_Abuse_A_SUMMARY_REPORT/
links/5a7e6f74a6fdcc0d4ba8321e/Not-Just-Revenge-
Pornography-Australians-Experiences-of-Image-Based-
Abuse-A-SUMMARY-REPORT.pdf

Henry, N., Vasil, S., Flynn, A., Kellard, K., & Mortreux, C.
(2022). Technology-facilitated domestic violence against
immigrant and refugee women: A qualitative study.
Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 37(13-14). https://doi.
org/10.1177/08862605211001465

Heron, R. L., Eisma, M., & Browne, K. (2022). Why do female
domestic violence victims remain in or leave abusive
relationships? A qualitative study. Journal of Aggression,
Maltreatment & Trauma. Advance online publication, 1-18.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10926771.2021.2019154

Heywood, W., Myers, P., Powell, A., Meikle, G., & Nguyen,
D. (2022). National Student Safety Survey: Report on the
prevalence of sexual harassment and sexual assault among
university students in 2021. The Social Research Centre.
https://assets.website-files.com/61c2583e4730c0d5b05
4b8ab/623a86e60a6118c69da92d37_2021%20NSSS%20
National%20Report.pdf

Hideg, I., & Shen, W. (2019). Why still so few? A theoretical
model of the role of benevolent sexism and career
supportin the continued underrepresentation of
women in leadership positions. Journal of Leadership
& Organizational Studies, 26(3), 287-303. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1548051819849006

Hill, A. O., Bourne, A., McNair, R., Carman, M., & Lyons,
A.(2020). Private lives 3: The health and wellbeing of
LGBTIQ people in Australia Australian Research Centre
in Sex, Health and Society, La Trobe University. https://
opal.latrobe.edu.au/articles/report/Private_Lives_3_
The_health_and_wellbeing_of_LGBTIQ_people_in_
Australia/12793466/1/files/29080047.pdf

Hill, J. (2019). See what you made me do: Power, control and
domestic abuse. Black Inc.

Hill, R. L., Richards, D., & Savigny, H. (2021). Normalising
sexualised violence in popular culture: Eroding, erasing and
controlling women in rock music. Feminist Media Studies,
1-17. https://doi.org/10.1080/14680777.2021.1902368

Hill, S., & Marshall, T. C. (2018). Beliefs about sexual assault in
India and Britain are explained by attitudes toward women
and hostile sexism. Sex Roles, 79(7), 421-430. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s11199-017-0880-6

Hillman, J. (2020). Intimate partner violence among older
LGBT adults: Unique risk factors, issues in reporting and
treatment, and recommendations for research, practice,
and policy. In: B. Russell, (Eds.) Intimate partner violence
and the LGBT+ Community. Springer, Cham. https://doi.
org/10.1007/978-3-030-44762-5_13

Hills, P.]., Pleva, M., Seib, E., & Cole, T. (2020). Understanding
how university students use perceptions of consent,
wantedness, and pleasure in labeling rape. Archives of
Sexual Behavior, 50, 247-262. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s10508-020-01772-1

Hillstrom, L. C. (2019). The #MeToo movement. ABC-CLIO.


https://doi.org/10.1057/9781137461728
https://doi.org/10.1057/9781137461728
https://apo.org.au/node/8211
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801298004003002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2017.10.001 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2017.10.001 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0193841X18807719
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801219875821
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801219875821
https://doi.org/10.1177/0964663915624273
https://doi.org/10.1177/0964663915624273
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Asher-Flynn/publication/323078201_Not_Just_’Revenge_Pornography’_Australians’_Experiences_of_Image-Based_Abuse_A_SUMMARY_REPORT/links/5a7e6f74a6fdcc0d4ba8321e/Not-Just-Revenge-Pornography-Australians-Experiences-of-Ima
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Asher-Flynn/publication/323078201_Not_Just_’Revenge_Pornography’_Australians’_Experiences_of_Image-Based_Abuse_A_SUMMARY_REPORT/links/5a7e6f74a6fdcc0d4ba8321e/Not-Just-Revenge-Pornography-Australians-Experiences-of-Ima
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Asher-Flynn/publication/323078201_Not_Just_’Revenge_Pornography’_Australians’_Experiences_of_Image-Based_Abuse_A_SUMMARY_REPORT/links/5a7e6f74a6fdcc0d4ba8321e/Not-Just-Revenge-Pornography-Australians-Experiences-of-Ima
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Asher-Flynn/publication/323078201_Not_Just_’Revenge_Pornography’_Australians’_Experiences_of_Image-Based_Abuse_A_SUMMARY_REPORT/links/5a7e6f74a6fdcc0d4ba8321e/Not-Just-Revenge-Pornography-Australians-Experiences-of-Ima
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Asher-Flynn/publication/323078201_Not_Just_’Revenge_Pornography’_Australians’_Experiences_of_Image-Based_Abuse_A_SUMMARY_REPORT/links/5a7e6f74a6fdcc0d4ba8321e/Not-Just-Revenge-Pornography-Australians-Experiences-of-Ima
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Asher-Flynn/publication/323078201_Not_Just_’Revenge_Pornography’_Australians’_Experiences_of_Image-Based_Abuse_A_SUMMARY_REPORT/links/5a7e6f74a6fdcc0d4ba8321e/Not-Just-Revenge-Pornography-Australians-Experiences-of-Ima
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Asher-Flynn/publication/323078201_Not_Just_’Revenge_Pornography’_Australians’_Experiences_of_Image-Based_Abuse_A_SUMMARY_REPORT/links/5a7e6f74a6fdcc0d4ba8321e/Not-Just-Revenge-Pornography-Australians-Experiences-of-Ima
https://doi.org/10.1177/08862605211001465
https://doi.org/10.1177/08862605211001465
https://doi.org/10.1080/10926771.2021.2019154
https://assets.website-files.com/61c2583e4730c0d5b054b8ab/623a86e60a6118c69da92d37_2021%20NSSS%20National%20Report.pdf
https://assets.website-files.com/61c2583e4730c0d5b054b8ab/623a86e60a6118c69da92d37_2021%20NSSS%20National%20Report.pdf
https://assets.website-files.com/61c2583e4730c0d5b054b8ab/623a86e60a6118c69da92d37_2021%20NSSS%20National%20Report.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/1548051819849006
https://doi.org/10.1177/1548051819849006
https://opal.latrobe.edu.au/articles/report/Private_Lives_3_The_health_and_wellbeing_of_LGBTIQ_people_in_Australia/12793466/1/files/29080047.pdf
https://opal.latrobe.edu.au/articles/report/Private_Lives_3_The_health_and_wellbeing_of_LGBTIQ_people_in_Australia/12793466/1/files/29080047.pdf
https://opal.latrobe.edu.au/articles/report/Private_Lives_3_The_health_and_wellbeing_of_LGBTIQ_people_in_Australia/12793466/1/files/29080047.pdf
https://opal.latrobe.edu.au/articles/report/Private_Lives_3_The_health_and_wellbeing_of_LGBTIQ_people_in_Australia/12793466/1/files/29080047.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/14680777.2021.1902368
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-017-0880-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-017-0880-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-44762-5_13
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-44762-5_13
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-020-01772-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-020-01772-1

Hindes, S., & Fileborn, B. (2019). “Girl power gone wrong":
#MeToo, Aziz Ansari, and media reporting of (grey area)
sexual violence. Feminist Media Studies, 20(5), 639-656.
https://doi.org/10.1080/14680777.2019.1606843

Hine, B., & Murphy, A. (2017). The impact of victim-perpetrator
relationship, reputation and initial point of resistance on
officers’ responsibility and authenticity ratings towards
hypothetical rape cases. Journal of Criminal Justice, 49, 1-13.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcrimjus.2017.01.001

Hipp, L., & Bunning, M. (2021). Parenthood as a driver of
increased gender inequality during COVID-19? Exploratory
evidence from Germany. European Societies, 23(sup1), S658-
S673. https://doi.org/10.1080/14616696.2020.1833229

Hirsch, J. S., Khan, S. R., Wamboldt, A., & Mellins, C. A. (2019).
Social dimensions of sexual consent among cisgender
heterosexual college students: Insights from ethnographic
research. Journal of Adolescent Health, 64(1), 26-35. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2018.06.011

Hislop, M. (2021, January 31). Channel 7 host & former white
ribbon chair, Andrew O’Keefe faces domestic violence charges.
Women'’s Agenda. https://womensagenda.com.au/latest/
channel-7-host-former-white-ribbon-chair-andrew-okeefe-
faces-domestic-violence-charges/

Hlavka, H. R. (2014). Normalizing sexual violence:
Young women account for harassment and
abuse. Gender & Society, 28(3), 337-358. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0891243214526468

Hockett, J. M., Smith, S. J., Klausing, C. D., & Saucier, D. A.
(2016). Rape myth consistency and gender differences in
perceiving rape victims: A meta-analysis. Violence Against
Women, 22(2), 139.

Hogberg, B., VoRBemer, J., Gebel, M., & Strandh, M. (2019).
Unemployment, well-being, and the moderating role of
education policies: A multilevel study. International Journal
of Comparative Sociology, 60(4), 269-291.

Holland, E., & Haslam, N. (2016). Cute little things:The
objectification of prepubescent girls. Psychology
of Women Quarterly, 40(1), 108-119. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0361684315602887

Holland, K. J., & Cipriano, A. E. (2019). Bystander response to
sexual assault disclosures in the US military: Encouraging
survivors to use formal resources. American Journal
Of Community Psychology, 64(1-2), 202-217. https://doi.
org/10.1002/ajcp.12333

Holland, K. J., Cipriano, A. E., Huit, T. Z., Volk, S. A., Meyer, C.
L., Waitr, E., & Wiener, E. R. (2021). “Serious enough”? A
mixed-method examination of the minimization of sexual
assault as a service barrier for college sexual assault
survivors. Psychology of Violence, 11(3), 276-285. https://doi.
org/10.1037/vio0000377

Hollett, R. C., Rogers, S. L., Florido, P., & Mosdell, B. (2022).
Body gaze as a marker of sexual objectification: A new
scale for pervasive gaze and gaze provocation behaviors in
heterosexual women and men. Archives of Sexual Behavior,
51, 2759-2780. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-022-02290-y

Hollis, L. P. (2018). Bullied out of position: Black women's
complex intersectionality, workplace bullying, and
resulting career disruption. Journal of Black Sexuality
and Relationships, 4(3), 73-89. https://doi.org/10.1353/
bsr.2018.0004

Hooker, L., Ison, J., O'Sullivan, G., Fisher, C., Henry, N., &
Forsdike, K. (2021). Primary prevention of sexual violence and
harassment against women and girls: Combining evidence and
practice knowledge: Evidence review and data synthesis. La
Trobe University.

Hopper, E. K., Bassuk, E. L., & Olivet, J. (2010). Shelter from the
storm: Trauma-informed care in homelessness services
settings. Open Health Services And Policy Journal, 3(2),
80-100. https://doi.org/10.2174/1874924001003020080

Horsley, P. (2015). Family violence and the LGBTI community,
Submission to the Victorian Royal Commission into Family
Violence, Gay and Lesbian Health Victoria. Australian
Research Centre in Sex, Health & Society, La Trobe
University.

Horwath, I., & Diabl, C. (2020). Liberating or indoctrinating?
Surveying students’ perceptions of a womens’ and gender
studies requirement. Gender and Education, 32(8), 1109-
1126. https://doi.org/10.1080/09540253.2019.1608355

House of Representatives Standing Committee on Social
Policy and Legal Affairs. (2021). Inquiry into family, domestic
and sexual violence. Parliment of the Commonwealth of
Australia.

Huesmann, L., Guerra, N., Miller, L., & Zelli, A. (1992). The
role of social norms in the development of aggressive
behavior. In A. Fraczek & H. Zumkley (eds.), Socialization and
aggression. Springer-Verlag. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-
642-84653-3

Huesmann, L. R., & Guerra, N. G. (1997). Children’s normative
beliefs about aggression and aggressive behavior. Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology, 72(2), 408-419. https://
doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.72.2.408

305


https://doi.org/10.1080/14680777.2019.1606843
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcrimjus.2017.01.001
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616696.2020.1833229
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2018.06.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2018.06.011
https://womensagenda.com.au/latest/channel-7-host-former-white-ribbon-chair-andrew-okeefe-faces-domestic-violence-charges/
https://womensagenda.com.au/latest/channel-7-host-former-white-ribbon-chair-andrew-okeefe-faces-domestic-violence-charges/
https://womensagenda.com.au/latest/channel-7-host-former-white-ribbon-chair-andrew-okeefe-faces-domestic-violence-charges/
https://doi.org/10.1177/0891243214526468
https://doi.org/10.1177/0891243214526468
https://doi.org/10.1177/0361684315602887
https://doi.org/10.1177/0361684315602887
https://doi.org/10.1002/ajcp.12333
https://doi.org/10.1002/ajcp.12333
https://doi.org/10.1037/vio0000377
https://doi.org/10.1037/vio0000377
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-022-02290-y
https://doi.org/10.1353/bsr.2018.0004
https://doi.org/10.1353/bsr.2018.0004
https://doi.org/10.2174/1874924001003020080
https://doi.org/10.1080/09540253.2019.1608355
https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.72.2.408
https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.72.2.408

306

Huesmann, L. R., Moise-Titus, J., Podolski, C.-L., & Eron, L. D.
(2003). Longitudinal relations between children’s exposure
to TV violence and their aggressive and violent behavior
in young adulthood: 1977-1992. Developmental Psychology,
39(2), 201-221. https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.39.2.201

Hulley, J., Bailey, L., Kirkman, G., Gibbs, G., Gomersall, T.,
Latif, A., & Jones, A. (2021). Intimate partner violence and
barriers to help-seeking among Black, Asian, minority
ethnic and immigrant women: A qualitative metasynthesis
of global research. Trauma, Violence & Abuse. Advance
online publication. https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/
pdf/10.1177/15248380211050590

Hulme, S., Morgan, A., & Boxall, H. (2019). Domestic
violence offenders, prior offending and reoffending in
Australia. Trends & issues in crime and criminal justice (no.
580). Australian Institute of Criminology. https://www.aic.
gov.au/publications/tandi/tandi580

Hunehall Berndtsson, K., & Odenbring, Y. (2021). "They don't
even think about what the girl might think about it":
Students’ views on sexting, gender inequalities and power
relations in school. Journal of Gender Studies, 30(1), 91-101.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09589236.2020.1825217

Hutchings, K., Moyle, C.-l., Chai, A., Garofano, N., & Moore,
S. (2020). Segregation of women in tourism employment
in the APEC region. Tourism Management Perspectives, 34,
100655. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tmp.2020.100655

Hutchinson, K. M. (2012). Predictors of college students’ dating
violence perceptions and help-seeking recommendations.
Proquest Dissertations Publishing.

lliadis, M. (2022, August 17). Women running in cities made
for men: Ending abuse and violence is a marathon effort.
The Conversation. https://theconversation.com/women-
running-in-cities-made-for-men-ending-abuse-and-
violence-is-a-marathon-effort-188162

Intersex Human Rights Australia. (2022). What is intersex?
https://ihra.org.au/18106/what-is-intersex/

IPSOS. (2022). International Women’s Day 2022. The Global
Institude for Women'’s Leadership, Kings College, & IPSOS.
https://www.kcl.ac.uk/giwl/assets/iwd-survey-2022.pdf

Iverson, H., Lindsay, B., & Maclnnis, C. C. (2020). You don't
want kids?!: Exploring evaluations of those without children.
Journal of Social Psychology, 160(5), 719-733. https://doi.org/
10.1080/00224545.2020.1742080

Jackson, C., & Sundaram, V. (2018). “l have a sense that it's
probably quite bad ... but because | don't see it, | don't
know": Staff perspectives on “lad culture” in higher
education. Gender and Education, 33(4), 435-450. https://
doi.org/10.1080/09540253.2018.1501006

Jackson, S. (2006). Interchanges: Gender, sexuality
and heterosexuality: The complexity (and limits) of
heteronormativity. Feminist Theory, 7(1), 105-121. https://
doi.org/10.1177/1464700106061462

Jacobs, J. & Bednar, A. (2021, June 1). Johnny Depp jury finds that
Amber Heard defamed him in op-ed. The New York Times.
https://www.nytimes.com/2022/06/01/arts/depp-heard-
trial.html

Jansens, F. (2019). Suit of power: Fashion, politics, and
hegemonic masculinity in Australia. Australian Journal of
Political Science, 54(2), 202-218. https://doi.org/10.1080/103
61146.2019.1567677

Jeffrey, N. K., & Barata, P. C. (2017). “He didn't necessarily
force himself upon me, but ...”: Women'’s lived experiences
of sexual coercion in intimate relationships with men.
Violence Against Women, 23(8), 911-933. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1077801216652507

Jeffrey, N. K., & Barata, P. C. (2019). “She didn't want to ...
and I'd obviously insist”: Canadian university men'’s
normalization of their sexual violence against intimate
partners. Journal of Aggression, Maltreatment & Trauma,
28(1), 85-105. https://doi.org/10.1080/10926771.2018.1500
406

Jeffrey, N. K., & Barata, P. C. (2020). The intersections of
normative heterosexuality and sexual violence: University
men’s talk about sexual behavior in intimate relationships.
Sex Roles, 83(5-6), 353-369. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-
019-01110-3

Jeffries, M. (2020). “Is it okay to go out on the pull without it
being nasty?”: Lads’ performance of lad culture. Gender and
Education, 32(7), 908-925. https://doi.org/10.1080/0954025
3.2019.1594706

Jerath, K., Tompson, L., & Belur, J. (2022). Treating and
managing stalking offenders: Findings from a multi-agency
clinical intervention. Psychology, Crime & Law. Ahead of print,
1-24. https://doi.org/10.1080/1068316X.2022.2057981

Jewkes, R., Flood, M., & Lang, J. (2015). From work with
men and boys to changes of social norms and reduction
of inequities in gender relations: A conceptual shiftin
prevention of violence against women and girls. Lancet,
385(9977), 1580-1589. https://doi.org/10.1016/50140-
6736(14)61683-4

Jewkes, R., Morrell, R., Hearn, J., Lundqvist, E., Blackbeard, D.,
Lindegger, G., Quayle, M., Sikweyiya, Y., & Gottzen, L. (2015).
Hegemonic masculinity: Combining theory and practice
in gender interventions. Culture, Health and Sexuality,
17(Supplement 2), S112-127. https://doi.org/10.1080/136910
58.2015.1085094



https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.39.2.201
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/pdf/10.1177/15248380211050590
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/pdf/10.1177/15248380211050590
https://www.aic.gov.au/publications/tandi/tandi580
https://www.aic.gov.au/publications/tandi/tandi580
https://doi.org/10.1080/09589236.2020.1825217
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tmp.2020.100655
https://ihra.org.au/18106/what-is-intersex/
https://www.kcl.ac.uk/giwl/assets/iwd-survey-2022.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.2020.1742080
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.2020.1742080
https://doi.org/10.1080/09540253.2018.1501006
https://doi.org/10.1080/09540253.2018.1501006
https://doi.org/10.1177/1464700106061462
https://doi.org/10.1177/1464700106061462
https://www.nytimes.com/2022/06/01/arts/depp-heard-trial.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2022/06/01/arts/depp-heard-trial.html
https://doi.org/10.1080/10361146.2019.1567677
https://doi.org/10.1080/10361146.2019.1567677
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801216652507
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801216652507
https://doi.org/10.1080/10926771.2018.1500406
https://doi.org/10.1080/10926771.2018.1500406
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-019-01110-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-019-01110-3
https://doi.org/10.1080/09540253.2019.1594706
https://doi.org/10.1080/09540253.2019.1594706
https://doi.org/10.1080/1068316X.2022.2057981
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(14)61683-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(14)61683-4
https://doi.org/10.1080/13691058.2015.1085094
https://doi.org/10.1080/13691058.2015.1085094

Johansson, K., Andersson, E., Johansson, M., & Lidestav, G.
(2019). The discursive resistance of men to gender-equality
interventions: Negotiating “unjustness” and “unnecessity”
in Swedish forestry. Men and Masculinities, 22(2), 177-196.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1097184x17706400

Johansson, T., & Odenbring, Y. (2021). Rumbling and tumbling
in school: Jokes, masculinity and homosocial relations. In
Y. Odenbring & T. Johansson (Eds.), Violence, victimisation
and young people: Education and safe learning environments
(pp. 59-73). Springer International Publishing. https://doi.
org/10.1007/978-3-030-75319-1_5

Johnson, B., Harrison, L., Ollis, D., Flentje, J., Arnold, P.,
& Bartholomaeus, C. (2016). “It is not all about sex”:
Young people’s views about sexuality and relationships
education. Australian Research Council and The
Australian Government. https://www.shinesa.org.
au/media/2016/05/%E2%80%98It-is-not-all-about-
sex%E2%80%99-EYPSE-Research-Report.pdf

Johnson, C. (2022). What COVID-19 revealed about gender
equality policy framing. Australian Journal of Political
Science, 57(1), 93-112. https://doi.org/10.1080/10361146.20
21.2023094

Johnson, H. (2017). Why doesn’t she just report it?
Apprehensions and contradictions for women who
report sexual violence to the police. Canadian Journal of
Women and the Law, 29(1), 36-59. https://doi.org/10.3138/

cjwl.29.1.36

Johnson, M., & Bennett, E. (2015). Everyday sexism: Australian
women'’s experiences of street harassment. The Australia
Institute. http://www.tai.org.au/content/everyday-sexism

Johnson, N. P, Sundaram, M. A., Alder, J., Miller, E., &
Ragavan, M. I. (2022). The lasting influence of a peer-
led adolescent relationship abuse prevention program
on former peer leaders’ relationships, identities, and
trajectories in emerging adulthood. Journal of Interpersonal
Violence, 37(9-10), NP7580-NP7604. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0886260520967909

Johnson, V. E., Nadal, K. L., Sissoko, D. R. G., & King, R. (2021).
“It's not in your head”: Gaslighting, ‘splaining, victim
blaming, and other harmful reactions to microaggressions.
Perspectives on Psychological Science, 16(5), 1024-1036.
https://doi.org/10.1177/17456916211011963

Jones, A. M. (2021). Conflicted: How Black women negotiate
their responses to racial microaggressions at a historically
White institution. Race Ethnicity and Education. Advance
online publication, 1-16. https://doi.org/10.1080/13613324.
2021.1924136

Jones, C., Trott, V., & Wright, S. (2020). Sluts and soyboys:
MGTOW and the production of misogynistic online
harassment. New Media & Society, 22(10), 1903-1921. https://
doi.org/10.1177/1461444819887141

Joosten, M., Vrantsidis, F., & Dow, B. (2017). Understanding elder
abuse: A scoping study. Melbourne Social Equity Institute,
National Ageing Research Institute.

Jordan, J. (2004a). Beyond belief?: Police, rape and women'’s
credibility. Criminal Justice, 4(1), 29-59. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1466802504042222

Jordan, J. (2004b). The word of a woman? Police, rape and belief.
Springer.

Jouriles, E. N., Vu, N. L., McDonald, R., & Rosenfield, D. (2014).
Children’s appraisals of conflict, beliefs about aggression,
and externalizing problems in families characterized
by severe intimate partner violence. Journal of Family
Psychology, 28(6), 915-924. https://doi.org/10.1037/
a0037921

Jozkowski, K. N., Manning, J., & Hunt, M. (2018). Sexual
consent in and out of the bedroom: Disjunctive views
of heterosexual college students. Women'’s Studies in
Communication, 41(2), 117-139. https://doi.org/10.1080/0749
1409.2018.1470121

Jozkowski, K. N., & Willis, M. (2020). People perceive
transitioning from a social to a private setting as an
indicator of sexual consent. Psychology and Sexuality, 11(4),
359-372. https://doi.org/10.1080/19419899.2020.1769162

Kafka, J. M., Moracco, K. E., Young, B.-R., Taheri, C., Graham,
L. M., Macy, R.]., & Proescholdbell, S. K. (2020). Fatalities
related to intimate partner violence: Towards a
comprehensive perspective. Injury Prevention, 27, 137-144.
https://doi.org/10.1136/injuryprev-2020-043704

Kagesten, A., Gibbs, S., Blum, R. W., Moreau, C., Chandra-Mouli,
V., Herbert, A., & Amin, A. (2016). Understanding factors
that shape gender attitudes in early adolescence globally:

A mixed-methods systematic review. PLoS One, 11(6),
e0157805. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0157805

Kahalon, R., Bareket, O., Vial, A. C., Sassenhagen, N.,
Becker, J. C., & Shnabel, N. (2019). The Madonna-whore
dichotomy is associated with patriarchy endorsement:
Evidence From Israel, the United States, and Germany.
Psychology of Women Quarterly, 43(3), 348-367. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0361684319843298

Kahlor, L. (2011). Television's role in the culture of violence
toward women: A study of television viewing and the
cultivation of rape myth acceptance in the United States.
Journal of Broadcasting & Electronic Media, 55, 215-231.
https://doi.org/10.1080/08838151.2011.566085

307


https://doi.org/10.1177/1097184x17706400
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-75319-1_5
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-75319-1_5
https://www.shinesa.org.au/media/2016/05/%E2%80%98It-is-not-all-about-sex%E2%80%99-EYPSE-Research-Report.pdf 
https://www.shinesa.org.au/media/2016/05/%E2%80%98It-is-not-all-about-sex%E2%80%99-EYPSE-Research-Report.pdf 
https://www.shinesa.org.au/media/2016/05/%E2%80%98It-is-not-all-about-sex%E2%80%99-EYPSE-Research-Report.pdf 
https://doi.org/10.1080/10361146.2021.2023094
https://doi.org/10.1080/10361146.2021.2023094
https://doi.org/10.3138/cjwl.29.1.36
https://doi.org/10.3138/cjwl.29.1.36
http://www.tai.org.au/content/everyday-sexism
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260520967909
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260520967909
https://doi.org/10.1177/17456916211011963
https://doi.org/10.1080/13613324.2021.1924136
https://doi.org/10.1080/13613324.2021.1924136
https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444819887141
https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444819887141
https://doi.org/10.1177/1466802504042222
https://doi.org/10.1177/1466802504042222
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0037921
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0037921
https://doi.org/10.1080/07491409.2018.1470121
https://doi.org/10.1080/07491409.2018.1470121
https://doi.org/10.1080/19419899.2020.1769162
https://doi.org/10.1136/injuryprev-2020-043704
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0157805
https://doi.org/10.1177/0361684319843298
https://doi.org/10.1177/0361684319843298
https://doi.org/10.1080/08838151.2011.566085

308

Kania, R., & Cale, J. (2021). Preventing sexual violence
through bystander intervention: Attitudes, behaviors,
missed opportunities, and barriers to intervention
among Australian university students. Journal of
Interpersonal Violence, 36(5-6), 2816-2840. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0886260518764395

Kantola, J., & Lombardo, E. (2020). Introduction: Populism and
feminist politics. International Political Science Review, 42(5),
561-564. https://doi.org/10.1177/0192512120972609

Kanwal Aslam, S., Zaheer, S., & Shafique, K. (2015). Is spousal
violence being “vertically transmitted” through victims?
Findings from the Pakistan demographic and health survey
2012-13. PLoS One, 10(6), e0129790. https://doi.org/10.1371/
journal.pone.0129790

Karageorgos, E., & Boyle, A. (2021, March 2). Australian media
is failing to cover domestic violence in the right way: New
research. The Conversation. https://theconversation.com/
australian-media-is-failing-to-cover-domestic-violence-in-
the-right-way-new-research-155477

Karen, M., Jodie, M.-O., Ainsley, M., & Lori, C. (2021). Sexual
assault: Women'’s voices on the health impact of not being

believed by police. BMC Women'’s Health, 21(217). https://doi.

Katz, )., Grant, C., & Merrilees, C. (2019). Just joking? White
college students’ responses to different types of racist
comments. Journal of Diversity in Higher Education, 12(4),
341-350. https://doi.org/10.1037/dhe0000102

Kearney, S., Gleeson, C., & Leung, L. (2016). Respectful
relationships education in schools: The beginnings of change.
Our Watch. https://media-cdn.ourwatch.org.au/wp-
content/uploads/sites/2/2019/06/24034138/RREiS_R3_

Final_AA.pdf

Keilholtz, B. M., Spencer, C. M., & Stith, S. M. (2022). Common
life stressors as risk markers for intimate partner violence:
A meta-analysis. Contemporary Family Therapy. Advance
online publication. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10591-022-
09633-w

Kelly, L. (1987). The continuum of sexual violence. InJ.
Hanmer & M. Maynard (Eds.), Women, violence and social
control (pp. 46-60). Palgrave Macmillan UK. https://doi.
org/10.1007/978-1-349-18592-4_4

Kelly, L. (2010). The (in)credible words of women: False
allegations in European rape research. Violence
Against Women, 16(12), 1345-1355. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1077801210387748

org/10.1186/s12905-021-01358-6

Karsay, K., Knoll, J., & Matthes, J. (2018). Sexualizing
media use and self-objectification: A meta-analysis.
Psychology of Women Quarterly, 42(1), 9-28. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0361684317743019

Kaspersky. (2021). Digital stalking in relationships: What
is stalkerware, and do people recognise it? https://
media.kasperskydaily.com/wp-content/uploads/
sites/86/2021/11/17164103/Kaspersky_Digital-stalking-in-
relationships_Report_FINAL.pdf

Kaspiew, R., & Carson, R. (2016). Evaluation of the 2012 family
violence amendments: A summary. Bulletin (Law Society
of South Australia), 38(3), 14-16. https://doi.org/10.3316/

agispt.20161514

Kassing, L. R., & Prieto, L. R. (2003). The rape myth and blame-
based beliefs of counselors-in-training toward male victims
of rape. Journal of Counseling & Development, 81(4), 455-461.
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.1556-6678.2003.th00272.x

Katz, )., Edgington, C., & McCabe, E. (2021). Bystander
responses to intimate partner misconduct: Barriers to
responding to physical and sexual violations. Journal of
Interpersonal Violence, 36(11-12), 6508-6525. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0886260518815141

Kelly, L., & Radford, J. (1990). “Nothing really happened”:
The invalidation of women'’s experiences of sexual
violence. Critical Social Policy, 10(30), 39-53. https://doi.
org/10.1177/026101839001003003

Kelman, H. C. (2017). Processes of opinion change. In
P. Suedfel & A. Pelinka (Eds.), Attitude change: The
competing views (pp. 205-233). Routledge. https://doi.
org/10.4324/9781351315364

Kettrey, H. H. (2018). “Bad girls” say no and “good girls” say
yes: Sexual subjectivity and participation in undesired sex
during heterosexual college hookups. Sexuality and Culture,
22(3), 685-705. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12119-018-9498-2

Khan, M. S., Lakha, F., Tan, M. M. ., Singh, S. R., Quek, R. Y.
C.,Han, E., Tan, S. M., Haldane, V., Gea-Sanchez, M., &
Legido-Quigley, H. (2019). More talk than action: Gender
and ethnic diversity in leading public health universities.
Lancet, 393(10171), 594-600. https://doi.org/10.1016/50140-
6736(18)32609-6

Kidd, B. (2013). Sports and masculinity. Sport in Society, 16(4),
553-564. https://doi.org/10.1080/17430437.2013.785757

Kidman, R., & Kohler, H.-P. (2020). Emerging partner violence
among young adolescents in a low-income country:
Perpetration, victimization and adversity. PLoS One, 15(3).
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0230085



https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260518764395
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260518764395
https://doi.org/10.1177/0192512120972609
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0129790
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0129790
https://theconversation.com/australian-media-is-failing-to-cover-domestic-violence-in-the-right-way-new-research-155477
https://theconversation.com/australian-media-is-failing-to-cover-domestic-violence-in-the-right-way-new-research-155477
https://theconversation.com/australian-media-is-failing-to-cover-domestic-violence-in-the-right-way-new-research-155477
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12905-021-01358-6
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12905-021-01358-6
https://doi.org/10.1177/0361684317743019
https://doi.org/10.1177/0361684317743019
https://media.kasperskydaily.com/wp-content/uploads/sites/86/2021/11/17164103/Kaspersky_Digital-stalking-in-relationships_Report_FINAL.pdf
https://media.kasperskydaily.com/wp-content/uploads/sites/86/2021/11/17164103/Kaspersky_Digital-stalking-in-relationships_Report_FINAL.pdf
https://media.kasperskydaily.com/wp-content/uploads/sites/86/2021/11/17164103/Kaspersky_Digital-stalking-in-relationships_Report_FINAL.pdf
https://media.kasperskydaily.com/wp-content/uploads/sites/86/2021/11/17164103/Kaspersky_Digital-stalking-in-relationships_Report_FINAL.pdf
https://doi.org/10.3316/agispt.20161514
https://doi.org/10.3316/agispt.20161514
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1002/j.1556-6678.2003.tb00272.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260518815141
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260518815141
https://doi.org/10.1037/dhe0000102
https://media-cdn.ourwatch.org.au/wp-content/uploads/sites/2/2019/06/24034138/RREiS_R3_Final_AA.pdf
https://media-cdn.ourwatch.org.au/wp-content/uploads/sites/2/2019/06/24034138/RREiS_R3_Final_AA.pdf
https://media-cdn.ourwatch.org.au/wp-content/uploads/sites/2/2019/06/24034138/RREiS_R3_Final_AA.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10591-022-09633-w
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10591-022-09633-w
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-349-18592-4_4
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-349-18592-4_4
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801210387748
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801210387748
https://doi.org/10.1177/026101839001003003
https://doi.org/10.1177/026101839001003003
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.4324/9781351315364
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.4324/9781351315364
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12119-018-9498-2
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(18)32609-6
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(18)32609-6
https://doi.org/10.1080/17430437.2013.785757
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0230085

Kiebler, J. M., & Stewart, A. . (2022). Gender stereotypes, class,
and race in attributions of blame for women’s gender-
linked mistreatment. Analyses of Social Issues and Public
Policy, 22(1), 351-377. https://doi.org/10.1111/asap.12299

Kim, E. (2016). Social service outreach programs using elderly
Korean immigrants’ church ties. Journal of Social Service
Research, 42(1), 130-142. https://doi.org/10.1080/01488376.
2015.1087448

Kim, J., & Luke, N. (2020). Men's economic dependency, gender
ideology, and stress at midlife. Journal of Marriage and the
Family, 82(3), 1026-1040. https://doi.org/10.1111/jomf.12615

Kimber, M., Henriksen, C. A., Davidov, D. M., Goldstein,
A. L., Pitre, N. Y., Tonmyr, L., & Afifi, T. O. (2015). The
association between immigrant generational status, child
maltreatment history and intimate partner violence (IPV):
Evidence from a nationally representative survey. Social
Psychiatry and Psychiatric Epidemiology, 50(7), 1135-1144.
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4926312/

Kimmel, M. S. (2002). “Gender symmetry” in domestic
violence: A substantive and methodological research
review. Violence Against Women, 8(11), 1332-1363. https://
doi.org/10.1177/107780102237407

Kingma, A., & Vandeplas, A. (2022). The macro-economic
benefits of gender equality (Economic Brief No. 071).
European Commission. https://economy-finance.ec.europa.

eu/system/files/2022-03/eb071_en.pdf

Klein, O., Arnal, C., Eagan, S., Bernard, P., & Gervais, S. J. (2021).
Does tipping facilitate sexual objectification? The effect of
tips on sexual harassment of bar and restaurant servers.
Equality, Diversity and Inclusion: An International Journal,
40(4), 448-460. https://doi.org/10.1108/EDI-04-2019-0127

Klemmer, K., Neill, D. B., &Jarvis, S. A. (2021). Understanding
spatial patterns in rape reporting delays. Royal Society Open
Science, 8(2). https://doi.org/10.1098/rs0s.201795

Knaus, C. (2022, December 3). "Right to be scared": Brittany
Higgins and the harsh realities about justice and power.
The Guardian. https://www.theguardian.com/australia-
news/2022/dec/03/right-to-be-scared-brittany-higgins-
and-the-harsh-realities-about-justice-and-power

Knoll, B., R. (2013). Assessing the effect of social desirability
on nativism attitude responses. Social Science Research, 42,
1587-1598. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2013.07.012

Knowles, L. (2018, September 6). Former Victorian Greens
leader Greg Barber accused of calling women “fat, hairy
lesbians” in workplace. ABC News online. https://www.abc.
net.au/news/2018-09-06/former-victorian-greens-leader-
accused-of-running-sexist-office/10178894

Koepke, S., Eyssel, F., & Bohner, G. (2014). “She deserved it":
Effects of sexism norms, type of violence, and victim'’s
pre-assault behavior on blame attributions toward
female victims and approval of the aggressor’s behavior.
Violence Against Women, 20(4), 446-464. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1077801214528581

Koh, J., Kembhavi-Tam, G., Rose, V., Featherston, R., & Shlonsky,
A. (2021). Rapid evidence review: Violence, abuse, neglect and
exploitation of people with disability. Royal Commission into
Violence, Abuse, Neglect and Exploitation of People with
Disability. https://apo.org.au/sites/default/files/resource-
files/2021-08/apo-nid313846.pdf

Koleth, M., Serova, N., & Trojanowska, B. K. (2020). Prevention
and safer pathways to services for migrant and refugee
communities: Ten research insights from the Culturally and
Linguistically Diverse Projects with Action Research (CALD
PAR) initiative. ANROWS. https://www.anrows.org.au/
publication/prevention-of-violence-against-women-and-
safer-pathways-to-service/

Koo, K. H., Nguyen, H. V., Andrasik, M. P., & George, W. H.
(2015). The cultural context of nondisclosure of alcohol-
involved acquaintance rape among Asian American college
women: A qualitative study. Journal of Sex Research, 52(1),
55-68. https://doi.org/10.1080/00224499.2013.826168

Kourti, A., Stavridou, A., Panagouli, E., Psaltopoulou, T.,
Spiliopoulou, C., Tsolia, M., Sergentanis, T. N., & Tsitsika, A.
(2021). Domestic violence during the COVID-19 pandemic:
A systematic review. Trauma, Violence, & Abuse, Online first.
https://doi.org/10.1177/15248380211038690

Kovats, E. (2018). Questioning consensuses: Right-wing
populism, anti-populism, and the threat of “gender
ideology”. Sociological Research Online, 23(2), 528-538.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1360780418764735

KPMG. (2016). The cost of violence against women and their
children in Australia: Final detailed report. Department of
Social Services. https://www.dss.gov.au/sites/default/
files/documents/08_2016/the_cost_of_violence_against_
women_and_their_children_in_australia_-_summary_
report_may_2016.pdf

Knowles, C. (2021). [Review of the book We are not born
submissive: How patriarchy shapes women’s lives by M.
Garcia]. European Journal of Philosophy, 29(4), 1183-1186.
https://doi.org/10.1111/ejop.12739

Krahé, B., Busching, R., & Mdller, I. (2012). Media violence use
and aggression among German adolescents: Associations
and trajectories of change in a three-wave longitudinal
study. Psychology of Popular Media Culture, 1(3), 152-166.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0028663

309


https://doi.org/10.1111/asap.12299
https://doi.org/10.1080/01488376.2015.1087448
https://doi.org/10.1080/01488376.2015.1087448
https://doi.org/10.1111/jomf.12615
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4926312/
https://doi.org/10.1177/107780102237407
https://doi.org/10.1177/107780102237407
https://economy-finance.ec.europa.eu/system/files/2022-03/eb071_en.pdf
https://economy-finance.ec.europa.eu/system/files/2022-03/eb071_en.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1108/EDI-04-2019-0127
https://doi.org/doi:10.1098/rsos.201795
https://www.theguardian.com/australia-news/2022/dec/03/right-to-be-scared-brittany-higgins-and-the-harsh-realities-about-justice-and-power
https://www.theguardian.com/australia-news/2022/dec/03/right-to-be-scared-brittany-higgins-and-the-harsh-realities-about-justice-and-power
https://www.theguardian.com/australia-news/2022/dec/03/right-to-be-scared-brittany-higgins-and-the-harsh-realities-about-justice-and-power
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2013.07.012
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1111/ejop.12739
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2018-09-06/former-victorian-greens-leader-accused-of-running-sexist-office/10178894
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2018-09-06/former-victorian-greens-leader-accused-of-running-sexist-office/10178894
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2018-09-06/former-victorian-greens-leader-accused-of-running-sexist-office/10178894
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801214528581
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801214528581
https://apo.org.au/sites/default/files/resource-files/2021-08/apo-nid313846.pdf
https://apo.org.au/sites/default/files/resource-files/2021-08/apo-nid313846.pdf
https://www.anrows.org.au/publication/prevention-of-violence-against-women-and-safer-pathways-to-service/
https://www.anrows.org.au/publication/prevention-of-violence-against-women-and-safer-pathways-to-service/
https://www.anrows.org.au/publication/prevention-of-violence-against-women-and-safer-pathways-to-service/
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224499.2013.826168
https://doi.org/10.1177/15248380211038690
https://doi.org/10.1177/1360780418764735
https://www.dss.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/08_2016/the_cost_of_violence_against_women_and_their_children_in_australia_-_summary_report_may_2016.pdf
https://www.dss.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/08_2016/the_cost_of_violence_against_women_and_their_children_in_australia_-_summary_report_may_2016.pdf
https://www.dss.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/08_2016/the_cost_of_violence_against_women_and_their_children_in_australia_-_summary_report_may_2016.pdf
https://www.dss.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/08_2016/the_cost_of_violence_against_women_and_their_children_in_australia_-_summary_report_may_2016.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0028663

310

Kulkarni, S. (2019). Intersectional trauma-informed intimate
partner violence (IPV) services: Narrowing the gap between
IPV service delivery and survivor needs. Journal of Family
Violence, 34(1), 55-64. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-018-
0001-5

Kulwicki, A., Aswad, B., Carmona, T., & Ballout, S. (2010).
Barriers in the utilization of domestic violence services
among Arab immigrant women: Perceptions of
professionals, service providers and community leaders.
Journal of Family Violence, 25(8), 727-735. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s10896-010-9330-8

Kutin, J., Russell, R., & Reid, M. (2017). Economic abuse
between intimate partners in Australia: Prevalence, health
status, disability and financial stress. Australian and New
Zealand Journal of Public Health, 41(3), 269-274. https://doi.
org/10.1111/1753-6405.12651

Laing, L. (2016). Secondary victimization: Domestic
violence survivors navigating the family law system.
Violence Against Women, 23(11), 1314-1335. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1077801216659942

Landivar, L. C., Ruppanner, L., Scarborough, W. J., & Collins, C.
(2020). Early signs indicate that COVID-19 Is exacerbating
gender inequality in the labor force. Socius, 6. https://doi.
org/10.1177/2378023120947997

Langenderfer-Magruder, L., Walls, N. E., Whitfield, D. L., Kattari,
S. K., & Ramos, D. (2020). Stalking victimization in LGBTQ
adults: A brief report. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 35(5-
6), 1442-1453. https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260517696871

Langton, M., Smith, K., Eastman, T., O'Neill, L., Cheesman, E., &
Rose, M. (2020). Improving family violence legal and support
services for Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander women.
ANROWS. https://www.anrows.org.au/project/improving-
family-violence-legal-and-support-services-for-indigenous-
women/

Larcombe, W. (2002). The “ideal” victim v successful
rape complainants: Not what you might expect.
Feminist Legal Studies, 10(2), 131-148. https://doi.
org/10.1023/A:1016060424945

Larson, R. B. (2019). Controlling social desirability bias.
International Journal of Market Research, 61(5), 534-547.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1470785318805305

Laskey, P., & Bolam, L. T. (2019). Barriers to support in LGBTQ+
populations. In E. A. Bates &]. C. Taylor (Eds.), Intimate
partner violence (pp. 73-86). Routledge/Taylor & Francis
Group. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315169842-6

Latzman, N. E., D'Inverno, A. S., Niolon, P. H., & Reidy, D. E.
(2018). Gender inequality and gender-based violence:
Extensions to adolescent dating violence. In D. A. Wolfe &
J. R. Temple (Eds.), Adolescent dating violence (pp. 283-314).
Academic Press. https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-811797-
2.00012-8

Lavan. (2021, December 10). What Australia’s new online safety
laws mean for you. https://www.lavan.com.au/advice/cyber-
and-data-protection/what_australias_new_online_safety_
laws_mean_for_you

Le Grand, C. (2019, September 6). Eurydice’s murder was
despicable, but so are many other awful killings. The Age.
https://www.theage.com.au/national/victoria/eurydice-
s-murder-was-despicable-but-so-are-many-other-awful-
killings-20190906-p52omh.html

Lee, C., & Wong, J. S. (2019). 99 reasons and he ain't one: A
content analysis of domestic homicide news coverage.
Violence Against Women, 26(2), 213-232. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1077801219832325

Lee, E. (2007). Domestic violence and risk factors among
Korean immigrant women in the United States. Journal
of Family Violence, 22(3), 141-149. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s10896-007-9063-5

Lee, I. C. (2013). Endorsement of sexist ideology in Taiwan
and the United States: Social dominance orientation,
right-wing authoritarianism, and deferential family norms.
International Journal of Psychology, 48(3), 254-262. https://
doi.org/10.1080/00207594.2011.645485

Lee, J. (2018). Passive leadership and sexual harassment: Roles
of observed hostility and workplace gender ratio. Personnel
Review, 47(3), 594-612. https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-07-2016-
0169

Lee-Koo, K., & Maley, M. (2017). The iron butterfly and the
political warrior: Mobilising models of femininity in the
Australian Liberal Party. Australian Journal of Political
Science, 52(3), 317-334. https://doi.org/10.1080/10361146.2
0171336202

Leen, E., Sorbring, E., Mawer, M., Holdsworth, E., Helsing,
B., & Bowen, E. (2012). Prevalence, dynamic risk factors
and the efficacy of primary interventions for adolescent
dating violence: An international review. Aggression and
Violent Behavior, 18(1), 159-174. https://doi.org/10.1016/].
avb.2012.11.015

Levchak, C. C. (2018). Microaggressions and modern racism:
Endurance and evolution. Palgrave Macmillan. https://doi.
org/10.1007/978-3-319-70332-9



https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-018-0001-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-018-0001-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-010-9330-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-010-9330-8
https://doi.org/10.1111/1753-6405.12651
https://doi.org/10.1111/1753-6405.12651
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801216659942
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801216659942
https://doi.org/10.1177/2378023120947997
https://doi.org/10.1177/2378023120947997
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260517696871
https://www.anrows.org.au/project/improving-family-violence-legal-and-support-services-for-indigenous-women/
https://www.anrows.org.au/project/improving-family-violence-legal-and-support-services-for-indigenous-women/
https://www.anrows.org.au/project/improving-family-violence-legal-and-support-services-for-indigenous-women/
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1016060424945
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1016060424945
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1177/1470785318805305
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.4324/9781315169842-6
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-811797-2.00012-8
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-811797-2.00012-8
https://www.lavan.com.au/advice/cyber-and-data-protection/what_australias_new_online_safety_laws_mean_for_you
https://www.lavan.com.au/advice/cyber-and-data-protection/what_australias_new_online_safety_laws_mean_for_you
https://www.lavan.com.au/advice/cyber-and-data-protection/what_australias_new_online_safety_laws_mean_for_you
https://www.theage.com.au/national/victoria/eurydice-s-murder-was-despicable-but-so-are-many-other-awful-killings-20190906-p52omh.html
https://www.theage.com.au/national/victoria/eurydice-s-murder-was-despicable-but-so-are-many-other-awful-killings-20190906-p52omh.html
https://www.theage.com.au/national/victoria/eurydice-s-murder-was-despicable-but-so-are-many-other-awful-killings-20190906-p52omh.html
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801219832325
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801219832325
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-007-9063-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-007-9063-5
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207594.2011.645485
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207594.2011.645485
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-07-2016-0169
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-07-2016-0169
https://doi.org/10.1080/10361146.2017.1336202
https://doi.org/10.1080/10361146.2017.1336202
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2012.11.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2012.11.015
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-70332-9
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-70332-9

Leverick, F. (2020). What do we know about rape myths
and juror decision making? International Journal
of Evidence & Proof, 24(3), 255-279. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1365712720923157

LGBTIQ+ Health Australia. (2021). Snapshot of mental
health and suicide prevention statistics for LGBTIQ+ people.
https://assets.nationbuilder.com/Igbtihealth/pages/549/
attachments/original/1648014801/24.10.21_Snapshot_
of_MHSP_Statistics_for_LGBTIQ__People_-_Revised.

pdf?1648014801

LGBTIQ+ Health Australia. (2022, July 29). LGBTIQ+ health peak
body welcomes paid domestic and family violence leave, calls
for LGBTIQ+ inclusion in implementation [Media release].
https://www.lgbtighealth.org.au/Igbtig_health_peak_body_
welcomes_paid_domestic_and_family_violence_leave

Liang, R., Dornan, T., & Nestel, D. (2019). Why do women
leave surgical training? A qualitative and feminist study.
Lancet, 393(10171), 541-549. https://doi.org/10.1016/50140-
6736(18)32612-6

Lievore, D. (2003). Non-reporting and hidden recording of sexual
assault: An international literature review. Australian Institute
of Criminilogy. http://www.aic.gov.au/publications/
previous%20series/publications-archive/2000s/non-
reporting%20and%20hidden%20recording%200f%20
sexual%20assault.html

Lievore, D. (2004). Victim credibility in adult sexual assault
cases. Trends and Issues in Crime and Criminal Justice, 288.
Australian Institute of Criminology. https://www.aic.gov.au/
publications/tandi/tandi288

Lijtmaer, R. M. (2022). Social trauma, nostalgia and mourning
in the immigration experience. American Journal of
Psychoanalysis, 82, 305-319. https://doi.org/10.1057/s11231-
022-09357-8

Lim, S. C., Ghani, F., & Remme, M. (2018). Policy brief: Sexual
harassment: A global problem. United Nations University
International Institute for Global Health. http://collections.
unu.edu/eserv/UNU:7881/n2019-11-22_PB_SH_A_Global_

Problem.pdf

Linos, N., Khawaja, M., & Al-Nsour, M. (2010). Women's
autonomy and support for wife beating: Findings from a
population-based survey in Jordan. Violence & Victims, 25(3),
409-419. https://doi.org/10.1891/0886-6708.25.3.409

Lisak, D., Gardinier, L., Nicksa, S. C., & Cote, A. M. (2010). False
allegations of sexual assualt: An analysis of ten years of
reported cases. Violence Against Women, 16(12), 1318-1334.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801210387747

Little, B., & Terrance, C. (2010). Perceptions of domestic
violence in lesbian relationships: Stereotypes and gender
role expectations. Journal of Homosexuality, 57(3), 429-440.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00918360903543170

Liu, H. (2021). Redeeming leadership: An anti-racist feminist
intervention. Bristol University Press.

Liu, H., Cutcher, L., & Grant, D. (2015). Doing authenticity: The
gendered construction of authentic leadership. Gender,
Work & Organization, 22(3), 237-255. https://doi.org/10.1111/

gwao.12073

Lockhart, L. L., & Danis, F. S. (2010). Domestic violence:
Intersectionality and culturally competent practice. Columbia
University Press.

Loffler, M., Luyt, R., & Starck, K. (2020). Political masculinities
and populism. NORMA, 15(1), 1-9. https://doi.org/10.1080/18
902138.2020.1721154

Lombardo, E., Kantola, J., & Rubio-Marin, R. (2021). De-
democratization and opposition to gender equality politics
in Europe. Social Politics: International Studies in Gender,
State & Society, 28(3), 521-531. https://doi.org/10.1093/sp/

jxab030

Loreck, J. (2016, January 6). Explainer: What does the
“male gaze"” mean, and what about a female gaze? The
Conversation. https://theconversation.com/explainer-what-
does-the-male-gaze-mean-and-what-about-a-female-

gaze-52486#

Lorenz, K., Kirkner, A., & Ullman, S. E. (2019). A qualitative
study of sexual assault survivors’ post-assault legal
system experiences. Journal of Trauma & Dissociation, 20(3),
263-287. https://doi.org/10.1080/15299732.2019.1592643

Lorenzetti, L., Wells, L., Logie, C. H., & Callaghan, T. (2017).
Understanding and preventing domestic violence in the
lives of gender and sexually diverse persons. Canadian
Journal of Human Sexuality, 26(3), 175-185.

Loughnan, S., Pina, A., Vasquez, E. A., & Puvia, E. (2013). Sexual
objectification increases rape victim blame and decreases
perceived suffering. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 37(4),
455-461. https://doi.org/10.1177/0361684313485718

Lowe, H., Brown, L., Ahmad, A., Daruwalla, N., Gram, L.,
Osrin, D., Panchal, K., Watson, D., Zimmerman, C., &
Mannell, J. (2022). Mechanisms for community prevention
of violence against women in low- and middle-income
countries: A realist approach to a comparative analysis of
qualitative data. Social Science & Medicine, 305. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2022.115064

M


https://doi.org/10.1177/1365712720923157
https://doi.org/10.1177/1365712720923157
https://assets.nationbuilder.com/lgbtihealth/pages/549/attachments/original/1648014801/24.10.21_Snapshot_of_MHSP_Statistics_for_LGBTIQ__People_-_Revised.pdf?1648014801
https://assets.nationbuilder.com/lgbtihealth/pages/549/attachments/original/1648014801/24.10.21_Snapshot_of_MHSP_Statistics_for_LGBTIQ__People_-_Revised.pdf?1648014801
https://assets.nationbuilder.com/lgbtihealth/pages/549/attachments/original/1648014801/24.10.21_Snapshot_of_MHSP_Statistics_for_LGBTIQ__People_-_Revised.pdf?1648014801
https://assets.nationbuilder.com/lgbtihealth/pages/549/attachments/original/1648014801/24.10.21_Snapshot_of_MHSP_Statistics_for_LGBTIQ__People_-_Revised.pdf?1648014801
https://www.lgbtiqhealth.org.au/lgbtiq_health_peak_body_welcomes_paid_domestic_and_family_violence_leave
https://www.lgbtiqhealth.org.au/lgbtiq_health_peak_body_welcomes_paid_domestic_and_family_violence_leave
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(18)32612-6
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(18)32612-6
http://www.aic.gov.au/publications/previous%20series/publications-archive/2000s/non-reporting%20and%20hidden%20recording%20of%20sexual%20assault.html
http://www.aic.gov.au/publications/previous%20series/publications-archive/2000s/non-reporting%20and%20hidden%20recording%20of%20sexual%20assault.html
http://www.aic.gov.au/publications/previous%20series/publications-archive/2000s/non-reporting%20and%20hidden%20recording%20of%20sexual%20assault.html
http://www.aic.gov.au/publications/previous%20series/publications-archive/2000s/non-reporting%20and%20hidden%20recording%20of%20sexual%20assault.html
https://www.aic.gov.au/publications/tandi/tandi288
https://www.aic.gov.au/publications/tandi/tandi288
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1057/s11231-022-09357-8
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1057/s11231-022-09357-8
http://collections.unu.edu/eserv/UNU:7881/n2019-11-22_PB_SH_A_Global_Problem.pdf
http://collections.unu.edu/eserv/UNU:7881/n2019-11-22_PB_SH_A_Global_Problem.pdf
http://collections.unu.edu/eserv/UNU:7881/n2019-11-22_PB_SH_A_Global_Problem.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1891/0886-6708.25.3.409
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801210387747
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1080/00918360903543170
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1111/gwao.12073
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1111/gwao.12073
https://doi.org/10.1080/18902138.2020.1721154
https://doi.org/10.1080/18902138.2020.1721154
https://doi.org/10.1093/sp/jxab030
https://doi.org/10.1093/sp/jxab030
https://theconversation.com/explainer-what-does-the-male-gaze-mean-and-what-about-a-female-gaze-52486
https://theconversation.com/explainer-what-does-the-male-gaze-mean-and-what-about-a-female-gaze-52486
https://theconversation.com/explainer-what-does-the-male-gaze-mean-and-what-about-a-female-gaze-52486
https://doi.org/10.1080/15299732.2019.1592643
https://doi.org/10.1177/0361684313485718
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2022.115064
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2022.115064

312

Lowe, M. R., Byron, R. A., O'Hara, H., & Cortez, D. (2021).
Neutralized hegemonic banter: The persistence of
sexist and racist joking among undergraduate students.
Sociological Inquiry, 91(1), 181-206. https://doi.org/10.1111/
soin.12362

Lund, E. M. (2020). Interpersonal violence against people
with disabilities: Additional concerns and considerations
in the COVID-19 pandemic. Rehabilitation Psychology, 65(3),
199-205. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/rep0000347

Lundrigan, S., Dhami, M. K., & Agudelo, K. (2019). Factors
predicting conviction in stranger rape cases. Frontiers
in Psychology, 10, 526-526. https://doi.org/10.3389/

fpsyg.2019.00526

Lyneham, S., & Bricknell, S. (2018). When saying no is not an
option: Forced marriage in Australia and New Zeland (AIC
Research report 1). Australian Institute of Criminology.
https://www.aic.gov.au/sites/default/files/2020-05/rr11.pdf

Maas, M. K., Cary, K. M., Clancy, E. M., Klettke, B., McCauley, H.
L., & Temple, J. R. (2021). Slutpage use among US college
students: The secret and social platforms of image-based
sexual abuse. Archives of Sexual Behavior, 50(5), 2203-2214.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-021-01920-1

MacAulay, M., Ybarra, M. L., Saewyc, E. M., Sullivan, T.R.,
Jackson, L. A., & Millar, S. (2021). “They talked completely
about straight couples only”: Schooling, sexual violence
and sexual and gender minority youth. Sex Education, 22(3),
275-288. https://doi.org/10.1080/14681811.2021.1924142

Macias, A., & Stephens, S. (2019). Intersectionality in the field
of education: A critical look at race, gender, treatment,
pay, and leadership. Journal of Latinos and Education, 18(2),
164-170. https://doi.org/10.1080/15348431.2017.1383912

MacLeod, N. (2016). “I thought I'd be safe there”: Pre-empting
blame in the talk of women reporting rape. Journal
of Pragmatics, 96, 96-109. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
pragma.2016.03.008

Maddox, L., Lee, D., & Barker, C. (2011). Police empathy and
victim PTSD as potential factors in rape case attrition.
Journal of Police and Criminal Psychology, 26(2), 112-117.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11896-010-9075-6

Madruga, C. S., Viana, M. C., Abdalla, R. R., Caetano, R., &
Laranjeira, R. (2017). Pathways from witnessing parental
violence during childhood to involvement in intimate
partner violence in adult life: The roles of depression and
substance use. Drug and Alcohol Review, 36(1), 107-114.
https://doi.org/10.1111/dar.12514

Maes, C., Schreurs, L., van Oosten, J. M. F., & Vandenbosch,
L. (2019). #(Me)too much? The role of sexualizing online
media in adolescents’ resistance towards the metoo-
movement and acceptance of rape myths. Journal of
Adolescence, 77(1), 59-69. https://doi.org/10.1016/].
adolescence.2019.10.005

Mahalik, J. R., Locke, B. D., Ludlow, L. H., Diemer, M. A., Scott,
R. P.]., Gottfried, M., & Freitas, G. (2003). Development of
the conformity to masculine norms inventory. Psychology of
Men & Masculinity, 4(1), 3-25. https://doi.org/10.1037/1524-
9220.4.1.3

Maher, J., & Segrave, M. (2018). Family violence risk, migration
status and "vulnerability”: Hearing the voices of immigrant
women. Journal of Gender-Based Violence, 2(3), 503-518.

Maiden, S. (2021, December 1). Jacqui Lambie: David Van
apologises after being accused of making dog noises at
Tasmanian senator. News.com.au. https://www.news.com.
au/national/politics/jacqui-lambie-david-van-apologises-
after-being-accused-of-making-dog-noises-at-tasmanian-
senator/news-story/3fa8b569bec588832b0ebcfde75641d8

Mailhot Amborski, A., Bussiéres, E.-L., Vaillancourt-Morel, M.-
P., & Joyal, C. C. (2021). Sexual violence against persons with
disabilities: A meta-analysis. Trauma, Violence & Abuse, 23(4),
1330-1343. https://doi.org/10.1177/1524838021995975

Makin, D. A., & Morczek, A. L. (2016). X views and counting:
Interest in rape-oriented pornography as gendered
microaggression. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 31(12),
2131-2155. https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260515573572

Manne, K. (2017). Down girl: The logic of misogyny. Oxford
University Press.

Mannell, J., Amaama, S. A., Boodoosingh, R., Brown, L.,
Calderon, M., Cowley-Malcolm, E., Lowe, H., Motta,
A., Shannon, G., Tanielu, H., & Vergara, C. C. (2021).
Decolonising violence against women research: A study
design for co-developing violence prevention interventions
with communities in low and middle income countries
(LMICs). BMC Public Health, 21(1), 1-1147. https://doi.
org/10.1186/s12889-021-11172-2

Mantler, T., Jackson, K. T., Walsh, E. J., Tobah, S., Shillington,
K., Jackson, B., & Soares, E. (2022). Sharing personal
experiences of accessibility and knowledge of violence: A
qualitative study. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 37(3-4),
1206-1222. https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260520920867

Margolis, H. (2017, February 14). A slap is only the start: New
domestic violence law in Russia hurts victims. Human Rights
Watch. https://www.hrw.org/news/2017/02/14/slap-only-
start



https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1111/soin.12362
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1111/soin.12362
https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/rep0000347
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.00526
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.00526
https://www.aic.gov.au/sites/default/files/2020-05/rr11.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-021-01920-1
https://doi.org/10.1080/14681811.2021.1924142
https://doi.org/10.1080/15348431.2017.1383912
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pragma.2016.03.008
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pragma.2016.03.008
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11896-010-9075-6
https://doi.org/10.1111/dar.12514
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2019.10.005
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2019.10.005
https://doi.org/10.1037/1524-9220.4.1.3
https://doi.org/10.1037/1524-9220.4.1.3
https://www.news.com.au/national/politics/jacqui-lambie-david-van-apologises-after-being-accused-of-making-dog-noises-at-tasmanian-senator/news-story/3fa8b569bec588832b0ebcfde75641d8
https://www.news.com.au/national/politics/jacqui-lambie-david-van-apologises-after-being-accused-of-making-dog-noises-at-tasmanian-senator/news-story/3fa8b569bec588832b0ebcfde75641d8
https://www.news.com.au/national/politics/jacqui-lambie-david-van-apologises-after-being-accused-of-making-dog-noises-at-tasmanian-senator/news-story/3fa8b569bec588832b0ebcfde75641d8
https://www.news.com.au/national/politics/jacqui-lambie-david-van-apologises-after-being-accused-of-making-dog-noises-at-tasmanian-senator/news-story/3fa8b569bec588832b0ebcfde75641d8
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1177/1524838021995975
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260515573572
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-021-11172-2
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-021-11172-2
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260520920867
https://www.hrw.org/news/2017/02/14/slap-only-start
https://www.hrw.org/news/2017/02/14/slap-only-start

Marin-Morales, A., Pérez-Garcia, M., Catena-Martinez, A., &
Verdejo-Roman, J. (2022). Emotional regulation in male
batterers when faced with pictures of intimate partner
violence. Do they have a problem with suppressing
or experiencing emotions? Journal of Interpersonal
Violence, 37(11-12), NP10271-NP10295. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0886260520985484

Marques, J. (2021). Exploring gender at work: Multiple
perspectives. Palgrave Macmillan.

Marsh, S. (2020, June 4). Commonwealth Bank moves to
suspend users after abuse found in online transaction
descriptions. nine.com.au. https://www.9news.com.au/

national/commonwealth-bank-australia-technology-abuse-

found-in-transaction-descriptions/c826d375-eb30-4d2b-
b90c-9c4793af3fb9

Martellozzo, E., Monaghan, A., Adler, J. R., Davidson, J., Leyva,
R., & Horvath, M. A. H. (2016). “I wasn't sure it was normal to
watch it...” A quantitative and qualitative examination of the
impact of online pornography on the values, attitudes, beliefs
and behaviours of children and young people. Middlesex
University. https://dera.ioe.ac.uk/27973/1/MDX%20
NSPCC%200CC%20pornography%20report%20june%20
2016.pdf

Martin, A.J., Berenson, K. R., Griffing, S., Sage, R. E., Madry, L.,
Bingham, L. E., & Primm, B.J. (2000). The process of leaving
an abusive relationship: The role of risk assessments and
decision-certainty. Journal of Family Violence, 15(2), 109-122.
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1007515514298

Mason-Bish, H., & Duggan, M. (2019). “Some men deeply hate
women, and express that hatred freely”: Examining victims’
experiences and perceptions of gendered hate crime.

International review of victimology, 26(1), 112-134. https://doi.

McCann, H. (2022). Is there anything “toxic” about femininity?
The rigid femininities that keep us locked in. Psychology &
Sexuality, 13(1), 9-22. https://doi.org/10.1080/19419899.202
0.1785534

McCarthy, K. J., Mehta, R., & Haberland, N. A. (2018). Gender,
power, and violence: A systematic review of measures
and their association with male perpetration of IPV. PLoS
One, 13(11), e0207091. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.

pone.0207091

McCloskey, L. A., Boonzaier, F,, Steinbrenner, S. Y., & Hunter, T.
(2016). Determinants of intimate partner violence in Sub-
Saharan Africa: A review of prevention and intervention
programs. Partner Abuse, 7(3), 277-315. https://doi.
org/10.1891/1946-6560.7.3.277

McDonald, H. M., Forell, S., Wei, Z., & Williams, S. A. (2014).
Reaching in by joining up: Evaluation of the legal assistance
partnership between Legal Aid NSW and Settlement Services
International. Law and Justice Foundation of New South
Wales.

McDonald, L. (2022). Cat-calls, compliments and coercion.
Pacific Philosophical Quarterly, 103(1), 208-230. https://doi.
org/10.1111/papq.12385

McGee, K. (2018). The influence of gender, and race/ethnicity
on advancement in information technology (IT). Information
and Organization, 28(1), 1-36. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
infoandorg.2017.12.001

McGilloway, C., Smith, D., & Galvin, R. (2018). Barriers faced by
adults with intellectual disabilities who experience sexual
assault: A systematic review and meta-synthesis. Journal of
Applied Research in Intellectual Disabilities, 33, 51-66. https://
doi.org/10.1111/jar.12445

org/10.1177/0269758019872903

Massey, K., Burns, J., & Franz, A. (2021). Young people,
sexuality and the age of pornography. Sexuality & Culture,
25(1), 318-336. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12119-020-09771-z

Mate, S. E., McDonald, M., & Do, T. (2019). The barriers
and enablers to career and leadership development.
International Journal of Organizational Analysis, 27(4),
857-874. https://doi.org/10.1108/1JOA-07-2018-1475

Matsuda, M. J. (1990). Beside my sister, facing the enemy:
Legal theory out of coalition. Stanford Law Review, 43, 1183.
https://scholarspace.manoa.hawaii.edu/server/api/core/
bitstreams/70b71490-5568-44ce-9db2-ealfe49aa54a/
content

Mayeza, E., & Bhana, D. (2020). How “real boys” construct
heterosexuality on the primary school playground. Journal
of Research in Childhood Education, 34(2), 267-276. https://
doi.org/10.1080/02568543.2019.1675825

McGowan, M. (2021, March 18). NSW police commissioner
admits his sex consent app proposal "could be a terrible
idea". The Guardian. https://www.theguardian.com/
australia-news/2021/mar/18/critics-ridicule-nsw-police-
commissioners-idea-for-sexual-consent-app

McGregor, K. (2009). 2009 National Community
Attitudes towards Violence against Women Survey:
Project technical report. Australian Institute of
Criminology. https://www.vichealth.vic.gov.au/-/
media/ResourceCentre/PublicationsandResources/
PVAW/CATVAW_ProjectTechnicalReport2009.
pdf?la=en&hash=1E24F73605599FC3FAABODBD
64E9CIDOF7B58659

McGuire, M. D., Donner, S., & Callahan, E. (2012). Misogyny:
It's still the law - an empirical assessment of the Missouri
juvenile court system'’s processing of rape and robbery
offenders. Gender Issues, 29(1-4), 1-24. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s12147-012-9109-8

313


https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260520985484
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260520985484
https://www.9news.com.au/national/commonwealth-bank-australia-technology-abuse-found-in-transaction-descriptions/c826d375-eb30-4d2b-b90c-9c4793af3fb9
https://www.9news.com.au/national/commonwealth-bank-australia-technology-abuse-found-in-transaction-descriptions/c826d375-eb30-4d2b-b90c-9c4793af3fb9
https://www.9news.com.au/national/commonwealth-bank-australia-technology-abuse-found-in-transaction-descriptions/c826d375-eb30-4d2b-b90c-9c4793af3fb9
https://www.9news.com.au/national/commonwealth-bank-australia-technology-abuse-found-in-transaction-descriptions/c826d375-eb30-4d2b-b90c-9c4793af3fb9
https://dera.ioe.ac.uk/27973/1/MDX%20NSPCC%20OCC%20pornography%20report%20June%202016.pdf
https://dera.ioe.ac.uk/27973/1/MDX%20NSPCC%20OCC%20pornography%20report%20June%202016.pdf
https://dera.ioe.ac.uk/27973/1/MDX%20NSPCC%20OCC%20pornography%20report%20June%202016.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1007515514298
https://doi.org/10.1177/0269758019872903
https://doi.org/10.1177/0269758019872903
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12119-020-09771-z
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJOA-07-2018-1475
https://scholarspace.manoa.hawaii.edu/server/api/core/bitstreams/70b71490-5568-44ce-9db2-ea1fe49aa54a/content
https://scholarspace.manoa.hawaii.edu/server/api/core/bitstreams/70b71490-5568-44ce-9db2-ea1fe49aa54a/content
https://scholarspace.manoa.hawaii.edu/server/api/core/bitstreams/70b71490-5568-44ce-9db2-ea1fe49aa54a/content
https://doi.org/10.1080/02568543.2019.1675825
https://doi.org/10.1080/02568543.2019.1675825
https://doi.org/10.1080/19419899.2020.1785534
https://doi.org/10.1080/19419899.2020.1785534
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0207091
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0207091
https://doi.org/10.1891/1946-6560.7.3.277
https://doi.org/10.1891/1946-6560.7.3.277
https://doi.org/10.1111/papq.12385
https://doi.org/10.1111/papq.12385
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.infoandorg.2017.12.001
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.infoandorg.2017.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1111/jar.12445
https://doi.org/10.1111/jar.12445
https://www.theguardian.com/australia-news/2021/mar/18/critics-ridicule-nsw-police-commissioners-idea-for-sexual-consent-app
https://www.theguardian.com/australia-news/2021/mar/18/critics-ridicule-nsw-police-commissioners-idea-for-sexual-consent-app
https://www.theguardian.com/australia-news/2021/mar/18/critics-ridicule-nsw-police-commissioners-idea-for-sexual-consent-app
https://www.vichealth.vic.gov.au/-/media/ResourceCentre/PublicationsandResources/PVAW/CATVAW_ProjectTechnicalReport2009.pdf?la=en&hash=1E24F73605599FC3FAAB0DBD64E9C9D0F7B58659
https://www.vichealth.vic.gov.au/-/media/ResourceCentre/PublicationsandResources/PVAW/CATVAW_ProjectTechnicalReport2009.pdf?la=en&hash=1E24F73605599FC3FAAB0DBD64E9C9D0F7B58659
https://www.vichealth.vic.gov.au/-/media/ResourceCentre/PublicationsandResources/PVAW/CATVAW_ProjectTechnicalReport2009.pdf?la=en&hash=1E24F73605599FC3FAAB0DBD64E9C9D0F7B58659
https://www.vichealth.vic.gov.au/-/media/ResourceCentre/PublicationsandResources/PVAW/CATVAW_ProjectTechnicalReport2009.pdf?la=en&hash=1E24F73605599FC3FAAB0DBD64E9C9D0F7B58659
https://www.vichealth.vic.gov.au/-/media/ResourceCentre/PublicationsandResources/PVAW/CATVAW_ProjectTechnicalReport2009.pdf?la=en&hash=1E24F73605599FC3FAAB0DBD64E9C9D0F7B58659
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12147-012-9109-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12147-012-9109-8

314

McKay, T., Lindquist, C. H., & Misra, S. (2019). Understanding
(and acting on) 20 years of research on violence and LGBTQ
+ communities. Trauma, Violence, & Abuse, 20(5), 665-678.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1524838017728708

McKeon, B., McEwan, T. E., & Luebbers, S. (2014). “It's not really
stalking if you know the person”: Measuring community
attitudes that normalize, justify and minimise stalking.
Psychiatry, Psychology and Law, 22(2), 291-306. https://doi.
org/10.1080/13218719.2014.945637

McKimmie, B. M., Masser, B. M., Nitschke, F. T., Lee, H., &
Schuller, R. A. (2020). The impact of schemas on decision-
making in cases involving allegations of sexual violence.
Current Issues in Criminal Justice, 32(4), 420-439. https://doi.
org/10.1080/10345329.2020.1829780

McKinnell, J. (2019, 29 April). Sarah Hanson-Young felt bullied
and intimidated after alleged defamation, court hears. ABC
News. https://www.abc.net.au/news/2019-04-29/sarah-
hanson-young-takes-stand-in-defamation-case/11055286

McMahon, S., & Farmer, G. L. (2011). An updated measure for
assessing subtle rape myths. Social Work Reserach, 35(2),
71-81. https://doi.org/10.1093/swr/35.2.71

McMillan, L. (2018). Police officers’ perceptions of false
allegations of rape. Journal of Gender Studies, 27(1), 9-21.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09589236.2016.1194260

McMurran, M., & Gilchrist, E. (2008). Anger control and
alcohol use: Appropriate interventions for perpetrators of
domestic violence? Psychology, Crime & Law, 14(2), 107-116.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10683160701483435

Meacham, S. (2022, July 17). “Really difficult”: Domestic
violence victims struggle to find housing amid Sydney’s
rental crisis. Nine News. https://www.9news.com.au/
national/domestic-violence-victims-struggle-to-find-
housing-amid-sydney-rental-crisis/07517eeb-d6ea-438e-
b940-e7c4d46c3362

Media Entertainment and Arts Alliance, & Gender Equity
Victoria. (2019). Don't read the comments: Enhancing
online safety for women working in the media. Gender
Equity Victoria. https://www.genvic.org.au/wp-content/
uploads/2019/10/GV_MEAA_PolicyDoc_V5_WEB.pdf

Meeting of Attorneys-General. (2022). (2022). National
principles to address coercive control: Consultation draft.
Australian Government. https://consultations.ag.gov.au/
families-and-marriage/coercive-control/user_uploads/
coercive-control-national-principles-overview.pdf

Medley-Rath, S. R. (2007). “Am | still a virgin?”: What counts
as sex in 20 years of Seventeen. Sexuality and Culture, 11(2),
24-38. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12119-007-9002-x

Mellgren, C., Andersson, M., & Ivert, A.-K. (2018). “It happens
all the time"”: Women's experiences and normalization
of sexual harassment in public space. Women & Criminal
Justice, 28(4), 262-281. https://doi.org/10.1080/08974454.2
017.1372328

Melovic, B., Stojanovic, A.J., Backovic, T., Dudic, B., &
Kovacicova, Z. (2020). Research of attitudes toward online
violence: Significance of online media and social marketing
in the function of violence prevention and behavior
evaluation. Sustainability, 12(24), 10609. https://doi.
org/10.3390/su122410609

Men Engage Alliance. (2020). Contexts and challenges for gender
transformative work with men and boys: A discussion paper.
https://menengage.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/12/
Contexts-and-Challenges-for-Gender-Transformative-Work-
with-Men-and-Boys-EN.pdf

Menesini, E., Nocentini, A., & Palladino, B. E. (2012).
Empowering students against bullying and cyberbullying:
Evaluation of an Italian peer-led model. International Journal
of Conflict and Violence, 6(2), 313-320.

Merken, S., & James, V. (2020). Perpetrating the myth:
Exploring media accounts of rape myths on “women’s”
networks. Deviant Behavior, 41(9), 1176-1191. https://doi.org
/10.1080/01639625.2019.1603531

Messerschmidt, J. W. (2019). The salience of “hegemonic
masculinity”. Men and Masculinities, 22(1), 85-91. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1097184X18805555

Messinger, A. M. (2017). LGBTQ intimate partner violence:
Lessons for policy, practice, and research. University
of California Press. https://doi.org/10.1525/
california/9780520286054.001.0001

Methot-Jones, T., Book, A., & Gauthier, N. Y. (2019). Less than
human: Psychopathy, dehumanization, and sexist and
violent attitudes towards women. Personality and Individual
Differences, 149, 250-260. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.

paid.2019.06.002

Metro Health Violence Prevention. (2021, February 1). Metro
Health Violence Prevention launches teen dating violence social
media education campaign. US Fed News Service. https://
www.proquest.com/docview/24845645447?parentSessionl
d=0Sp7Am6Y0Q4Ct48hBbsgCk0aRXplft%2FBr48B46ykazk
%3D&pg-origsite=primo&accountid=12219

Mewett, P., & Toffoletti, K. (2008). Rogue men and predatory
women: Female fans' perceptions of Australian
footballers’ sexual conduct. International Review
for the Sociology of Sport, 43(2), 165-180. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1012690208095377



https://doi.org/10.1177/1524838017728708
https://doi.org/10.1080/13218719.2014.945637
https://doi.org/10.1080/13218719.2014.945637
https://doi.org/10.1080/10345329.2020.1829780
https://doi.org/10.1080/10345329.2020.1829780
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2019-04-29/sarah-hanson-young-takes-stand-in-defamation-case/11055286
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2019-04-29/sarah-hanson-young-takes-stand-in-defamation-case/11055286
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1093/swr/35.2.71
https://doi.org/10.1080/09589236.2016.1194260
https://doi.org/10.1080/10683160701483435
https://www.9news.com.au/national/domestic-violence-victims-struggle-to-find-housing-amid-sydney-rental-crisis/07517eeb-d6ea-438e-b940-e7c4d46c3362
https://www.9news.com.au/national/domestic-violence-victims-struggle-to-find-housing-amid-sydney-rental-crisis/07517eeb-d6ea-438e-b940-e7c4d46c3362
https://www.9news.com.au/national/domestic-violence-victims-struggle-to-find-housing-amid-sydney-rental-crisis/07517eeb-d6ea-438e-b940-e7c4d46c3362
https://www.9news.com.au/national/domestic-violence-victims-struggle-to-find-housing-amid-sydney-rental-crisis/07517eeb-d6ea-438e-b940-e7c4d46c3362
https://www.genvic.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2019/10/GV_MEAA_PolicyDoc_V5_WEB.pdf
https://www.genvic.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2019/10/GV_MEAA_PolicyDoc_V5_WEB.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12119-007-9002-x
https://doi.org/10.1080/08974454.2017.1372328
https://doi.org/10.1080/08974454.2017.1372328
https://doi.org/10.3390/su122410609
https://doi.org/10.3390/su122410609
https://menengage.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/12/Contexts-and-Challenges-for-Gender-Transformative-Work-with-Men-and-Boys-EN.pdf
https://menengage.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/12/Contexts-and-Challenges-for-Gender-Transformative-Work-with-Men-and-Boys-EN.pdf
https://menengage.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/12/Contexts-and-Challenges-for-Gender-Transformative-Work-with-Men-and-Boys-EN.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/01639625.2019.1603531
https://doi.org/10.1080/01639625.2019.1603531
https://doi.org/10.1177/1097184X18805555
https://doi.org/10.1177/1097184X18805555
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1525/california/9780520286054.001.0001
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1525/california/9780520286054.001.0001
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2019.06.002
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2019.06.002
https://www.proquest.com/docview/2484564544?parentSessionId=oSp7Am6YoQ4Ct48hBbsgCk0aRXpIft%2FBr48B46ykaZk%3D&pq-origsite=primo&accountid=12219
https://www.proquest.com/docview/2484564544?parentSessionId=oSp7Am6YoQ4Ct48hBbsgCk0aRXpIft%2FBr48B46ykaZk%3D&pq-origsite=primo&accountid=12219
https://www.proquest.com/docview/2484564544?parentSessionId=oSp7Am6YoQ4Ct48hBbsgCk0aRXpIft%2FBr48B46ykaZk%3D&pq-origsite=primo&accountid=12219
https://www.proquest.com/docview/2484564544?parentSessionId=oSp7Am6YoQ4Ct48hBbsgCk0aRXpIft%2FBr48B46ykaZk%3D&pq-origsite=primo&accountid=12219
https://doi.org/10.1177/1012690208095377
https://doi.org/10.1177/1012690208095377

Meyer, S. (2016). Examining women'’s agency in managing
intimate partner violence and the related risk of
homelessness: The role of harm minimisation. Global Public
Health, 11(1-2), 198-210. https://doi.org/10.1080/17441692.
2015.1047390

Meyer, S., & Frost, A. (2019). Domestic and family violence: A
critical introduction to knowledge and practice. Routledge.

Meyer, V., Tegtmeier, S., & Pakura, S. (2017). Revisited: How
gender role stereotypes affect the image of entrepreneurs
among young adults. International Journal of Gender and
Entrepreneurship, 9(4), 319-337. https://doi.org/10.1108/
IJGE-07-2017-0031

Mikolajczak, G., Carson, A., & Ruppanner, L. (2021, March 19).
Sexism, harassment, bullying: Just like federal MPs, women
standing for local government cop it all. The Conversation.
https://theconversation.com/sexism-harassment-
bullying-just-like-federal-mps-women-standing-for-local-
government-cop-it-all-157396

Miles-McLean, H., Liss, M., Erchull, M. J., Robertson, C. M.,
Hagerman, C., Gnoleba, M. A., & Papp, L.]. (2014). “Stop
looking at me!”: Interpersonal sexual objectification as a
source of insidious trauma. Psychology of Women Quarterly,
39(3), 363-374. https://doi.org/10.1177/0361684314561018

Miller, E., Culyba, A. ., Paglisotti, T., Massof, M., Gao, Q., Ports,
K. A., Kato-Wallace, J., Pulerwitz, J., Espelage, D. L., Abebe, K.
Z., &Jones, K. A. (2020). Male adolescents’ gender attitudes
and violence: Implications for youth violence prevention.
American Journal of Preventive Medicine, 58(3), 396-406.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.amepre.2019.10.009

Miller, R. A., Vaccaro, A., Kimball, E. W., & Forester, R. (2021).
“It's dude culture”: Students with minoritized identities of
sexuality and/or gender navigating STEM majors. Journal
of Diversity in Higher Education, 14(3), 340-352. https://doi.
org/10.1037/dhe0000171

Ministry of Women'’s Affairs. (2010). Speak up, seek help,
safe home. A review of literature on culturally appropriate
interventions for intimate partner violence in ethnic
communities. https://women.govt.nz/sites/public_files/
speak-up-seek-help-safe-home.pdf

Minter, K., Carlisle, E., & Coumarelos, C. (2021). “Chuck her on
a lie detector”: Investigating Australians’ mistrust in women's
reports of sexual violence (Research report, 04/2021).
ANROWS. https://www.anrows.org.au/publication/chuck-
her-on-a-lie-detector-investigating-australians-mistrust-in-
womens-reports-of-sexual-assault/

Mitchell, S. & Kelly, F. (2021, January 26). Australian of the year
Grace Tame says she wants to break down and dismantle
grooming and psychological control. ABC News. https://www.
abc.net.au/news/2021-01-26/grace-tame-australian-of-the-
year-confronts-grooming/13091556

Modica, C. A., & Murnen, S. K. (2022). Are men who identify
as a feminist less likely to sexually objectify women?: A
cross-sectional study of heterosexual men. Journal of Sexual
Aggression. Ahead of print, 1-19. https://doi.org/10.1080/13
552600.2022.2097325

Molloy, S. (2020, July 23). 7.30 host Leigh Sales shares
sickening abuse sent to her after Scott Morrison interview.
News.com.au. https://www.news.com.au/finance/business/
media/730-host-leigh-sales-shares-sickening-abuse-sent-
to-her-after-scott-morrison-interview/news-story/98bdbe3
70fab7ab39ece333828103374

Monckton Smith, J. (2019). Intimate partner femicide: Using
Foucauldian analysis to track an eight stage progression
to homicide. Violence Against Women, 26(11), 1267-1285.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801219863876

Moran, C. (2018, March 28). Not everyone can say #MeToo
and we need to tackle the causes of sexual violence. The
Conversation. https://theconversation.com/not-everyone
can-say-metoo-and-we-need-to-tackle-the-causes-of-
sexual-violence-93075

Morawska, A., Baker, S., & Johnston, S. (2021). “The parent
trap”: Gender stereotypes and parenting roles in an
Australian parenting website. Australian Journal of
Psychology, 73(3), 272-281. https://doi.org/10.1080/0004953
0.2021.1906162

Morean, M. E., Darling, N., Smit, J., DeFeis, J., Wergeles, M.,
Kurzer-Yashin, D., & Custer, K. (2021). Preventing and
responding to sexual misconduct: Preliminary efficacy of a
peer-led bystander training program for preventing sexual
misconduct and reducing heavy drinking among collegiate
athletes. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 36(7-8), 3453-
3479. https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260518777555

Morgan, E. M., & Zurbriggen, E. L. (2016). Wanting sex and
wanting to wait: Young adults’ accounts of sexual messages
from first significant dating partners. Feminism & Psychology,
17(4), 515-541. https://doi.org/10.1177/0959353507083102

Morgan, K., Buller, A. M., Evans, M., Trevillion, K., Williamson,
E., & Malpass, A. (2016). The role of gender, sexuality and
context upon help-seeking for intimate partner violence:
A synthesis of data across five studies. Aggression and
Violent Behavior, 31, 136-146. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
avb.2016.09.001

315


https://doi.org/10.1080/17441692.2015.1047390
https://doi.org/10.1080/17441692.2015.1047390
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJGE-07-2017-0031
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJGE-07-2017-0031
https://theconversation.com/sexism-harassment-bullying-just-like-federal-mps-women-standing-for-local-government-cop-it-all-157396
https://theconversation.com/sexism-harassment-bullying-just-like-federal-mps-women-standing-for-local-government-cop-it-all-157396
https://theconversation.com/sexism-harassment-bullying-just-like-federal-mps-women-standing-for-local-government-cop-it-all-157396
https://doi.org/10.1177/0361684314561018
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.amepre.2019.10.009
https://doi.org/10.1037/dhe0000171
https://doi.org/10.1037/dhe0000171
https://women.govt.nz/sites/public_files/speak-up-seek-help-safe-home.pdf
https://women.govt.nz/sites/public_files/speak-up-seek-help-safe-home.pdf
https://www.anrows.org.au/publication/chuck-her-on-a-lie-detector-investigating-australians-mistrust-in-womens-reports-of-sexual-assault/
https://www.anrows.org.au/publication/chuck-her-on-a-lie-detector-investigating-australians-mistrust-in-womens-reports-of-sexual-assault/
https://www.anrows.org.au/publication/chuck-her-on-a-lie-detector-investigating-australians-mistrust-in-womens-reports-of-sexual-assault/
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2021-01-26/grace-tame-australian-of-the-year-confronts-grooming/13091556
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2021-01-26/grace-tame-australian-of-the-year-confronts-grooming/13091556
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2021-01-26/grace-tame-australian-of-the-year-confronts-grooming/13091556
https://doi.org/10.1080/13552600.2022.2097325
https://doi.org/10.1080/13552600.2022.2097325
https://www.news.com.au/finance/business/media/730-host-leigh-sales-shares-sickening-abuse-sent-to-her-after-scott-morrison-interview/news-story/98bdbe370fab7ab39ece333828103374
https://www.news.com.au/finance/business/media/730-host-leigh-sales-shares-sickening-abuse-sent-to-her-after-scott-morrison-interview/news-story/98bdbe370fab7ab39ece333828103374
https://www.news.com.au/finance/business/media/730-host-leigh-sales-shares-sickening-abuse-sent-to-her-after-scott-morrison-interview/news-story/98bdbe370fab7ab39ece333828103374
https://www.news.com.au/finance/business/media/730-host-leigh-sales-shares-sickening-abuse-sent-to-her-after-scott-morrison-interview/news-story/98bdbe370fab7ab39ece333828103374
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801219863876
https://theconversation.com/not-everyone-can-say-metoo-and-we-need-to-tackle-the-causes-of-sexual-violence-93075
https://theconversation.com/not-everyone-can-say-metoo-and-we-need-to-tackle-the-causes-of-sexual-violence-93075
https://theconversation.com/not-everyone-can-say-metoo-and-we-need-to-tackle-the-causes-of-sexual-violence-93075
https://doi.org/10.1080/00049530.2021.1906162
https://doi.org/10.1080/00049530.2021.1906162
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260518777555
https://doi.org/10.1177/0959353507083102
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2016.09.001
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2016.09.001

316

Morris, K. L., Goldenberg, J., & Boyd, P. (2018). Women
as animals, women as objects: Evidence for two
forms of objectification. Personality and Social
Psychology Bulletin, 44(9), 1302-1314. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0146167218765739

Morris, M. (2020, September 9). Victoria's COVID-19 roadmap
favours men as women bear brunt of job restrictions,
analysis shows. ABC News online. https://www.abc.net.au/
news/2020-09-09/victoria-covid-19-roadmap-lockdown-
favours-men-over-women/12636604

Morrison, K. E., & Pedersen, C. L. (2020). The influence of
sexual orientation on attributions of blame toward victims
of sexual assault. Journal of Homosexuality, 67(2), 189-205.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00918369.2018.1534412

Morrison, P. K., Hawker, L., Cluss, P. A., Miller, E., Fleming, R.,
Bicehouse, T., George, D., Burke, J., Wright, K., & Chang, J. C.
(2018). The challenges of working with men who perpetrate
partner violence: Perspectives and observations of experts
who work with batterer intervention programs. Journal of
Interpersonal Violence, 36(7-8), NP3524-NP3546. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0886260518778258

Mose, G. B., & Gillum, T. L. (2016). Intimate partner violence
in African immigrant communities in the United States:
Reflections from the IDVAAC African Women'’s Round Table
on Domestic Violence. Journal of Aggression, Maltreatment &
Trauma, 25(1), 50-62. https://doi.org/10.1080/10926771.201

Murphy, A., & Hine, B. (2019). Investigating the demographic
and attitudinal predictors of rape myth acceptance in
UK police officers: Developing an evidence-base for
training and professional development. Psychology, Crime
and Law, 25(1), 69-89. https://doi.org/10.1080/106831
6X.2018.1503663

Murphy, K., & Knaus, C. (2022, December 14). Brittany Higgins
settles personal injury claim against the commonwealth.
The Guardian. https://www.theguardian.com/australia-
news/2022/dec/13/brittany-higgins-settles-personal-
injury-claim-against-the-commonwealth

Murphy-Oikonen, J., McQueen, K., Miller, A., Chambers, L., &
Hiebert, A. (2020). Unfounded sexual assault: Women'’s
experiences of not being believed by the police. Journal of
Interpersonal Violence, 37(11-12), NP8916-NP8940. https://
doi.org/10.1177/0886260520978190

Murray, L., Warr, D., Chen, J., Block, K., Murdolo, A., Quiazon,
R., Davis, E., & Vaughan, C. (2019). Between “here” and
“there”: Family violence against immigrant and refugee
women in urban and rural southern Australia. Gender, Place
& Culture, 26(1), 91-110. https://doi.org/10.1080/096636
9X.2018.1553862

Murray, S. (2007). “Why doesn’t she just leave?” Belonging,
disruption and domestic violence. Women'’s Studies
International Forum, 31, 65-72. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
wsif.2007.11.008

6.1090517

Mosher, D. L., & Tomkins, S. S. (1988). Scripting the macho
man: Hypermasculine socialization and enculturation.
Journal of Sex Research, 25(1), 60-84. https://doi.
org/10.1080/00224498809551445

Muehlenhard, C. L., Humphreys, T. P., Jozkowski, K. N., &
Peterson, Z. D. (2016). The complexities of sexual consent

among college students: A conceptual and empirical review.

Journal of Sex Research, 53(4-5), 457-487. https://doi.org/10.
1080/00224499.2016.1146651

Mulder, E., & Bosma, A. K. (2022). Filling in the (gendered)
gaps: How observers frame claims of sexual assault.
International Review of Victimology, 28(2), 215-234. https://
doi.org/10.1177/02697580211061893

Murnen, S. K. (2015). A social constructivist approach to
understanding the relationship between masculinity and
sexual aggression. Psychology of Men & Masculinity, 16(4),
370-373. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0039693

Mwatsiya, I., & Rasool, S. (2021). “We need to understand
the whole story”: A discursive analysis of the responses
of informal support networks to help seeking by
women experiencing abuse from men in a small South
African town. Gender Issues, 38(3), 284-304. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s12147-021-09286-3

Myketiak, C. (2016). Fragile masculinity: Social inequalities in
the narrative frame and discursive construction of a mass
shooter’s autobiography/manifesto. Contemporary Social
Science, 11(4), 289-303. https://doi.org/10.1080/21582041.2
016.1213414

Nadal, K. L. (2019a). A decade of microaggression research and
LGBTQ communities: An introduction to the special issue.
Journal of Homosexuality, 66(10), 1309-1316. https://doi.org/
10.1080/00918369.2018.1539582

Nadal, K. L. (2019b). Measuring LGBTQ microaggressions: The
Sexual Orientation Microaggressions Scale (SOMS) and the
Gender Identity Microaggressions Scale (GIMS). Journal of
Homosexuality, 66(10), 1404-1414. https://doi.org/10.1080/0
0918369.2018.1542206



https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167218765739
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167218765739
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2020-09-09/victoria-covid-19-roadmap-lockdown-favours-men-over-women/12636604
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2020-09-09/victoria-covid-19-roadmap-lockdown-favours-men-over-women/12636604
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2020-09-09/victoria-covid-19-roadmap-lockdown-favours-men-over-women/12636604
https://doi.org/10.1080/00918369.2018.1534412
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260518778258
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260518778258
https://doi.org/10.1080/10926771.2016.1090517
https://doi.org/10.1080/10926771.2016.1090517
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1080/00224498809551445
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1080/00224498809551445
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224499.2016.1146651
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224499.2016.1146651
https://doi.org/10.1177/02697580211061893
https://doi.org/10.1177/02697580211061893
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0039693
https://doi.org/10.1080/1068316X.2018.1503663
https://doi.org/10.1080/1068316X.2018.1503663
https://www.theguardian.com/australia-news/2022/dec/13/brittany-higgins-settles-personal-injury-claim-against-the-commonwealth
https://www.theguardian.com/australia-news/2022/dec/13/brittany-higgins-settles-personal-injury-claim-against-the-commonwealth
https://www.theguardian.com/australia-news/2022/dec/13/brittany-higgins-settles-personal-injury-claim-against-the-commonwealth
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260520978190
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260520978190
https://doi.org/10.1080/0966369X.2018.1553862
https://doi.org/10.1080/0966369X.2018.1553862
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wsif.2007.11.008
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wsif.2007.11.008
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12147-021-09286-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12147-021-09286-3
https://doi.org/10.1080/21582041.2016.1213414
https://doi.org/10.1080/21582041.2016.1213414
https://doi.org/10.1080/00918369.2018.1539582
https://doi.org/10.1080/00918369.2018.1539582
https://doi.org/10.1080/00918369.2018.1542206
https://doi.org/10.1080/00918369.2018.1542206

Nadal, K. L., Whitman, C. N., Davis, L. S., Erazo, T., & Davidoff,
K. C.(2016). Microaggressions toward lesbian, gay, bisexual,
transgender, queer, and genderqueer people: A review
of the literature. Journal of Sex Research, 53(4), 488-508.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224499.2016.1142495

Naher, A. F., & Krumpal, I. (2012). Asking sensitive questions:
The impact of forgiving wording and question context on
social desirability bias. Quality and Quantity, 46(5), 1601-
1616. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11135-011-9469-2

Nair, N., Daruwalla, N., Osrin, D., Rath, S., Gagrai, S., Sahu, R.,
Pradhan, H., De, M., Ambavkar, G., Das, N., Dungdung, G.
P., Mohan, D., Munda, B., Singh, V., Tripathy, P., & Prost, A.
(2020). Community mobilisation to prevent violence against
women and girls in eastern India through participatory
learning and action with women'’s groups facilitated by
accredited social health activists: A before-and-after pilot

study. BMC International Health and Human Rights, 20(1), 6-6.

https://doi.org/10.1186/512914-020-00224-0

Nancarrow, H. (2020). Making sense of the Covid-19 commentary
about domestic and family violence. Australia’s National
Research Organisation for Women's Safety.

Nancarrow, H., Thomas, K., Ringland, V., & Modini, T.
(2020). Accurately identifying the “person most in need of
protection” in domestic and family violence law. ANROWS.
https://20ian81kynqgg38bl313eh8bf-wpengine.netdna-ssl.
com/wp-content/uploads/2019/10/Nancarrow-PMINOP-

RR.3.pdf

Nash, M., Nielsen, H. E. F,, Shaw, J., King, M., Lea, M.-A., &
Bax, N. (2019). “Antarctica just has this hero factor ...":
Gendered barriers to Australian Antarctic research and
remote fieldwork. PLoS One, 14(1), e0209983. https://doi.
org/10.1371/journal.pone.0209983

National Archives of Australia. (2022). Julia Gillard. https://
www.naa.gov.au/explore-collection/australias-prime-
ministers/julia-gillard#:~:text=0Nn%2024%20June%20
2010%2C%20Julia,by%20the%20Parliamentary%20

Labor%20Party

National Family and Domestic Violence Bench Book. (2022).
Emotional and psychological abuse. https://dfvbenchbook.
aija.org.au/contents

National Institute of Justice. (2010, May 12). Measuring intimate
partner (domestic) violence. https://nij.ojp.gov/topics/
articles/measuring-intimate-partner-domestic-violence

National LGBTI Health Alliance. (2016). Working with LGBTI
people: Intimate partner and family violence. LGBTIQ+ Health
Australia. https://www.lgbtighealth.org.au/intimate_
partner_and_family_violence

National Sexual Violence Resource Center. (2010). What is
sexual violence. https://www.nsvrc.org/sites/default/files/
Publications_NSVRC_Factsheet_What-is-sexual-violence_1.

pdf

Nava, A., McFarlane, J., Gilroy, H., & Maddouy, J. (2014).
Acculturation and associated effects on abused immigrant
women's safety and mental functioning: Results of entry
data for a 7-year prospective study. Journal of Immigrant
and Minority Health, 16(6), 1077-1084. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s10903-013-9816-6

Navarro, J. C., & Tewksbury, R. (2017). Mythbusters: Examining
rape myth acceptance among US university students.
Journal of Student Affairs Research and Practice, 54(4), 1-14.
https://doi.org/10.1080/19496591.2017.1289094

New South Wales Law Reform Commission. (2020, September).
Consent in relation to sexual offences. https:/www.
lawreform.justice.nsw.gov.au/Documents/Publications/
Reports/Report%20148.pdf

Nicholas, A., Ovenden, G., & Vlais, R. (2020). Developing a
practical evaluation guide for behaviour change programs
involving perpetrators of domestic and family violence.
ANROWS. https://www.anrows.org.au/publication/
developing-a-practical-evaluation-guide-for-behaviour-
change-programs-involving-perpetrators-of-domestic-and-
family-violence/

Nicholas, L. (2020). Whiteness, heteropaternalism, and the
gendered politics of settler colonial populist backlash
culture in Australia. Social Politics: International Studies
in Gender, State & Society, 27(2), 234-257. https://doi.
org/10.1093/sp/jxz009

Nicholas, L., & Agius, C. (2018). The persistence of global
masculinism: Discourse, gender and neo-colonial re-
articulations of violence. Palgrave Macmillan. https://doi.
org/10.1007/978-3-319-68360-7

Nichols, K. (2018). Moving beyond ideas of laddism:
Conceptualising “mischievous masculinities” as a new way
of understanding everyday sexism and gender relations.
Journal of Gender Studies, 27(1), 73-85. https://doi.org/10.10
80/09589236.2016.1202815

Nisbet, L., Halse, G., van Esbroek, E., Heywood, W., Powell,
A., & Myers, P. (2022). National Student Safety Survey:
Qualitative research on experiences of sexual harassment and
sexual assault among university students in 2021. The Social
Research Centre. https://assets.website-files
.com/61c2583e4730c0d5b054b8ab/623a86e5319
8c32ab7d0a449_2021%20NSSS%20Qualitative%20Report.

pdf

317


https://doi.org/10.1080/00224499.2016.1142495
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11135-011-9469-2
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12914-020-00224-0
https://20ian81kynqg38bl3l3eh8bf-wpengine.netdna-ssl.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/10/Nancarrow-PMINOP-RR.3.pdf
https://20ian81kynqg38bl3l3eh8bf-wpengine.netdna-ssl.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/10/Nancarrow-PMINOP-RR.3.pdf
https://20ian81kynqg38bl3l3eh8bf-wpengine.netdna-ssl.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/10/Nancarrow-PMINOP-RR.3.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0209983
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0209983
https://dfvbenchbook.aija.org.au/contents
https://dfvbenchbook.aija.org.au/contents
https://nij.ojp.gov/topics/articles/measuring-intimate-partner-domestic-violence
https://nij.ojp.gov/topics/articles/measuring-intimate-partner-domestic-violence
https://www.lgbtiqhealth.org.au/intimate_partner_and_family_violence
https://www.lgbtiqhealth.org.au/intimate_partner_and_family_violence
https://www.nsvrc.org/sites/default/files/Publications_NSVRC_Factsheet_What-is-sexual-violence_1.pdf
https://www.nsvrc.org/sites/default/files/Publications_NSVRC_Factsheet_What-is-sexual-violence_1.pdf
https://www.nsvrc.org/sites/default/files/Publications_NSVRC_Factsheet_What-is-sexual-violence_1.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10903-013-9816-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10903-013-9816-6
https://doi.org/10.1080/19496591.2017.1289094
https://www.lawreform.justice.nsw.gov.au/Documents/Publications/Reports/Report%20148.pdf
https://www.lawreform.justice.nsw.gov.au/Documents/Publications/Reports/Report%20148.pdf
https://www.lawreform.justice.nsw.gov.au/Documents/Publications/Reports/Report%20148.pdf
https://www.anrows.org.au/publication/developing-a-practical-evaluation-guide-for-behaviour-change-programs-involving-perpetrators-of-domestic-and-family-violence/
https://www.anrows.org.au/publication/developing-a-practical-evaluation-guide-for-behaviour-change-programs-involving-perpetrators-of-domestic-and-family-violence/
https://www.anrows.org.au/publication/developing-a-practical-evaluation-guide-for-behaviour-change-programs-involving-perpetrators-of-domestic-and-family-violence/
https://www.anrows.org.au/publication/developing-a-practical-evaluation-guide-for-behaviour-change-programs-involving-perpetrators-of-domestic-and-family-violence/
https://doi.org/10.1093/sp/jxz009
https://doi.org/10.1093/sp/jxz009
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-68360-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-68360-7
https://doi.org/10.1080/09589236.2016.1202815
https://doi.org/10.1080/09589236.2016.1202815
https://assets.website-files.com/61c2583e4730c0d5b054b8ab/623a86e53198c32ab7d0a449_2021%20NSSS%20Qualitative%20Report.pdf
https://assets.website-files.com/61c2583e4730c0d5b054b8ab/623a86e53198c32ab7d0a449_2021%20NSSS%20Qualitative%20Report.pdf
https://assets.website-files.com/61c2583e4730c0d5b054b8ab/623a86e53198c32ab7d0a449_2021%20NSSS%20Qualitative%20Report.pdf
https://assets.website-files.com/61c2583e4730c0d5b054b8ab/623a86e53198c32ab7d0a449_2021%20NSSS%20Qualitative%20Report.pdf

318

Nitschke, F. T., Masser, B. M., McKimmie, B. M., & Riachi,
M. (2018). Intoxicated but not incapacitated: Are there
effective methods to assist juries in interpreting evidence
of voluntary complainant intoxication in cases of rape?
Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 36(9-10), 4335-4359.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260518790601

Njie-Carr, V. P. S., Sabri, B., Messing, J. T., Suarez, C., Ward-
Lasher, A., Wachter, K., Marea, C. X., & Campbell, J. (2021).
Understanding intimate partner violence among immigrant
and refugee women: A grounded theory analysis. Journal of
Aggression, Maltreatment & Trauma, 30(6), 792-810. https://
doi.org/10.1080/10926771.2020.1796870

Noonan, A. (2018, June 15). Eurydice Dixon: Warnings
over personal safety spark social media backlash. ABC
News. https://www.abc.net.au/news/2018-06-15/
warning-on-personal-safety-after-eurydice-dixon-death-
criticised/9873588

Norman, J. (2021, September 19). Christian Porter resigns from
Scott Morrison’s ministry after revealing he had accepted an
anonymous donation. ABC News. https://www.abc.net.au/
news/2021-09-19/christian-porter-resigns-as-minister-over-
conflict-of-interest/100474754

NSW Department of Communities and Justice. (2022). What is
domestic and family violence? https://www.facs.nsw.gov.au/
domestic-violence/about/what-is-dv

NSW Government, & NSW Police. (2022). What is stalking?
https://www.police.nsw.gov.au/crime/domestic_and_
family_violence/what_is_stalking

NSW Government Communities and Justice. (2022, June 1).
Affirmative consent becomes law in NSW [Media release].
https://www.dcj.nsw.gov.au/news-and-media/media-
releases/2022/affirmative-consent-becomes-law-in-
nsw.html#:~:text=%2D%20A%20person%20can't%20
consent,present%20for%20every%20sexual%20act.

Nuru, A. K., & Arendt, C. E. (2019). Not so safe a space: Women
activists of color's responses to racial microaggressions by
white women allies. Southern Communication Journal, 84(2),
85-98. https://doi.org/10.1080/1041794X.2018.1505940

Oanh, T.T. H,, Oh, J., Choi, S., Kien, T. G., & Dung, D. V. (2016).
Changes and socioeconomic factors associated with
attitudes towards domestic violence among Vietnamese
women aged 15-49: Findings from the Multiple Indicator
Cluster Surveys, 2006-2011. Global Health Action, 9(1).
https://doi.org/10.3402/gha.v9.29577

O'Brien, C. T. (2016). Blame changer: Understanding domestic
violence. Carmel O'Brien.

O'Byrne, R., Hansen, S., & Rapley, M. (2008). “If a girl doesn’t
say ‘no’...": Young men, rape and claims of “insufficient
knowledge". Journal of Community & Applied Social
Psychology, 18(3), 168-193. https://doi.org/10.1002/casp.922

O’'Byrne, R., Rapley, M., & Hansen, S. (2006). “You couldn’t say
‘no’, could you?": Young men’s understandings of sexual
refusal. Feminism & Psychology, 16, 133-154. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0959-353506062970

Odenbring, Y., & Johansson, T. (2021). Just a joke? The thin line
between teasing, harassment and violence among teenage
boys in lower secondary school. Journal of Men’s Studies,
29(2), 177-193. https://doi.org/10.1177/1060826520934771

O’'Donohue, W. T. (2019). Reporting sexual assault: Process
and barriers victims experience. In W. O'Donohue & P.
Schewe (Eds.), Handbook of sexual assault and sexual assault
prevention (pp. 591-608). Springer International Publishing.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-23645-8_35

O'Dwyer, C., Tarzia, L., Fernbacher, S., & Hegarty, K. (2019).
Health professionals’ experiences of providing care for
women survivors of sexual violence in psychiatric inpatient
units. BMC Health Services Research, 19(1), 839-839. https://
doi.org/10.1186/512913-019-4683-z

Offermann, L. R.,, Thomas, K. R, Lanzo, L. A., & Smith, L. N.
(2020). Achieving leadership and success: A 28-year follow-
up of college women leaders. Leadership Quarterly, 31(4),
101345. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2019.101345

Office for Women. (2022). Women'’s Economic Equality Taskforce.
Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet. https://
www.pmc.gov.au/office-women/womens-economic-
equality/womens-economic-equality-taskforce

Office for Women. (2023). National Strategy to Achieve Gender
Equality. Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet.
https://www.pmc.gov.au/office-women/national-strategy-
achieve-gender-equality

Ogilvie, )., Thomsen, L., Barton, J., Harris, D. A., Rynne, J., &
O’Leary, P. (2022). Adverse childhood experiences among
youth who offend: Examining exposure to domestic and
family violence for male youth who perpetrate sexual harm
and violence. Australia’s National Research Organisation
for Women'’s Safety. https://research-repository.griffith.
edu.au/bitstream/handle/10072/416351/0gilvie2765105-
Published.pdf?sequence=2

Ogunsiji, O., Wilkes, L., & Chok, H. N. (2018). “You take the
private part of her body ... you are taking a part of her life":
Voices of circumcised African migrant women on female
genital circumcision (FGC) in Australia. Health Care for
Women International, 39(8), 906-918. https://doi.org/10.108
0/07399332.2018.1443106



https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260518790601
https://doi.org/10.1080/10926771.2020.1796870
https://doi.org/10.1080/10926771.2020.1796870
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2018-06-15/warning-on-personal-safety-after-eurydice-dixon-death-criticised/9873588
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2018-06-15/warning-on-personal-safety-after-eurydice-dixon-death-criticised/9873588
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2018-06-15/warning-on-personal-safety-after-eurydice-dixon-death-criticised/9873588
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2021-09-19/christian-porter-resigns-as-minister-over-conflict-of-interest/100474754
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2021-09-19/christian-porter-resigns-as-minister-over-conflict-of-interest/100474754
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2021-09-19/christian-porter-resigns-as-minister-over-conflict-of-interest/100474754
https://www.facs.nsw.gov.au/domestic-violence/about/what-is-dv
https://www.facs.nsw.gov.au/domestic-violence/about/what-is-dv
https://www.police.nsw.gov.au/crime/domestic_and_family_violence/what_is_stalking
https://www.police.nsw.gov.au/crime/domestic_and_family_violence/what_is_stalking
https://doi.org/10.1080/1041794X.2018.1505940
https://doi.org/10.3402/gha.v9.29577
https://doi.org/10.1002/casp.922
https://doi.org/10.1177/0959-353506062970
https://doi.org/10.1177/0959-353506062970
https://doi.org/10.1177/1060826520934771
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-23645-8_35
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12913-019-4683-z
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12913-019-4683-z
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2019.101345
https://www.pmc.gov.au/office-women/womens-economic-equality/womens-economic-equality-taskforce
https://www.pmc.gov.au/office-women/womens-economic-equality/womens-economic-equality-taskforce
https://www.pmc.gov.au/office-women/womens-economic-equality/womens-economic-equality-taskforce
https://www.pmc.gov.au/office-women/national-strategy-achieve-gender-equality
https://www.pmc.gov.au/office-women/national-strategy-achieve-gender-equality
https://research-repository.griffith.edu.au/bitstream/handle/10072/416351/Ogilvie2765105-Published.pdf?sequence=2
https://research-repository.griffith.edu.au/bitstream/handle/10072/416351/Ogilvie2765105-Published.pdf?sequence=2
https://research-repository.griffith.edu.au/bitstream/handle/10072/416351/Ogilvie2765105-Published.pdf?sequence=2
https://doi.org/10.1080/07399332.2018.1443106
https://doi.org/10.1080/07399332.2018.1443106

O’'Hara, S. (2012). Monsters, playboys, virgins and whores:
Rape myths in the news media’s coverage of sexual
violence. Language and Literature, 21(3), 247-259. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0963947012444217

Olkin, R., Hayward, H. S., Abbene, M. S., & VanHeel, G. (2019).
The experiences of microaggressions against women with
visible and invisible disabilities. Journal of Social Issues, 75(3),
757-785. https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12342

Olsen, A., & Lovett, R. (2016). Existing knowledge, practice and
responses to violence against women in Australian Indigenous
communities: State of knowledge paper (Landscapes: State
of Knowledge, Issue 02). Australia’s National Research
Organisation for Women's Safety. https://d2rn9gno7zhxqg.
cloudfront.net/wp-content/uploads/2019/02/19024804/
FINAL-02.16_3.2-AIATSIS-Landscapes-WEB-1.pdf

Olson, D. V. (2019). The influence of your neighbors’ religions
on you, your attitudes and behaviors, and your community.
Sociology of Religion, 80(2), 147-167. https://doi.org/10.1093/
socrel/srz001

O’Neal, E. N. (2019). “Victim is not credible”: The influence
of rape culture on police perceptions of sexual assault
complainants. Justice Quarterly, 36(1), 127-160. https://doi.or
£/10.1080/07418825.2017.1406977

O’'Neal, E. N., & Hayes, B. E. (2020). “Most [false reports]
involve teens™: Officer attitudes toward teenage
sexual assault complainants - A qualitative analysis.
Violence Against Women, 26(1), 24-45. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1077801219828537

O’'Neil, A., Sojo, V., Fileborn, B., Scovelle, A. J., & Milner, A.
(2018). The #MeToo movement: An opportunity in public
health? Lancet (British edition), 391(10140), 2587-2589.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(18)30991-7

Online Safety Act 2021 (Cth). https://www.legislation.gov.au/
Details/C2022C00052

Orchowski, L. M., Edwards, K. M., Hollander, J. A., Banyard, V. L.,
Senn, C. Y., & Gidycz, C. A. (2018). Integrating sexual assault
resistance, bystander, and men'’s social norms strategies
to prevent sexual violence on college campuses: A call to
action. Trauma, Violence, & Abuse, 21(4), 811-827. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1524838018789153

Orr, C., Sims, S., Fisher, C., O'Donnell, M., Preen, D., Glauert,
R., Milroy, H., & Garwood, S. (2022). Investigating the mental
health of children exposed to domestic and family violence
through the use of linked police and health records (Research
report, 10/2022). ANROWS. https://www.anrows.org.au/
publication/investigating-the-mental-health-of-children-
exposed-to-domestic-and-family-violence-through-the-
use-of-linked-police-data-and-health-records/

Our Watch. (2015a, May 8). Our Watch - New research shows need
to challenge violence supportive attitudes among youth. [Media
release] https://www.ourwatch.org.au/News-media/Latest-
news/New-research-shows-need-to-challenge-violence-
suppfiles/303/New-research-shows-need-to-challenge-
violence-supp.html

Our Watch. (2015b). Policy brief: Working with children and
young people. https://www.generationnext.com.au/
wp-content/uploads/2015/05/Rosie-Batty_OurWatch-
PolicyBrief5-Workingwithchildren.pdf

Our Watch. (2018a). Changing the picture. Background
paper: Understanding violence against Aboriginal and/
or Torres Strait Islander women and their children. https://
media-cdn.ourwatch.org.au/wp-content/uploads/
sites/2/2020/09/20231756/Changing-the-picture-Part-1-AA.

pdf

Our Watch. (2018b). Changing the picture: A national resource to
support the prevention of violence against Aboriginal and/or
Torres Strait Islander women and their children. https://www.
ourwatch.org.au/resource/changing-the-picture/

Our Watch. (2019a). How to report on violence against women
and their children. https://media.ourwatch.org.au/resource/
how-to-report-on-violence-against-women-and-their-
children-2019-national-edition/

Our Watch. (2019b). Men in focus: Unpacking masculinities
and engaging men in the prevention of violence against
women. https://www.ourwatch.org.au/resource/men-in-
focus-unpacking-masculinities-and-engaging-men-in-the-
prevention-of-violence-against-women/

Our Watch. (2021a). Change the story: A shared framework for
the primary prevention of violence against women in Australia
(2nd ed.). https://media-cdn.ourwatch.org.au/wp-content/
uploads/sites/2/2021/11/23131846/Change-the-story-Our-

Watch-AA.pdf

Our Watch. (2021b). Respectful relationships education to
prevent gender-based violence: Lessons from a multi-year pilot
in primary schools. https://apo.org.au/sites/default/files/
resource-files/2021-05/apo-nid312142.pdf

Our Watch. (2022a). Men in focus practice guide: Addressing
masculinities and working with men in the prevention of
men’s violence against women. https://www.ourwatch.org.
au/resource/men-in-focus-practice-guide-addressing-
masculinities-and-working-with-men-in-the-prevention-of-
mens-violence-against-women/

Our Watch. (2022b). Preventing intimate partner violence
against older women. https://media-cdn.ourwatch.org.
au/wp-content/uploads/sites/2/2022/05/05152317/
Preventing-Intimate-Partner-Violence-Older-Women-Our-

Watch_AA.pdf

319


https://doi.org/10.1177/0963947012444217
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963947012444217
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12342
https://d2rn9gno7zhxqg.cloudfront.net/wp-content/uploads/2019/02/19024804/FINAL-02.16_3.2-AIATSIS-Landscapes-WEB-1.pdf
https://d2rn9gno7zhxqg.cloudfront.net/wp-content/uploads/2019/02/19024804/FINAL-02.16_3.2-AIATSIS-Landscapes-WEB-1.pdf
https://d2rn9gno7zhxqg.cloudfront.net/wp-content/uploads/2019/02/19024804/FINAL-02.16_3.2-AIATSIS-Landscapes-WEB-1.pdf
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1093/socrel/srz001
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1093/socrel/srz001
https://doi.org/10.1080/07418825.2017.1406977
https://doi.org/10.1080/07418825.2017.1406977
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801219828537
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801219828537
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(18)30991-7
https://www.legislation.gov.au/Details/C2022C00052
https://www.legislation.gov.au/Details/C2022C00052
https://doi.org/10.1177/1524838018789153
https://doi.org/10.1177/1524838018789153
https://www.anrows.org.au/publication/investigating-the-mental-health-of-children-exposed-to-domestic-and-family-violence-through-the-use-of-linked-police-data-and-health-records/
https://www.anrows.org.au/publication/investigating-the-mental-health-of-children-exposed-to-domestic-and-family-violence-through-the-use-of-linked-police-data-and-health-records/
https://www.anrows.org.au/publication/investigating-the-mental-health-of-children-exposed-to-domestic-and-family-violence-through-the-use-of-linked-police-data-and-health-records/
https://www.anrows.org.au/publication/investigating-the-mental-health-of-children-exposed-to-domestic-and-family-violence-through-the-use-of-linked-police-data-and-health-records/
https://www.ourwatch.org.au/News-media/Latest-news/New-research-shows-need-to-challenge-violence-suppfiles/303/New-research-shows-need-to-challenge-violence-supp.html
https://www.ourwatch.org.au/News-media/Latest-news/New-research-shows-need-to-challenge-violence-suppfiles/303/New-research-shows-need-to-challenge-violence-supp.html
https://www.ourwatch.org.au/News-media/Latest-news/New-research-shows-need-to-challenge-violence-suppfiles/303/New-research-shows-need-to-challenge-violence-supp.html
https://www.ourwatch.org.au/News-media/Latest-news/New-research-shows-need-to-challenge-violence-suppfiles/303/New-research-shows-need-to-challenge-violence-supp.html
https://www.generationnext.com.au/wp-content/uploads/2015/05/Rosie-Batty_OurWatch-PolicyBrief5-Workingwithchildren.pdf
https://www.generationnext.com.au/wp-content/uploads/2015/05/Rosie-Batty_OurWatch-PolicyBrief5-Workingwithchildren.pdf
https://www.generationnext.com.au/wp-content/uploads/2015/05/Rosie-Batty_OurWatch-PolicyBrief5-Workingwithchildren.pdf
https://media-cdn.ourwatch.org.au/wp-content/uploads/sites/2/2020/09/20231756/Changing-the-picture-Part-1-AA.pdf
https://media-cdn.ourwatch.org.au/wp-content/uploads/sites/2/2020/09/20231756/Changing-the-picture-Part-1-AA.pdf
https://media-cdn.ourwatch.org.au/wp-content/uploads/sites/2/2020/09/20231756/Changing-the-picture-Part-1-AA.pdf
https://media-cdn.ourwatch.org.au/wp-content/uploads/sites/2/2020/09/20231756/Changing-the-picture-Part-1-AA.pdf
https://www.ourwatch.org.au/resource/changing-the-picture/
https://www.ourwatch.org.au/resource/changing-the-picture/
https://media.ourwatch.org.au/resource/how-to-report-on-violence-against-women-and-their-children-2019-national-edition/
https://media.ourwatch.org.au/resource/how-to-report-on-violence-against-women-and-their-children-2019-national-edition/
https://media.ourwatch.org.au/resource/how-to-report-on-violence-against-women-and-their-children-2019-national-edition/
https://www.ourwatch.org.au/resource/men-in-focus-unpacking-masculinities-and-engaging-men-in-the-prevention-of-violence-against-women/
https://www.ourwatch.org.au/resource/men-in-focus-unpacking-masculinities-and-engaging-men-in-the-prevention-of-violence-against-women/
https://www.ourwatch.org.au/resource/men-in-focus-unpacking-masculinities-and-engaging-men-in-the-prevention-of-violence-against-women/
https://media-cdn.ourwatch.org.au/wp-content/uploads/sites/2/2021/11/23131846/Change-the-story-Our-Watch-AA.pdf
https://media-cdn.ourwatch.org.au/wp-content/uploads/sites/2/2021/11/23131846/Change-the-story-Our-Watch-AA.pdf
https://media-cdn.ourwatch.org.au/wp-content/uploads/sites/2/2021/11/23131846/Change-the-story-Our-Watch-AA.pdf
https://apo.org.au/sites/default/files/resource-files/2021-05/apo-nid312142.pdf
https://apo.org.au/sites/default/files/resource-files/2021-05/apo-nid312142.pdf
https://www.ourwatch.org.au/resource/men-in-focus-practice-guide-addressing-masculinities-and-working-with-men-in-the-prevention-of-mens-violence-against-women/
https://www.ourwatch.org.au/resource/men-in-focus-practice-guide-addressing-masculinities-and-working-with-men-in-the-prevention-of-mens-violence-against-women/
https://www.ourwatch.org.au/resource/men-in-focus-practice-guide-addressing-masculinities-and-working-with-men-in-the-prevention-of-mens-violence-against-women/
https://www.ourwatch.org.au/resource/men-in-focus-practice-guide-addressing-masculinities-and-working-with-men-in-the-prevention-of-mens-violence-against-women/
https://media-cdn.ourwatch.org.au/wp-content/uploads/sites/2/2022/05/05152317/Preventing-Intimate-Partner-Violence-Older-Women-Our-Watch_AA.pdf
https://media-cdn.ourwatch.org.au/wp-content/uploads/sites/2/2022/05/05152317/Preventing-Intimate-Partner-Violence-Older-Women-Our-Watch_AA.pdf
https://media-cdn.ourwatch.org.au/wp-content/uploads/sites/2/2022/05/05152317/Preventing-Intimate-Partner-Violence-Older-Women-Our-Watch_AA.pdf
https://media-cdn.ourwatch.org.au/wp-content/uploads/sites/2/2022/05/05152317/Preventing-Intimate-Partner-Violence-Older-Women-Our-Watch_AA.pdf

320

Our Watch, Australia’s National Research Organisation for
Women's Safety, & VicHealth. (2015). Change the story: A
shared framework for the primary prevention of violence
against women and their children in Australia. https://
media-cdn.ourwatch.org.au/wp-content/uploads/
sites/2/2021/11/23131846/Change-the-story-Our-Watch-

AA.pdf

Our Watch, & Women with Disabilities Victoria. (2021).
Changing the landscape: A national resource to prevent
violence against women and girls with disabilities. Our Watch.
https://media-cdn.ourwatch.org.au/wp-content/uploads/
sites/2/2022/02/08100520/Changing-the-landscape.pdf

Overall, N. C., & Hammond, M. D. (2017). How intimate
relationships contribute to gender inequality: Sexist
attitudes encourage women to trade off career success
for relationship security. Policy Insights from the
Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 5(1), 40-48. https://doi.
org/10.1177/2372732217745096

@verlien, C., Hellevik, P. M., & Korkmaz, S. (2020). Young
women'’s experiences of intimate partner violence -
Narratives of control, terror, and resistance. Journal of
Family Violence, 35(8), 803-814. https://doi.org/10.1007/
5$10896-019-00120-9

Ozaki, R., & Otis, M. D. (2017). Gender equality, patriarchal
cultural norms, and perpetration of intimate partner
violence: Comparison of male university students
in Asian and European cultural contexts. Violence
Against Women, 23(9), 1076-1099. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1077801216654575

Paasonen, S., Attwood, F., McKee, A., Mercer, J., & Smith,
C. (2020). Objectification: On the difference between
sex and sexism. Taylor & Francis Group. https://doi.
org/10.4324/9780429244032

Pabayo, R., Grinshteyn, E., Avila, O., Azrael, D., & Molnar, B. E.
(2020). Relation between neighborhood socio-economic
characteristics and social cohesion, social control, and
collective efficacy: Findings from the Boston Neighborhood
Study. SSM - Population Health, 10. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
ssmph.2020.100552

Pagliaro, S., Ellemers, N., & Barreto, M. (2011). Sharing moral
values: Anticipated ingroup respect as a determinant of
adherence to morality-based (but not competence-based)
group norms. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin,
37(8), 1117-1129. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167211406906

Palmer, J. E., McMahon, S., & Fissel, E. (2020). Correlates of
incoming male college students’ proclivity to perpetrate
sexual assault. Violence Against Women, 27(3-4), 507-528.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801220905663

Palmer, J. E., & St. Vil, N. M. (2018). Sexual assault disclosure by
college women at historically black colleges and universities
and predominantly white institutions. NASPA Journal About
Women in Higher Education, 11(1), 33-55. https://doi.org/10.1
080/19407882.2017.1367696

Papineau, S. (2020). The influence of rape myth acceptance, peer
norms, and self-efficacy on bystander behavior: Utilizing
the theory of planned behavior with bystander intentions
to intervene in sexual violence as a mediator in college men
[Doctoral dissertation, Fielding Graduate University].
ProQuest Dissertations Publishing. https://www.proquest.
com/openview/6c774f9790bfd99b2245821ec16calb6/1?pg-
origsite=gscholar&cbl=44156

Park, C.S., Liu, Q., & Kaye, B. K. (2021). Analysis of ageism,
sexism, and ableism in user comments on YouTube
videos about climate activist Greta Thunberg. Social
Media & Society, 7(3), 20563051211036059. https://doi.
org/10.1177/20563051211036059

Park, M. (2022, June 10). NT police condemned for telling
deceased DV victim to stop calling them. National Indigenous
Television. https://www.sbs.com.au/nitv/nitv-news/article/
nt-police-condemned-for-telling-deceased-dv-victim-to-
stop-calling-them/rorg1h2vg

Parker, P., Hewitt, B., Witheriff, J., & Cooper, A. (2018). Frank
and fearless: Supporting academic career progression for
women in an Australian program. Administrative Sciences,
8(1). https://doi.org/10.3390/admsci8010005

Parkinson, D. (2019). Investigating the increase in domestic
violence post disaster: An Australian case study. Journal
of Interpersonal Violence, 34(11), 2333-2362. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0886260517696876

Parkinson, D., Duncan, A., & Archer, F. (2019). Barriers and
enablers to women in fire and emergency leadership roles.
Gender in Management: An International Journal, 34(2), 78-93.
https://doi.org/10.1108/GM-07-2017-0090

Paul, L. A., Zinzow, H. M., McCauley, J. L., Kilpatrick, D. G., &
Resnick, H. S. (2014). Does encouragement by others
increase rape reporting? Findings from a national sample
of women. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 38(2), 222-232.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0361684313501999

Pavlicek, A., Bobeni¢ HintoSova, A., & Sudzina, F. (2021).
Impact of personality traits and demographic
factors on risk attitude. SAGE Open, 11(4). https://doi.
org/10.1177/21582440211066917

Pease, B. (2017). Men as allies in preventing violence against
women: Principles and practices for promoting accountability
(White Ribbon Research Series). White Ribbon Australia.


https://media-cdn.ourwatch.org.au/wp-content/uploads/sites/2/2021/11/23131846/Change-the-story-Our-Watch-AA.pdf
https://media-cdn.ourwatch.org.au/wp-content/uploads/sites/2/2021/11/23131846/Change-the-story-Our-Watch-AA.pdf
https://media-cdn.ourwatch.org.au/wp-content/uploads/sites/2/2021/11/23131846/Change-the-story-Our-Watch-AA.pdf
https://media-cdn.ourwatch.org.au/wp-content/uploads/sites/2/2021/11/23131846/Change-the-story-Our-Watch-AA.pdf
https://media-cdn.ourwatch.org.au/wp-content/uploads/sites/2/2022/02/08100520/Changing-the-landscape.pdf
https://media-cdn.ourwatch.org.au/wp-content/uploads/sites/2/2022/02/08100520/Changing-the-landscape.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/2372732217745096
https://doi.org/10.1177/2372732217745096
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-019-00120-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-019-00120-9
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801216654575
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801216654575
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429244032
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429244032
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssmph.2020.100552
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssmph.2020.100552
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167211406906
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801220905663
https://doi.org/10.1080/19407882.2017.1367696
https://doi.org/10.1080/19407882.2017.1367696
https://www.proquest.com/openview/6c774f9790bfd99b2245821ec16ca1b6/1?pq-origsite=gscholar&cbl=44156
https://www.proquest.com/openview/6c774f9790bfd99b2245821ec16ca1b6/1?pq-origsite=gscholar&cbl=44156
https://www.proquest.com/openview/6c774f9790bfd99b2245821ec16ca1b6/1?pq-origsite=gscholar&cbl=44156
https://doi.org/10.1177/20563051211036059
https://doi.org/10.1177/20563051211036059
https://www.sbs.com.au/nitv/nitv-news/article/nt-police-condemned-for-telling-deceased-dv-victim-to-stop-calling-them/rorq1h2vg
https://www.sbs.com.au/nitv/nitv-news/article/nt-police-condemned-for-telling-deceased-dv-victim-to-stop-calling-them/rorq1h2vg
https://www.sbs.com.au/nitv/nitv-news/article/nt-police-condemned-for-telling-deceased-dv-victim-to-stop-calling-them/rorq1h2vg
https://doi.org/10.3390/admsci8010005
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260517696876
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260517696876
https://doi.org/10.1108/GM-07-2017-0090
https://doi.org/10.1177/0361684313501999
https://doi.org/10.1177/21582440211066917
https://doi.org/10.1177/21582440211066917

Pease, B. (2020). The rise of angry white men: Resisting
populist masculinity and the backlash against gender
equality. In C. Noble & G. Ottmann (Eds.), The challenge
of right-wing nationalist populism for social work: A human
rights approach (pp. 55-68). Routledge. https://doi.
org/10.4324/9780429056536

Pease, B. (2021). Gendering violence: Theorising the links
between men, masculinities and violence. In M. Husso, S.
Karkulehto, T. Saresma, A. Laitila, J. Eilola, & H. Siltala (Eds.),
Violence, gender and affect: Interpersonal, institutional and
ideological practices (pp. 71-90). Springer International
Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-56930-3_4

Pease, B., & Flood, M. (2008). Rethinking the significance of
attitudes in preventing men'’s violence against women.
Australian Journal of Social Issues, 43(4), 547-561. https://doi.
org/10.1002/j.1839-4655.2008.tb00118.x

Peckover, S., & Everson, A. (2014). Putting men's abuse of
women on the childcare agenda: An innovative specialist
domestic abuse project. Practice, 26(3), 143-159. https://doi.
org/10.1080/09503153.2014.914162

Peitzmeier, S. M., Malik, M., Kattari, S. K., Marrow, E.,
Stephenson, R., Agénor, M., & Reisner, S. L. (2020). Intimate
partner violence in transgender populations: Systematic
review and meta-analysis of prevalence and correlates.
American Journal of Public Health, 110(9), e1-e14. https://doi.
org/10.2105/ajph.2020.305774

Peitzmeier, S. M., Wirtz, A. L., Humes, E., Hughto, J. M., Cooney,
E., Reisner, S. L., & Women, A. T. (2021). The transgender-
specific intimate partner violence scale for research
and practice: Validation in a sample of transgender
women. Social Science & Medicine, 291, 114495. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2021.114495

Pemberton, A., Aarten, P. G. M., & Mulder, E. (2019). Stories
as property: Narrative ownership as a key concept in
victims' experiences with criminal justice. Criminology
and Criminal Justice, 19(4), 404-420. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1748895818778320

Peralta, R. L., & Tuttle, L. A. (2013). Male perpetrators of
heterosexual-partner-violence: The role of threats to
masculinity. Journal of Men’s Studies, 21(3), 255-276. https:/
doi.org/10.3149/jms.2103.255

Perry, E. L., Block, C.J., & Noumair, D. A. (2020). Leading
in: Inclusive leadership, inclusive climates and
sexual harassment. Equality, Diversity and Inclusion:
An International Journal, 40(4), 430-447. https://doi.
org/10.1108/EDI-04-2019-0120

Persson, S., & Dhingra, K. (2022). Attributions of blame in
stranger and acquaintance rape: A multilevel meta-analysis
and systematic review. Trauma, Violence, & Abuse, 23(3),
795-809. https://doi.org/10.1177/1524838020977146

Peterson, A. ., Silver, G. K., Bell, H. A., Guinosso, S. A., & Coyle,
K. K. (2022). Young people’s views on pornography and
their sexual development, attitudes, and behaviors: A
systematic review and synthesis of qualitative research.
American Journal of Sexuality Education. Ahead of print, 1-39.
https://doi.org/10.1080/15546128.2022.2096163

Pew Research Centre. (2017). Online harassment 2017.
https://www.pewinternet.org/wp-content/uploads/
sites/9/2017/07/P1_2017.07.11_Online-Harassment_FINAL.

pdf

Pfitzner, N., Fitz-Gibbon, K., & True, J. (2020). Responding to
the "shadow pandemic": Practitioner views on the nature of
and responses to violence against women in Victoria, Australia
during the COVID-19 restrictions. Monash Gender and Family
Violence Prevention Centre, Monash University. https://
apo.org.au/sites/default/files/resource-files/2020-06/apo-

nid306064.pdf

Pham, J. M. (2016). The limits of heteronormative sexual
scripting: College student development of individual
sexual scripts and descriptions of lesbian sexual behavior.
Frontiers in Sociology, 1(7). https://doi.org/10.3389/
fsoc.2016.00007

Pickett, J., Cullen, F., Bushway, S. D., Chiricos, T., & Alpert, G.
(2018). The response rate test: Nonresponse bias and
the future of survey research in criminology and criminal
justice. Criminologist, 43(1), 7-11. http://www.asc41.com/
Criminologist/2018/Jan-Feb_2018_TheCriminologist.pdf

Pina, A., & Gannon, T. A. (2012). An overview of the
literature on antecedents, perceptions and behavioural
consequences of sexual harassment. Journal of Sexual
Aggression, 18(2), 209-232. https://doi.org/10.1080/1355260
0.2010.501909

Pinho-Gomes, A.-C., Peters, S., Thompson, K., Hockham, C.,
Ripullone, K., Woodward, M., & Carcel, C. (2020). Where
are the women? Gender inequalities in COVID-19 research
authorship. BMJ Global Health, 5(7), €002922. https://doi.
org/10.1136/bmjgh-2020-002922

Piotrowski, M., Yoshida, A., Johnson, L., & Wolford, R. (2019).
Gender role attitudes: An examination of cohort effects
in Japan. Journal of Marriage and Family, 81(4), 863-884.
https://doi.org/10.1111/jomf.12577

Place, K. R., & Vardeman-Winter, J. (2018). Where are the
women? An examination of research on women and
leadership in public relations. Public Relations Review, 44(1),
165-173. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pubrev.2017.10.005

321


https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429056536
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429056536
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-56930-3_4
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1002/j.1839-4655.2008.tb00118.x
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1002/j.1839-4655.2008.tb00118.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/09503153.2014.914162
https://doi.org/10.1080/09503153.2014.914162
https://doi.org/10.2105/ajph.2020.305774
https://doi.org/10.2105/ajph.2020.305774
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2021.114495
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2021.114495
https://doi.org/10.1177/1748895818778320
https://doi.org/10.1177/1748895818778320
https://doi.org/10.3149/jms.2103.255
https://doi.org/10.3149/jms.2103.255
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1108/EDI-04-2019-0120
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1108/EDI-04-2019-0120
https://doi.org/10.1177/1524838020977146
https://doi.org/10.1080/15546128.2022.2096163
https://www.pewinternet.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/9/2017/07/PI_2017.07.11_Online-Harassment_FINAL.pdf
https://www.pewinternet.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/9/2017/07/PI_2017.07.11_Online-Harassment_FINAL.pdf
https://www.pewinternet.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/9/2017/07/PI_2017.07.11_Online-Harassment_FINAL.pdf
https://apo.org.au/sites/default/files/resource-files/2020-06/apo-nid306064.pdf
https://apo.org.au/sites/default/files/resource-files/2020-06/apo-nid306064.pdf
https://apo.org.au/sites/default/files/resource-files/2020-06/apo-nid306064.pdf
https://doi.org/10.3389/fsoc.2016.00007
https://doi.org/10.3389/fsoc.2016.00007
http://www.asc41.com/Criminologist/2018/Jan-Feb_2018_TheCriminologist.pdf
http://www.asc41.com/Criminologist/2018/Jan-Feb_2018_TheCriminologist.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/13552600.2010.501909
https://doi.org/10.1080/13552600.2010.501909
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjgh-2020-002922
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjgh-2020-002922
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1111/jomf.12577
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pubrev.2017.10.005

322

Poerwandari, E. K., Utami, C. P., & Primasari, I. (2021).
Ambivalent sexism and sexual objectification of women as
predictors of rape myth acceptance among male college
students in Greater Jakarta. Current Psychology, 40(12),
5909-5918. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-019-00500-w

Pollanen, K., de Vries, H., Mathews, C., Schneider, F., & de Vries,
P.J. (2018). Beliefs about sexual intimate partner violence
perpetration among adolescents in South Africa. Journal of
Interpersonal Violence, 36(3-4), NP2056-2078NP. https://doi.

Prentice, K., Blair, B., & O'Mullan, C. (2016). Sexual and
family violence: Overcoming barriers to service access for
Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander clients. Australian
Social Work, 70(2), 241-252. https://doi.org/10.1080/031240
7X.2016.1187184

Price, J. (2022, December 3). Women are furious about the
Lehrmann trial outcome. Men should be too. Sydney
Morning Herald. https://www.smh.com.au/national/women-
are-furious-about-the-lehrmann-trial-outcome-men-

org/10.1177/0886260518756114

Poorhosseinzadeh, M., Strachan, G., & Broadbent, K.
(2019). Disembodied senior managers: The perspective
of male senior managers in an Australian hospitality
organisation. In M. Fotaki & A. Pullen (Eds.), Diversity, affect
and embodiment in organizing (pp. 225-245). Springer
International Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-
98917-4_10

Postmus, J. L., Hoge, G. L., Breckenridge, J., Sharp-Jeffs,
N., & Chung, D. (2020). Economic abuse as an invisible
form of domestic violence: A multicountry review.
Trauma, Violence, & Abuse, 21(2), 261-283. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1524838018764160

Powell, A. (2012). More than ready: Bystander action to prevent
violence against women in the victorian community. Victorian
Health Promotion Foundation.

Powell, A. (2014). Bystander approaches. Responding to and
preventing men’s sexual violence against women. Australian
Centre for the Study of Sexual Assault, Australian Institute
of Family Studies. https://aifs.gov.au/sites/default/files/
publication-documents/acssa-issues17_1.pdf

Powell, A., Flynn, A., & Hindes, S. (2022). Technology-facilitated
abuse: National survey of Australian adults’ experiences.
ANROWS. https://www.anrows.org.au/publication/
technology-facilitated-abuse-national-survey-of-australian-
adults-experiences/

Powell, A., & Henry, N. (2016). Technology-facilitated sexual
violence victimization: Results from an online survey of
Australian adults. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 34(17),
3637-3665. https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260516672055

Powell, A., & Henry, N. (2019). Technology-facilitated sexual
violence victimization: Results from an online survey of
Australian adults. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 34(17),
3637-3665.

Premier of Victoria. (2022, August 31). Affirmative consent
model now law In Victoria. [Media release] https://www.
premier.vic.gov.au/affirmative-consent-model-now-law-
victoria

should-be-t00-20221202-p5¢39i.html

Price, M. (2022, August 5). Mastercard, Visa suspend ties with
ad arm of Pornhub owner MindGeek. Reuters. https://www.
reuters.com/business/finance/mastercard-visa-suspend-
ties-with-ad-arm-pornhub-owner-mindgeek-2022-08-04/

Prina, F., & Schatz-Stevens, J. N. (2020). Sexism and rape
myth acceptance: The impact of culture, education, and
religiosity. Psychological Reports, 123(3), 929-951. https:/
doi.org/10.1177/0033294119826896

Pugh, B., Li, L., & Sun, I. Y. (2021). Perceptions of why women
stay in physically abusive relationships: A comparative
study of Chinese and US college students. Journal of
Interpersonal Violence, 36(7-8), 3778-3813. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0886260518778264

Punshon, G., Maclaine, K., Trevatt, P., Radford, M., Shanley, O.,
& Leary, A. (2019). Nursing pay by gender distribution in
the UK - Does the glass escalator still exist? International
Journal of Nursing Studies, 93, 21-29. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.ijnurstu.2019.02.008

Qu, L., Kaspiew, R., Carson, R., Roopani, D., De Maio, J.,
Harvey, J., & Horsfall, B. (2021). National elder abuse
prevalence study: Final report. Australian Institute of Family
Studies. https://apo.org.au/sites/default/files/resource-
files/2021-12/apo-nid315734.pdf

Quah, S. E. L. (2020). Navigating emotions at the site of racism:
Feminist rage, queer pessimism and fire dragon feminism.
Australian Feminist Studies, 35(105), 203-216. https://doi.org
/10.1080/08164649.2020.1830703

Quilter, J. (2022, December 5). Attacks on Higgins outside
court were something new. Inside it, not so much. Sydney
Morning Herald. https://www.smh.com.au/national/attacks-
on-higgins-outside-court-were-something-new-inside-it-
not-so-much-20221202-p5c3al.html

R Core Team. (2022). R: A language and environment for
statistical computing. R Foundation for Statistical Computing,
Vienna, Austria. https://www.R-project.org/



https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-019-00500-w
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260518756114
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260518756114
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-98917-4_10
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-98917-4_10
https://doi.org/10.1177/1524838018764160
https://doi.org/10.1177/1524838018764160
https://aifs.gov.au/sites/default/files/publication-documents/acssa-issues17_1.pdf
https://aifs.gov.au/sites/default/files/publication-documents/acssa-issues17_1.pdf
https://www.anrows.org.au/publication/technology-facilitated-abuse-national-survey-of-australian-adults-experiences/
https://www.anrows.org.au/publication/technology-facilitated-abuse-national-survey-of-australian-adults-experiences/
https://www.anrows.org.au/publication/technology-facilitated-abuse-national-survey-of-australian-adults-experiences/
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260516672055
https://www.premier.vic.gov.au/affirmative-consent-model-now-law-victoria
https://www.premier.vic.gov.au/affirmative-consent-model-now-law-victoria
https://www.premier.vic.gov.au/affirmative-consent-model-now-law-victoria
https://doi.org/10.1080/0312407X.2016.1187184
https://doi.org/10.1080/0312407X.2016.1187184
https://www.smh.com.au/national/women-are-furious-about-the-lehrmann-trial-outcome-men-should-be-too-20221202-p5c39i.html
https://www.smh.com.au/national/women-are-furious-about-the-lehrmann-trial-outcome-men-should-be-too-20221202-p5c39i.html
https://www.smh.com.au/national/women-are-furious-about-the-lehrmann-trial-outcome-men-should-be-too-20221202-p5c39i.html
https://www.reuters.com/business/finance/mastercard-visa-suspend-ties-with-ad-arm-pornhub-owner-mindgeek-2022-08-04/
https://www.reuters.com/business/finance/mastercard-visa-suspend-ties-with-ad-arm-pornhub-owner-mindgeek-2022-08-04/
https://www.reuters.com/business/finance/mastercard-visa-suspend-ties-with-ad-arm-pornhub-owner-mindgeek-2022-08-04/
https://doi.org/10.1177/0033294119826896
https://doi.org/10.1177/0033294119826896
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260518778264
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260518778264
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijnurstu.2019.02.008
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijnurstu.2019.02.008
https://apo.org.au/sites/default/files/resource-files/2021-12/apo-nid315734.pdf
https://apo.org.au/sites/default/files/resource-files/2021-12/apo-nid315734.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/08164649.2020.1830703
https://doi.org/10.1080/08164649.2020.1830703
https://www.smh.com.au/national/attacks-on-higgins-outside-court-were-something-new-inside-it-not-so-much-20221202-p5c3a1.html
https://www.smh.com.au/national/attacks-on-higgins-outside-court-were-something-new-inside-it-not-so-much-20221202-p5c3a1.html
https://www.smh.com.au/national/attacks-on-higgins-outside-court-were-something-new-inside-it-not-so-much-20221202-p5c3a1.html
https://www.R-project.org/

Ragavan, M. I, Thomas, K. A., Fulambarker, A., Zaricor, J.,
Goodman, L. A., & Bair-Merritt, M. H. (2020). Exploring
the needs and lived experiences of racial and ethnic
minority domestic violence survivors through community-
based participatory research: A systematic review.
Trauma, Violence, & Abuse, 21(5), 946-963. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1524838018813204

Ragusa, A. T. (2017). Rurality’s influence on women'’s intimate
partner violence experiences and support needed for
escape and healing in Australia. Journal of Social Service
Research, 43(2), 270-295. https://doi.org/10.1080/01488376
.2016.1248267

Ramos, M., Barreto, M., Ellemers, N., Moya, M., & Ferreira, L.
(2018). What hostile and benevolent sexism communicate
about men’s and women'’s warmth and competence. Group
Processes & Intergroup Relations, 21(1), 159-177. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1368430216656921

Rape and Sexual Assault Research and Advocacy. (2021).
Sexual consent toolkit. https://rasaraorganisation.
squarespace.com/consent-toolkit-home

Ratliff, K. A., Redford, L., Conway, J., & Smith, C. T. (2019).
Engendering support: Hostile sexism predicts voting
for Donald Trump over Hillary Clinton in the 2016 US
presidential election. Group Processes & Intergroup Relations,
22(4), 578-593. https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430217741203

Ray, T. N., & Parkhill, M. R. (2021). Components of
hostile masculinity and their associations with male-
perpetrated sexual aggression toward women: A
systematic review. Trauma, Violence, & Abuse. https://doi.
org/10.1177/15248380211030224

Rayner-Thomas, M., Dixon, R., Fanslow, J., & Tse, C. (2016). The
impact of domestic violence on the workplace. New Zealand
Journal of Employment Relations, 41(1), 8-21. https://doi.
org/10.3316/informit.305467375032528

ReachOut. (2022). Social media. https://schools.au.reachout.
com/social-media

Reading, R. (2008). The impact of exposure to domestic
violence on children and young people: A review of the
literature. Child: Care, Health and Development, 34(6), 840-
841. https://doi.org/10.1111/].1365-2214.2008.00904_5.x

Rebollo-Catalan, A., & Mayor-Buzon, V. (2020). Adolescent
bystanders witnessing cyber violence against women
and girls: What they observe and how they respond.
Violence Against Women, 26(15-16), 2024-2040. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1077801219888025

Redding, E. M., Ruiz-Cantero, M. T., Fernandez-Saez, J., &
Guijarro-Garvi, M. (2017). Gender inequality and violence
against women in Spain, 2006-2014: Towards a civilized
society. Gaceta Sanitaria, 31(2), 82-88. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.gaceta.2016.07.025

Reed, L. A., Ward, L. M., Tolman, R. M., Lippman, J. R., &
Seabrook, R. C. (2018). The association between
stereotypical gender and dating beliefs and digital dating
abuse perpetration in adolescent dating relationships.
Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 36(9-10), NP5561-NP5585.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260518801933

Rees, G., & White, D. (2012). Vindictive but vulnerable:
Paradoxical representations of women as demonstrated
in internet discourse surrounding an anti-rape technology.
Women'’s Studies International Forum, 35(6), 426-431. https:/
doi.org/10.1016/j.wsif.2012.09.004

Reich, C. M., Anderson, G. D., & Maclin, R. (2021). Why | didn’t
report: Reasons for not reporting sexual violence as stated
on Twitter. Journal of Aggression, Maltreatment & Trauma,
1-19. https://doi.org/10.1080/10926771.2021.1912873

Reichel, D. (2017). Determinants of intimate partner violence
in Europe: The role of socioeconomic status, inequality, and
partner behavior. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 32(12),
1853-1873. https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260517698951

Reigeluth, C. S., & Addis, M. E. (2016). Adolescent boys’
experiences with policing of masculinity: Forms, functions,
and consequences. Psychology of Men & Masculinity, 17(1),
74-83. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0039342

Reisner, S. L., & Hughto, J. M. (2019). Comparing the health of
non-binary and binary transgender adults in a statewide
non-probability sample. PLoS One, 14(8), e0221583. https://
doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0221583

Renner, L. M., Whitney, S. D., & Vasquez, M. (2015). Individual
and interpersonal risk factors for physical intimate
partner violence perpetration by biological sex and
ethnicity. Violence & Victims, 30(1), 97-119. https://doi.
org/10.1891/0886-6708.VV-D-13-00123

Respect Victoria, & Our Watch. (2022). Understanding backlash
and resistance. https://www.respectvictoria.vic.gov.au/
understanding-backlash-and-resistance

Reyes, H. L. M., Foshee, V. A,, Chen, M. S., & Ennett, S. T. (2017).
Patterns of dating violence victimization and perpetration
among Latino youth. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 46(8),
1727-1742. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-016-0621-0

Reyns, B., & Fisher, B. (2018). The relationship between
offline and online stalking victimization: A gender-specific
analysis. Violence and Victims, 33, 769-786. https://doi.
org/10.1891/0886-6708.VV-D-17-00121

323


https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1177/1524838018813204
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1177/1524838018813204
https://doi.org/10.1080/01488376.2016.1248267
https://doi.org/10.1080/01488376.2016.1248267
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430216656921
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430216656921
https://rasaraorganisation.squarespace.com/consent-toolkit-home
https://rasaraorganisation.squarespace.com/consent-toolkit-home
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430217741203
https://doi.org/10.1177/15248380211030224
https://doi.org/10.1177/15248380211030224
https://doi.org/10.3316/informit.305467375032528
https://doi.org/10.3316/informit.305467375032528
https://schools.au.reachout.com/social-media
https://schools.au.reachout.com/social-media
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2214.2008.00904_5.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801219888025
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801219888025
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gaceta.2016.07.025
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gaceta.2016.07.025
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260518801933
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wsif.2012.09.004
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wsif.2012.09.004
https://doi.org/10.1080/10926771.2021.1912873
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260517698951
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/a0039342
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0221583
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0221583
https://doi.org/10.1891/0886-6708.VV-D-13-00123
https://doi.org/10.1891/0886-6708.VV-D-13-00123
https://www.respectvictoria.vic.gov.au/understanding-backlash-and-resistance
https://www.respectvictoria.vic.gov.au/understanding-backlash-and-resistance
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-016-0621-0
https://doi.org/10.1891/0886-6708.VV-D-17-00121
https://doi.org/10.1891/0886-6708.VV-D-17-00121

324

Rhodes, N., Potocki, B., & Masterson, D. S. (2018). Portrayals
of intimate partner violence in music videos: Effects on
perceptions of IPV warning signs. Media Psychology, 21(1),
137-156. https://doi.org/10.1080/15213269.2016.1267648

Riach, K., O'Hare, C., Dalton, B., & Wang, C. (2018). The future
face of poverty is female: Stories behind Australian women’s
superannuation poverty in retirement. AustralianSuper.
https://www.australiansuper.com/campaigns/future-face-

of-poverty

Rice, S., Oliffe, J., Seidler, Z., Borschmann, R., Pirkis, J., Reavley,
N., & Patton, G. (2021). Gender norms and the mental
health of boys and young men. Lancet Public Health, 6(8),
e541-e542. https://doi.org/10.1016/52468-2667(21)00138-9

Rich, K. (2019). Trauma-informed police responses to rape
victims. Journal of Aggression, Maltreatment and Trauma,
28(4), 463-480. https://doi.org/10.1080/10926771.2018.15
40448

Riggs, D. W., & Bartholomaeus, C. (2016). “It's just what
you do”: Australian middle-class heterosexual couples
negotiating compulsory parenthood. Feminism & Psychology,
28(3), 373-389. https://doi.org/10.1177/0959353516675637

Ringblom, L. (2021). “It is just a joke!" Informal interaction and
gendered processes underground. NORA: Nordic Journal of
Feminist and Gender Research, 30(2), 94-107. https://doi.org/
10.1080/08038740.2021.2009028

Ringrose, J., Regehr, K., & Whitehead, S. (2022). "Wanna
trade?": Cisheteronormative homosocial masculinity and
the normalization of abuse in youth digital sexual image
exchange. Journal of Gender Studies, 31(2), 243-261. https://
doi.org/10.1080/09589236.2021.1947206

Rizzo, A.J., Banyard, V. L., & Edwards, K. M. (2020). Unpacking
adolescent masculinity: Relations between boys’ sexual
harassment victimization, perpetration, and gender role
beliefs. Journal of Family Violence, 36, 825-835. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s10896-020-00187-9

Roberts, L. L. (2019). Changing worldwide attitudes toward
homosexuality: The influence of global and region-specific
cultures, 1981-2012. Social Science Research, 80, 114-131.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2018.12.003

Roberts, S., Ravn, S., Maloney, M., & Ralph, B. (2021).
Navigating the tensions of normative masculinity:
Homosocial dynamics in Australian young men'’s
discussions of sexting practices. Cultural Sociology, 15(1),
22-43. https://doi.org/10.1177/1749975520925358

Robertson, J. (2020, February 20). Hannah Clarke did
"everything she could to protect” her children, friend reveals
after family killed in suspected murder-suicide car fire in
Brisbane. ABC News. https://www.abc.net.au/news/2020-
02-20/hannah-baxter-camp-hill-car-fire-suspected-murder-
suicide/11981348

Robinson, M. (Facilitator). (2021, June 21). “Sex Ed”: Young
people, consent and the Australian curriculum [Webinar].
ANROWS. https://www.anrows.org.au/event/webinar-sex-
ed-young-people-consent-and-the-australian-curriculum/

Robinson, S., valentine, k., Marshall, A., Burton, J., Moore, T. P,,
Brebner, C., O'Donnell, M., & Smyth, C. (2022). Connecting
the dots: Understanding the domestic and family violence
experiences of children and young people with disability
within and across sectors: Final report. Australia’s National
Research Organisation for Women's Safety. https://
www.anrows.org.au/project/connecting-the-dots-
understanding-the-dfv-experiences-of-children-and-
young-people-with-disability-within-and-across-sectors/

Rodriguez-Madera, S. L., Padilla, M., Varas-Diaz, N., Neilands,
T., Vasques Guzzi, A. C., Florenciani, E. J., & Ramos-Pibernus,
A. (2017). Experiences of violence among transgender
women in Puerto Rico: An underestimated problem. Journal
of Homosexuality, 64(2), 209-217. https://doi.org/10.1080/00
918369.2016.1174026

Rogers, M. M. (2021). Exploring the domestic abuse narratives
of trans and nonbinary people and the role of cisgenderism
in identity abuse, misgendering, and pathologizing.
Violence Against Women, 27(12-13), 2187-2207. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1077801220971368

Rolle, L., Giardina, G., Caldarera, A. M., Gerino, E., & Brustia,
P. (2018). When intimate partner violence meets same
sex couples: A review of same sex intimate partner
violence. Frontiers in Psychology, 9. https://doi.org/10.3389/

fpsyg.2018.01506

Rollero, C., Bergagna, E., & Tartaglia, S. (2019). What is
violence? The role of sexism and social dominance
orientation in recognizing violence against women. Journal
of Interpersonal Violence, 36(21-22), NP11349-NP11366.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260519888525

Romero-Sanchez, M., Carretero-Dios, H., Megias, J. L., Moya,
M., & Ford, T. E. (2017). Sexist humor and rape proclivity:
The moderating role of joke teller gender and severity of
sexual assault. Violence Against Women, 23(8), 951-972.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801216654017



https://doi.org/10.1080/15213269.2016.1267648
https://www.australiansuper.com/campaigns/future-face-of-poverty
https://www.australiansuper.com/campaigns/future-face-of-poverty
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2468-2667(21)00138-9
https://doi.org/10.1080/10926771.2018.1540448
https://doi.org/10.1080/10926771.2018.1540448
https://doi.org/10.1177/0959353516675637
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1080/08038740.2021.2009028
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1080/08038740.2021.2009028
https://doi.org/10.1080/09589236.2021.1947206
https://doi.org/10.1080/09589236.2021.1947206
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-020-00187-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-020-00187-9
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2018.12.003
https://doi.org/10.1177/1749975520925358
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2020-02-20/hannah-baxter-camp-hill-car-fire-suspected-murder-suicide/11981348
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2020-02-20/hannah-baxter-camp-hill-car-fire-suspected-murder-suicide/11981348
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2020-02-20/hannah-baxter-camp-hill-car-fire-suspected-murder-suicide/11981348
https://www.anrows.org.au/event/webinar-sex-ed-young-people-consent-and-the-australian-curriculum/
https://www.anrows.org.au/event/webinar-sex-ed-young-people-consent-and-the-australian-curriculum/
https://www.anrows.org.au/project/connecting-the-dots-understanding-the-dfv-experiences-of-children-and-young-people-with-disability-within-and-across-sectors/
https://www.anrows.org.au/project/connecting-the-dots-understanding-the-dfv-experiences-of-children-and-young-people-with-disability-within-and-across-sectors/
https://www.anrows.org.au/project/connecting-the-dots-understanding-the-dfv-experiences-of-children-and-young-people-with-disability-within-and-across-sectors/
https://www.anrows.org.au/project/connecting-the-dots-understanding-the-dfv-experiences-of-children-and-young-people-with-disability-within-and-across-sectors/
https://doi.org/10.1080/00918369.2016.1174026
https://doi.org/10.1080/00918369.2016.1174026
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801220971368
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801220971368
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.01506
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.01506
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260519888525
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801216654017

Romero-Sanchez, M., Megias, J. L., & Carretero-Dios, H.
(2019). Sexist humor and sexual aggression against
women: When sexist men act according to their own
values or social pressures. Journal of Interpersonal
Violence, 36(21-22), NP11322-NP11348. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0886260519888518

Rose, M., & Coates, D. (2022). Reducing relationship and sexual
violence: Findings from reviews about the effectiveness of
respectful relationships and bystander programs in school and
tertiary education settings. ANROWS. https://apo.org.au/
node/316980

Rosen, N. L., & Nofziger, S. (2019). Boys, bullying, and gender
roles: How hegemonic masculinity shapes bullying
behavior. Gender Issues, 36(3), 295-318. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s12147-018-9226-0

Rowley, S., & James, A. (2018). The private rental sector in
Australia: Public perceptions of quality and affordability.
Bankwest Curtin Economics Centre. https://bcec.edu.au/
assets/BCEC-Private-Rental-Sector-in-Australia-Report_

final_web.pdf

Rumney, P. N. S. (2006). False allegations of rape. Cambridge
Law Journal, 65(1), 128-158. https://doi.org/10.1017/
s0008197306007069

Ryan, K. M. (2011). The relationship between rape myths
and sexual scripts: The social construction of rape. Sex
Roles, 65(11-12), 774-782. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-
011-0033-2

Ryan, K. M., & Kanjorski, J. (1998). The enjoyment of sexist
humor, rape attitudes, and relationship aggression in
college students. Sex Roles, 38(9-10), 743-756. https://doi.
org/10.1023/A:1018868913615

Sabina, C., & Straus, M. A. (2008). Polyvictimization by
dating partners and mental health among US college
students. Violence and Victims, 23(6), 667-682. https://doi.
org/10.1891/0886-6708.23.6.667

Sabol, B. M., Kernsmith, P. D., Hicks, M. R., & Smith-Darden,
J. P.(2020). Attitudes about aggression and perpetration
of adolescent dating aggression: A cross-lagged panel
model. Journal of Adolescence, 83(1), 100-111. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2020.07.005

Sabri, B., Nnawulezi, N., Njie-Carr, V. P. S., Messing, J., Ward-
Lasher, A., Alvarez, C., & Campbell, J. C. (2018). Multilevel
risk and protective factors for intimate partner violence
among African, Asian, and Latina immigrant and refugee
women: Perceptions of effective safety planning
interventions. Race and Social Problems, 10(4), 348-365.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12552-018-9247-z

Saez, G., Riemer, A. R., Brock, R. L., & Gervais, S. J.
(2019). Objectification in heterosexual romantic
relationships: Examining relationship satisfaction of
female objectification recipients and male objectifying
perpetrators. Sex Roles, 81(5), 370-384. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s11199-018-0990-9

Saez, G., Riemer, A. R., Brock, R. L., & Gervais, S. . (2022). The
role of interpersonal sexual objectification in heterosexual
intimate partner violence from perspectives of perceivers
and targets. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 37(3-4),
1430-1455. https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260520922348

Safe Steps. (2016). Submission to the Senate Finance and Public
Administration Inquiry into Domestic Violence and Gender
Inequality. https://www.safesteps.org.au/wp-content/
uploads/2017/10/safe-steps-submission-Senate-Inquiry-
into-Domestic-Violence-and-Gender-Inequality-FINAL.pdf

Salerno-Ferraro, A. C., Erentzen, C., & Schuller, R. A.
(2021). Young women's experiences with technology-
facilitated sexual violence from male strangers.
Journal of Interpersonal Violence. https://doi.
org/10.1177/08862605211030018

Salin, M., Ylikanno, M., & Hakovirta, M. (2018). How to divide
paid work and unpaid care between parents? Comparison
of attitudes in 22 western countries. Social Sciences, 7(10),
188. https://www.mdpi.com/2076-0760/7/10/188

Salmivalli, C. (2014). Participant roles in bullying: How can peer
bystanders be utilized in interventions? Theory Into Practice,
53(4), 286-292. https://doi.org/10.1080/00405841.2014.94
7222

Salter, M., Conroy, E., Dragiewicz, M., Burke, J., Middleton, W.,
Vilenica, S., Monzon, B. M., & Noack-Lundberg, K. (2020).

“A deep wound under my heart”: Constructions of complex
traums and implicaitons for women’s wellbing and safety from
violence. ANROWS. https://www.anrows.org.au/publication/
a-deep-wound-under-my-heart-constructions-of-complex-
trauma-and-implications-for-womens-wellbeing-and-
safety-from-violence/

Sambaraju, R. (2020). “I would have taken this to my grave, like
most women”: Reporting sexual harassment during the
#MeToo movement in India. Journal of Social Issues, 76(3),
603-631. https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12391

Samiji, K., & Vasquez, E. A. (2020). The link between myths
about sexual aggression and sexual objectification
via hostile attitudes toward women. Journal of Sexual
Aggression, 26(3), 385-393. https://doi.org/10.1080/1355260
0.2019.1676924

325


https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260519888518
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260519888518
https://apo.org.au/node/316980
https://apo.org.au/node/316980
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12147-018-9226-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12147-018-9226-0
https://bcec.edu.au/assets/BCEC-Private-Rental-Sector-in-Australia-Report_final_web.pdf
https://bcec.edu.au/assets/BCEC-Private-Rental-Sector-in-Australia-Report_final_web.pdf
https://bcec.edu.au/assets/BCEC-Private-Rental-Sector-in-Australia-Report_final_web.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1017/s0008197306007069
https://doi.org/10.1017/s0008197306007069
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-011-0033-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-011-0033-2
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1018868913615
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1018868913615
https://doi.org/10.1891/0886-6708.23.6.667
https://doi.org/10.1891/0886-6708.23.6.667
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2020.07.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2020.07.005
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12552-018-9247-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-018-0990-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-018-0990-9
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260520922348
https://www.safesteps.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2017/10/safe-steps-submission-Senate-Inquiry-into-Domestic-Violence-and-Gender-Inequality-FINAL.pdf
https://www.safesteps.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2017/10/safe-steps-submission-Senate-Inquiry-into-Domestic-Violence-and-Gender-Inequality-FINAL.pdf
https://www.safesteps.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2017/10/safe-steps-submission-Senate-Inquiry-into-Domestic-Violence-and-Gender-Inequality-FINAL.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/08862605211030018
https://doi.org/10.1177/08862605211030018
https://www.mdpi.com/2076-0760/7/10/188
https://doi.org/10.1080/00405841.2014.947222
https://doi.org/10.1080/00405841.2014.947222
https://www.anrows.org.au/publication/a-deep-wound-under-my-heart-constructions-of-complex-trauma-and-implications-for-womens-wellbeing-and-safety-from-violence/
https://www.anrows.org.au/publication/a-deep-wound-under-my-heart-constructions-of-complex-trauma-and-implications-for-womens-wellbeing-and-safety-from-violence/
https://www.anrows.org.au/publication/a-deep-wound-under-my-heart-constructions-of-complex-trauma-and-implications-for-womens-wellbeing-and-safety-from-violence/
https://www.anrows.org.au/publication/a-deep-wound-under-my-heart-constructions-of-complex-trauma-and-implications-for-womens-wellbeing-and-safety-from-violence/
https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12391
https://doi.org/10.1080/13552600.2019.1676924
https://doi.org/10.1080/13552600.2019.1676924

326

Sanchez-Meca, J., Marin-Martinez, F., & Chac6n-Moscoso, S.
(2003). Effect-size indices for dichotomized outcomes in
meta-analysis. Psychological Methods, 8(4), 448. https://doi.
org/10.1037/1082-989X.8.4.448

Sanchez-Prada, A., Delgado-Alvarez, C., Bosch-Fiol, E.,
Ferreiro-Basurto, V., & Ferrer-Perez, V. A. (2020).
Psychosocial implications of supportive attitudes towards
intimate partner violence against women throughout the
lifecycle. International Journal of Environmental Research
and Public Health, 17(17), 6055. https://doi.org/10.3390/

ijerph17176055

Sargeant, E., Wickes, R., Murphy, K., & Mazerolle, L. (2018).
Surrounded by violence: How do individual perceptions and
community context shape views about violence? Australian
& New Zealand Journal of Criminology, 51(3), 355-371. https://
doi.org/10.1177/0004865817723409

Sasseville, N., Maurice, P., Montminy, L., Hassan, G., & St-
Pierre, E. (2022). Cumulative contexts of vulnerability to
intimate partner violence among women with disabilities,
elderly women, and immigrant women: Prevalence,
risk factors, explanatory theories, and prevention.
Trauma, Violence, & Abuse, 23(1), 88-100. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1524838020925773

Saunders, C. L. (2012). The truth, the half truth and nothing
like the truth: Reconceptualizing false allegations of rape.
The British Journal of Criminology, 52(6), 1152-1171. www.
jstor.org/stable/44174085

Sawer, M. (2013). Misogyny and misrepresentation.
Political Science, 65(1), 105-117. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0032318713488316

Sawrikar, P. (2019). Child protection, domestic violence, and
ethnic minorities: Narrative results from a mixed methods
study in Australia. PLoS One, 14(12), e0226031-e0226031.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0226031

Sayej, N. (2017, December 1). Alyssa Milano on the #MeToo
movement: "We're not going to stand for it any more". The
Guardian. https://www.theguardian.com/culture/2017/
dec/01/alyssa-milano-mee-too-sexual-harassment-abuse

Sayem, A. M., Begum, H. A, & Moneesha, S. S. (2015). Women's
attitudes towards formal and informal support-seeking
coping strategies against intimate partner violence.
International Social Work, 58(2), 270-286. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0020872813482957

Scheer, J. R., Martin-Storey, A., & Baams, L. (2020). Help-
seeking barriers among sexual and gender minority
individuals who experience intimate partner violence
victimization. In B. Russell (Ed.), Intimate partner violence
and the LGBT+ community: Understanding power dynamics
(pp. 139-158). Springer International Publishing. https://doi.
org/10.1007/978-3-030-44762-5_8

Scheer, J. R., Pachankis, J. E., & Branstréom, R. (2022). Gender-
based structural stigma and intimate partner violence
across 28 countries: A population-based study of
women across sexual orientation, immigration status,
and socioeconomic status. Journal of Interpersonal
Violence, 37(11-12), NP8941-NP8964. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0886260520976212

Schick, L. (2014). “Hit me baby"”: From Britney Spears to the
socialization of sexual objectification of girls in a middle
school drama program. Sexuality & Culture, 18(1), 39-55.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12119-013-9172-7

Seabrook, R. C., Ward, L. M., & Giaccardi, S. (2019). Less than
human? Media use, objectification of women, and men’s
acceptance of sexual aggression. Psychology of Violence, 9(5),
536-545. https://doi.org/10.1037/vio0000198

Seelau, E. P., Seelau, S. M., & Poorman, P. B. (2003). Gender
and role-based perceptions of domestic abuse: Does
sexual orientation matter? Behavioral Sciences & the Law,
21(2), 199-214. https://doi.org/10.1002/bsl.524

Seelau, S. M., & Seelau, E. P. (2005). Gender-role stereotypes
and perceptions of heterosexual, gay and lesbian domestic
violence. Journal of Family Violence, 20(6), 363-371. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s10896-005-7798-4

Seff, I. (2021). Social norms sustaining intimate partner
violence: A systematic review of methodologies for proxy
measures. Trauma, Violence, & Abuse, 23(5), 1708-1727.
https://doi.org/10.1177/15248380211013141

Segrave, M., Wickes, R., & Keel, C. (2021). Migrant and refugee
women in Australia: The safety and security study. Monash
University.

Senkans, S., McEwan, T. E., & Ogloff, J. R. P. (2021). Assessing
the link between intimate partner violence and
postrelationship stalking: A gender-inclusive study. Journal
of Interpersonal Violence, 36(1-2), NP772-NP802. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0886260517734859

Serpe, C., & Brown, C. (2022). The objectification and blame
of sexually diverse women who are revenge porn victims.
Journal of Gay & Lesbian Social Services, 34(1), 112-134.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10538720.2021.1911901



https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1037/1082-989X.8.4.448
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1037/1082-989X.8.4.448
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17176055
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17176055
https://doi.org/10.1177/0004865817723409
https://doi.org/10.1177/0004865817723409
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1177/1524838020925773
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1177/1524838020925773
file:///C:/Users/cathy/Documents/CE%20Work/ANROWS/Jen/NCAS%202021%20report/orig%20files%20from%20dropbox%2021%20Dec%2022/www.jstor.org/stable/44174085
file:///C:/Users/cathy/Documents/CE%20Work/ANROWS/Jen/NCAS%202021%20report/orig%20files%20from%20dropbox%2021%20Dec%2022/www.jstor.org/stable/44174085
https://doi.org/10.1177/0032318713488316
https://doi.org/10.1177/0032318713488316
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0226031
https://www.theguardian.com/culture/2017/dec/01/alyssa-milano-mee-too-sexual-harassment-abuse
https://www.theguardian.com/culture/2017/dec/01/alyssa-milano-mee-too-sexual-harassment-abuse
https://www.theguardian.com/culture/2017/dec/01/alyssa-milano-mee-too-sexual-harassment-abuse
https://www.theguardian.com/culture/2017/dec/01/alyssa-milano-mee-too-sexual-harassment-abuse
https://doi.org/10.1177/0020872813482957
https://doi.org/10.1177/0020872813482957
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-44762-5_8
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-44762-5_8
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260520976212
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260520976212
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12119-013-9172-7
https://doi.org/10.1037/vio0000198
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1002/bsl.524
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-005-7798-4
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-005-7798-4
https://doi.org/10.1177/15248380211013141
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260517734859
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260517734859
https://doi.org/10.1080/10538720.2021.1911901

Serpell, B., Sullivan, T., & Doherty, L. (2022). Homicide in
Australia 2019-20. Australian Institute of Criminology.
https://doi.org/10.52922/sr78511

Serrato Calero, M. d., Delgado-Vazquez, A. M., & Diaz Jiménez,
R. M. (2020). Systematized review and meta-synthesis
of the sterilization of women with disabilities in the field
of social science: From macroeugenics to microeugenics.
Sexuality Research and Social Policy, 18, 653-671. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s13178-020-00488-0

Sex Discrimination Act 1984 (Cth). https://www.legislation.gov.
au/Details/C2021C00420

SGS Economics & Planning. (2021). What does population
density mean for gender equality at work? Retrieved August
23,2022, from https://www.sgsep.com.au/publications/
insights/what-does-population-density-mean-for-gender-

equality-at-work

Sheridan, L., Gillett, R., Davies, G. M., Blaauw, E., & Patel,
D. (2003). “There’'s no smoke without fire"”: Are male
ex-partners perceived as more “entitled” to stalk than
acquaintance or stranger stalkers? British Journal
of Psychology, 94, 87. https://www.academia.edu/
download/42415713/Theres_no_smoke_without_fire_Are_
male_ex20160208-3430-g8m237.pdf

Short, P., Seelig, T., Warren, C., Susilawati, C., & Thompson, A.
(2008). Risk assessment practices in the private rental sector
implications for low income renters. Australian Housing and
Urban Research Institute Limited. https://www.ahuri.edu.
au/research/final-reports/117

Sikweyiya, Y., Addo-Lartey, A. A., Alangea, D. O., Dako-Gyeke,
P., Chirwa, E. D., Coker-Appiah, D., Adanu, R. M. K., & Jewkes,
R. (2020). Patriarchy and gender-inequitable attitudes as
drivers of intimate partner violence against women in the
central region of Ghana. BMC Public Health, 20(1), 682-682.
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-020-08825-z

Simmons, E., Halim, N., Servidone, M., Steven, E., Reich, N.,
Badi, L., Holmes, N., Kawemama, P., & Messersmith, L.
J. (2020). Prevention and mitigation of intimate-partner
violence: The role of community leaders in Tanzania.
Violence Against Women, 26(3-4), 359-378. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1077801219832923

Simon, W., & Gagnon, J. H. (1986). Sexual scripts: Permanence
and change. Archives of Sexual Behavior, 15(2), 97-120.

Simon-Kumar, R., Kurian, P. A,, Young-Silcock, F., & Narasimhan,
N. (2017). Mobilising culture against domestic violence in
migrant and ethnic communities: Practitioner perspectives
from Aotearoa/New Zealand. Health & Social Care in the
Community, 25(4), 1387-1395. https://doi.org/10.1111/
hsc.12439

Sims, C. M., Noel, N. E., & Maisto, S. A. (2007). Rape blame as a
function of alcohol presence and resistance type. Addictive
Behaviors, 32(12), 2766-2775. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
addbeh.2007.04.013

Sinclair, H. C. (2012). Stalking myth-attributions: Examining the
role of individual and contextual variables on attributions
in unwanted pursuit scenarios. Sex Roles, 66(5-6), 378-391.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-010-9853-8

Sinko, L., Munro-Kramer, M., Conley, T., & Saint Arnault, D.
(2021). Internalized messages: The role of sexual violence
normalization on meaning-making after campus sexual
violence. Journal of Aggression, Maltreatment & Trauma, 30(5),
565-585. https://doi.org/10.1080/10926771.2020.1796872

Skewes, L., Fine, C., & Haslam, N. (2018). Beyond Mars and
Venus: The role of gender essentialism in support for
gender inequality and backlash. PLoS One, 13(7), e0200921.
https:// doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0200921

Skowronski, M., Busching, R., & Krahé, B. (2020). Predicting
adolescents’ self-objectification from sexualized video
game and Instagram use: A longitudinal study. Sex Roles: A
Journal of Research, 84, 584-598. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s11199-020-01187-1

Slakoff, D. C., & Brennan, P. K. (2020). White, Black, and
Latina female victims in US news: A multivariate and
intersectional analysis of story differences. Race and Justice,
online first. https://doi.org/10.1177/2153368720961837

Slatton, B. C., & Richard, A. L. (2020). Black women'’s
experiences of sexual assault and disclosure: Insights from
the margins. Sociology Compass, 14(6), €12792 https://doi.
org/10.1111/s0c4.12792

Sleath, E., & Bull, R. (2012). Comparing rape victim and
perpetrator blaming in a police officer sample: Differences
between police officers with and without special training.
Criminal Justice and Behavior, 39(5), 646-665. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0093854811434696

Sleath, E., & Bull, R. (2015). A brief report on rape myth
acceptance: Differences between police officers, law
students, and psychology students in the United
Kingdom. Violence & Victims, 30(1), 136-147. https://doi.
org/10.1891/0B86-6708.VV-D-13-00035

Smith, A. L., Bond, C. E. W., & Jeffries, S. (2019). Media
discourses of intimate partner violence in Queensland
newspapers. Journal of Sociology, 55(3), 571-586. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1440783319837612

327


https://doi.org/10.52922/sr78511
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13178-020-00488-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13178-020-00488-0
https://www.legislation.gov.au/Details/C2021C00420
https://www.legislation.gov.au/Details/C2021C00420
https://www.sgsep.com.au/publications/insights/what-does-population-density-mean-for-gender-equality-at-work
https://www.sgsep.com.au/publications/insights/what-does-population-density-mean-for-gender-equality-at-work
https://www.sgsep.com.au/publications/insights/what-does-population-density-mean-for-gender-equality-at-work
https://www.academia.edu/download/42415713/Theres_no_smoke_without_fire_Are_male_ex20160208-3430-g8m237.pdf
https://www.academia.edu/download/42415713/Theres_no_smoke_without_fire_Are_male_ex20160208-3430-g8m237.pdf
https://www.academia.edu/download/42415713/Theres_no_smoke_without_fire_Are_male_ex20160208-3430-g8m237.pdf
https://www.ahuri.edu.au/research/final-reports/117
https://www.ahuri.edu.au/research/final-reports/117
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-020-08825-z
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801219832923
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801219832923
https://doi.org/10.1111/hsc.12439
https://doi.org/10.1111/hsc.12439
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.addbeh.2007.04.013
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.addbeh.2007.04.013
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-010-9853-8
https://doi.org/10.1080/10926771.2020.1796872
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-020-01187-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-020-01187-1
https://doi.org/10.1177/2153368720961837
https://doi.org/10.1111/soc4.12792
https://doi.org/10.1111/soc4.12792
https://doi.org/10.1177/0093854811434696
https://doi.org/10.1177/0093854811434696
https://doi.org/10.1891/0B86-6708.VV-D-13-00035
https://doi.org/10.1891/0B86-6708.VV-D-13-00035
https://doi.org/10.1177/1440783319837612
https://doi.org/10.1177/1440783319837612

328

Smith, A. N., Baskerville Watkins, M., Ladge, J. ., & Carlton,
P. (2019). Making the invisible visible: Paradoxical effects
of intersectional invisibility on the career experiences of
executive Black women. Academy of Management Journal,
62(6), 1705-1734. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2017.1513

Smith, N., & Weatherburn, D. (2013). Personal stress, financial
stress, social support and women'’s experiences of physical
violence: A longitudinal analysis. Crime and Justice Bulletin,
168, 20.

Smith, O., & Skinner, T. (2017). How rape myths are
used and challenged in rape and sexual assault trials.
Social & Legal Studies, 26(4), 441-466. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0964663916680130

Smith, R. M., Parrott, D. J., Swartout, K. M., & Tharp, A. T.
(2015). Deconstructing hegemonic masculinity: The roles
of antifemininity, subordination to women, and sexual
dominance in men'’s perpetration of sexual aggression.
Psychology of Men & Masculinity, 16(2), 160-169. https://doi.
org/10.1037/a0035956

Smolovi¢ Jones, O., Smolovi¢ Jones, S., Taylor, S., &
Yarrow, E. (2020). “l wanted more women in, but ...":
Oblique resistance to gender equality initiatives. Work,
Employment and Society, 35(4), 640-656. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0950017020936871

Snyder, J. A., Scherer, H. L., & Fisher, B. S. (2018). Interpersonal
violence among college students: Does sexual orientation
impact risk of victimization? Journal of School Violence, 17(1),
1-15. https://doi.org/10.1080/15388220.2016.1190934

Sokoloff, N. J., & Dupont, I. (2005). Domestic violence at
the intersections of race, class, and gender: Challenges
and contributions to understanding violence against
marginalized women in diverse communities.

Violence Against Women, 11(1), 38-64. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1077801204271476

Song, Y., Zhang, J., & Zhang, X. (2020). Cultural or institutional?
Contextual effects on domestic violence against women in
rural China. Journal of Family Violence, 36, 643-655. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s10896-020-00198-6

Sorrentino, J., Augoustinos, M., & Le Couteur, A. (2018).
“[It] does not explain everything ... nor does it explain
nothing ... it explains some things": Australia’s first
female Prime Minister and the dilemma of gender.
Feminism & Psychology, 29(1), 19-39. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0959353518790595

Spaccatini, F., Pacilli, M. G., Pagliaro, S., & Giovannelli, I. (2022).
Victim blaming 2.0: Blaming sexualized victims of online
harassment lowers bystanders’ helping intentions. Current
Psychology. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-022-02884-8

Spangaro, J., Herring, S., Koziol-Mclain, J., Rutherford, A., Frail,
M. A., & Zwi, A. B. (2016). “They aren't really black fellas but
they are easy to talk to": Factors which influence Australian
Aboriginal women'’s decision to disclose intimate partner
violence during pregnancy. Midwifery, 41, 79-88. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.midw.2016.08.004

Special Broadcasting Service. (2018, June 18). Top cop denies
"victim blaming" in Eurydice Dixon’s murder. SBS News.
https://www.sbs.com.au/news/article/top-cop-denies-
victim-blaming-in-eurydice-dixons-murder/9kdzjmv2p

Spencer, C., Mallory, A. B., Cafferky, B. M., Kimmes, J. G.,
Beck, A. R., & Stith, S. M. (2019). Mental health factors and
intimate partner violence perpetration and victimization: A
meta-analysis. Psychology of Violence, 9(1), 1-17. https://doi.
org/10.1037/vio0000156

Spencer, C. M., Stith, S. M., & Cafferky, B. (2020). What puts
individuals at risk for physical intimate partner violence
perpetration? A meta-analysis examining risk markers for
men and women. Trauma, Violence, & Abuse, 23(1), 36-51.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1524838020925776

Spohn, C., White, C., & Tellis, K. (2014). Unfounding sexual
assault: Examining the decision to unfound and identifying
false reports. Law & Society Review, 48(1), 161-192. https://
doi.org/10.1111/lasr.12060

Sri, A.S., Das, P., Gnanapragasam, S., & Persaud, A. (2021).
COVID-19 and the violence against women and girls: “The
shadow pandemic”. International Journal of Social Psychiatry,
67(8), 971-973. https://doi.org/10.1177/0020764021995556

Srinivasan, A. (2021). The right to sex. Farrar, Straus and
Giroux. https://us.macmillan.com/books/9780374721039/

therighttosex

Stanley, N., Barter, C., Wood, M., Aghtaie, N., Larkins, C., Lanau,
A., & Overlien, C. (2018). Pornography, sexual coercion and
abuse and sexting in young people's intimate relationships:
A European study. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 33(19),
2919-2944. https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260516633204

Steele, B., Martin, M., Yakubovich, A., Humphreys, D. K., &
Nye, E. (2022). Risk and protective factors for men'’s sexual
violence against women at higher education institutions:
A systematic and meta-analytic review of the longitudinal
evidence. Trauma, Violence, & Abuse, 23(3), 716-732.

Steele, S. M., Everett, B. G., & Hughes, T. L. (2020).
Influence of perceived femininity, masculinity, race/
ethnicity, and socioeconomic status on intimate partner
violence among sexual-minority women. Journal of
Interpersonal Violence, 35(1-2), 453-475. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0886260516683176



https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2017.1513
https://doi.org/10.1177/0964663916680130
https://doi.org/10.1177/0964663916680130
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0035956
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0035956
https://doi.org/10.1177/0950017020936871
https://doi.org/10.1177/0950017020936871
https://doi.org/10.1080/15388220.2016.1190934
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801204271476
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801204271476
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-020-00198-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-020-00198-6
https://doi.org/10.1177/0959353518790595
https://doi.org/10.1177/0959353518790595
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-022-02884-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.midw.2016.08.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.midw.2016.08.004
https://www.sbs.com.au/news/article/top-cop-denies-victim-blaming-in-eurydice-dixons-murder/9kdzjmv2p
https://www.sbs.com.au/news/article/top-cop-denies-victim-blaming-in-eurydice-dixons-murder/9kdzjmv2p
https://doi.org/10.1037/vio0000156
https://doi.org/10.1037/vio0000156
https://doi.org/10.1177/1524838020925776
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1111/lasr.12060
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1111/lasr.12060
https://doi.org/10.1177/0020764021995556
https://us.macmillan.com/books/9780374721039/therighttosex
https://us.macmillan.com/books/9780374721039/therighttosex
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260516633204
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260516683176
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260516683176

Stein, S., Kohut, T., & Dillenburger, K. (2018). The importance
of sexuality education for children with and without
intellectual disabilities: What parents think. Sexuality and
Disability, 36(2), 141-148. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11195-
017-9513-9

Steinmetz, K. (2020, February 20). She coined the term
"intersectionality” over 30 years ago. Here's what it means
to her today. Time. https://time.com/5786710/kimberle-
crenshaw-intersectionality/

Steinmetz, S. K. (1977). The battered husband syndrome.
Victimology, 2(3-4), pp. 499-509.

Stephenson, E. (2020). Invisible while visible: An Australian
perspective on queer women leaders in international
affairs. European Journal of Politics and Gender, 3(3), 427-
443, https://doi.org/10.1332/251510820X15880614774555

Storen, R. & Corrigan, N. (2020). COVID-19: A chronology of
state and territory government announcements (up until
30 June 2020). Parliament of Australia. https://www.aph.
gov.au/About_Parliament/Parliamentary_departments/
Parliamentary_Library/pubs/rp/rp2021/Chronologies/
COVID-19StateTerritoryGovernmentAnnouncements

Stout, J. G., Grunberg, V. A., & Ito, T. A. (2016). Gender roles
and stereotypes about science careers help explain women
and men’s science pursuits. Sex Roles, 75(9-10), 490-499.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-016-0647-5

Straus, M. A. (1979). Measuring intrafamily conflict and
violence: The Conflict Tactics (CT) scales. Journal of Marriage
and Family, 41(1), 75-88. https://doi.org/10.2307/351733

Strenio, J., & Chowdhury, J. R. (2021). Remote work, sexual
harassment, and worker well-being: A study of the United
States and India. In D. Wheatley, I. Hardill, & S. Buglass
(Eds.), Handbook of research on remote work and worker well-
being in the post-COVID-19 era (pp. 32-52). |Gl Global. https://
doi.org/10.4018/978-1-7998-6754-8.ch003

Streur, C. S., Schafer, C. L., Garcia, V. P,, Quint, E. H., Sandberg,
D. E., & Wittmann, D. A. (2019). “If everyone else is having
this talk with their doctor, why am | not having this talk with
mine?”: The experiences of sexuality and sexual health
education of young women with spina bifida. Journal of
Sexual Medicine, 16(6), 853-859. https://doi.org/10.1016/].

jsxm.2019.03.012

Suarez, E., & Gadalla, T. M. (2010). Stop blaming the victim: A
meta-analysis on rape myths. Journal of Interpersonal
Violence, 25(11), 2010-2035. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0886260509354503

Suedfeld, P. (2017). Attitude change: The competing views.
Routledge.

Summers, A. (2022). The choice: Violence or poverty. University
of Technology Sydney. https://apo.org.au/sites/default/
files/resource-files/2022-07/apo-nid318487.pdf

Sutherland, G., Easteal, P., Holland, K., & Vaughan, C. (2019).
Mediated representations of violence against women in
the mainstream news in Australia. BMC Public Health, 19(1),
502-502. https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-019-6793-2

Sutherland, G., McCormack, A., Pirkis, J., Vaughan, C.,
Dunne-Breen, M., Esteal, P., & Holland, K. (2016). Media
representations of violence against women and their children:
Final report. ANROWS. https://20ian81kyngg38bl3I3eh8bf-
wpengine.netdna-ssl.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/02/
H3_2-2_Media_CONTENT_low.pdf

Sweet, P. L. (2019). The sociology of gaslighting. American
Sociological Review, 84(5), 851-875. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0003122419874843

Syzdek, M. R., & Addis, M. E. (2010). Adherence to masculine
norms and attributional processes predict depressive
symptoms in recently unemployed men. Cognitive Therapy
and Research, 34, 533-543. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10608-
009-9290-6

Taket, A., & Crisp, B. (2017). Bystanders for primary prevention: A
rapid review. VicHealth. https://www.vichealth.vic.gov.au/-/
media/ResourceCentre/PublicationsandResources/PVAW/
Deakin-University-Knowledge-Paper---Bystander-research-
literature-review.pdf

Talbot, R. (2021). Single parent discrimination. Single
Parent Rights. https://staticl.squarespace.
com/static/5fcf48828dc7aa5581¢79bd3/t/60
41658def754e3c31e47ee3/1614898639383/
Single+Parent+Discrimination+Full+Report.pdf

Tarrant, S., Tolmie, J., & Giudice, G. (2019). Transforming legal
understandings of intimate partner violence. ANROWS.
https://anrowsdev.wpenginepowered.com/wp-content/
uploads/2019/06/RP.17.10_Tarrant_RR_Transforming-Legal-
Understandings-of-IPV.pdf

Tarzia, L. (2020). Toward an ecological understanding
of intimate partner sexual violence. Journal of
Interpersonal Violence, 36(23-24), 11704-11727. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0886260519900298

Tarzia, L., Srinivasan, S., Marino, J., & Hegarty, K. (2020).
Exploring the gray areas between “stealthing” and
reproductive coercion and abuse. Women & Health, 60(10),
1-11. https://doi.org/10.1080/03630242.2020.1804517

Tarzia, L., & Tyler, M. (2020). Recognizing connections between
intimate partner sexual violence and pornography.
Violence Against Women, 27(14), 2687-2708. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1077801220971352

329


https://doi.org/10.1007/s11195-017-9513-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11195-017-9513-9
https://time.com/5786710/kimberle-crenshaw-intersectionality/
https://time.com/5786710/kimberle-crenshaw-intersectionality/
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1332/251510820X15880614774555
https://www.aph.gov.au/About_Parliament/Parliamentary_departments/Parliamentary_Library/pubs/rp/rp2021/Chronologies/COVID-19StateTerritoryGovernmentAnnouncements
https://www.aph.gov.au/About_Parliament/Parliamentary_departments/Parliamentary_Library/pubs/rp/rp2021/Chronologies/COVID-19StateTerritoryGovernmentAnnouncements
https://www.aph.gov.au/About_Parliament/Parliamentary_departments/Parliamentary_Library/pubs/rp/rp2021/Chronologies/COVID-19StateTerritoryGovernmentAnnouncements
https://www.aph.gov.au/About_Parliament/Parliamentary_departments/Parliamentary_Library/pubs/rp/rp2021/Chronologies/COVID-19StateTerritoryGovernmentAnnouncements
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-016-0647-5
https://doi.org/10.2307/351733
https://doi.org/10.4018/978-1-7998-6754-8.ch003
https://doi.org/10.4018/978-1-7998-6754-8.ch003
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsxm.2019.03.012
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsxm.2019.03.012
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260509354503
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260509354503
https://apo.org.au/sites/default/files/resource-files/2022-07/apo-nid318487.pdf
https://apo.org.au/sites/default/files/resource-files/2022-07/apo-nid318487.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-019-6793-2
https://20ian81kynqg38bl3l3eh8bf-wpengine.netdna-ssl.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/02/H3_2-2_Media_CONTENT_low.pdf
https://20ian81kynqg38bl3l3eh8bf-wpengine.netdna-ssl.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/02/H3_2-2_Media_CONTENT_low.pdf
https://20ian81kynqg38bl3l3eh8bf-wpengine.netdna-ssl.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/02/H3_2-2_Media_CONTENT_low.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122419874843
https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122419874843
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10608-009-9290-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10608-009-9290-6
https://www.vichealth.vic.gov.au/-/media/ResourceCentre/PublicationsandResources/PVAW/Deakin-University-Knowledge-Paper---Bystander-research-literature-review.pdf
https://www.vichealth.vic.gov.au/-/media/ResourceCentre/PublicationsandResources/PVAW/Deakin-University-Knowledge-Paper---Bystander-research-literature-review.pdf
https://www.vichealth.vic.gov.au/-/media/ResourceCentre/PublicationsandResources/PVAW/Deakin-University-Knowledge-Paper---Bystander-research-literature-review.pdf
https://www.vichealth.vic.gov.au/-/media/ResourceCentre/PublicationsandResources/PVAW/Deakin-University-Knowledge-Paper---Bystander-research-literature-review.pdf
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5fcf48828dc7aa5581c79bd3/t/6041658def754e3c31e47ee3/1614898639383/Single+Parent+Discrimination+Full+Report.pdf
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5fcf48828dc7aa5581c79bd3/t/6041658def754e3c31e47ee3/1614898639383/Single+Parent+Discrimination+Full+Report.pdf
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5fcf48828dc7aa5581c79bd3/t/6041658def754e3c31e47ee3/1614898639383/Single+Parent+Discrimination+Full+Report.pdf
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5fcf48828dc7aa5581c79bd3/t/6041658def754e3c31e47ee3/1614898639383/Single+Parent+Discrimination+Full+Report.pdf
https://anrowsdev.wpenginepowered.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/06/RP.17.10_Tarrant_RR_Transforming-Legal-Understandings-of-IPV.pdf
https://anrowsdev.wpenginepowered.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/06/RP.17.10_Tarrant_RR_Transforming-Legal-Understandings-of-IPV.pdf
https://anrowsdev.wpenginepowered.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/06/RP.17.10_Tarrant_RR_Transforming-Legal-Understandings-of-IPV.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260519900298
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260519900298
https://doi.org/10.1080/03630242.2020.1804517
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801220971352
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801220971352

330

Taylor, E. A., Smith, A. B., Welch, N. M., & Hardin, R. (2018). “You
should be flattered!”: Female sport management faculty
experiences of sexual harassment and sexism. Women in
Sport and Physical Activity Journal, 26(1), 43-53. https://doi.
org/10.1123/wspaj.2017-0038

Taylor, J. (2020). Why women are blamed for everything: Exposing
the culture of victim-blaming. Hachette UK. https://books.
google.com.au/books?id=53ztDwWAAQBA]J

Teach Us Consent. (2021). Teach us consent. Retrieved March 30,
2022, from https://www.teachusconsent.com/

Temkin, J., Gray, J. M., & Barrett, J. (2018). Different functions
of rape myth use in court: Findings from a trial observation
study. Feminist Criminology, 13(2), 205-226. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1557085116661627

Thapar-Bjorkert, S., & Morgan, K. J. (2010). “But sometimes |
think ... they put themselves in the situation”: Exploring
blame and responsibility in interpersonal violence.
Violence Against Women, 16(1), 32-59. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1077801209354374

Tharp, A. T., DeGue, S., Valle, L. A., Brookmeyer, K. A., Massetti,
G. M., & Matjasko, J. L. (2013). A systematic qualitative
review of risk and protective factors for sexual violence
perpetration. Trauma, Violence & Abuse, 14(2), 133-167.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1524838012470031

The Good Society. (2022). Gender norms and stereotypes.
Australian Government Department of Education,
Skills and Employment. https://thegoodsociety.gov.au/
guidebook/years-7-9-guidebook/chapter-2---power/gender-
-power/gender-norms-and-stereotypes

The Line. (2021). Never follow: There’s no one way to be a man.
https://www.theline.org.au/never-follow/

The Men’s Project & Flood, M, (2018) The man box: A study on
being a young man in Australia. Jesuit Social Services. https://
cdn.jss.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2022/08/28111318/
The-Man-Box-A-study-on-being-a-young-man-in-
Australia-1.pdf

The STOP campaign. (2022). Our impact. https://www.
thestopcampaign.org.au/our-impact

The United States Attorney’s Office Southern District of New
York. (2022, June 21). United States v. Ghislaine Maxwell.
United States Department of Justice. https://www.justice.
gov/usao-sdny/united-states-v-ghislaine-maxwell

The West Australian. (2022, October, 27). Brittany Higgins:
Timeline of alleged rape and what’s happened since. https://
thewest.com.au/politics/timeline-of-higgins-incident-and-
response-c-8673851

Thiara, R. K., Hague, G., & Mullender, A. (2011). Losing out
on both counts: Disabled women and domestic violence.
Disability & Society, 26(6), 757-771. https://doi.org/10.1080/0
9687599.2011.602867

Thomas, K., Segrave, M., & InTouch Multicultural Centre
Against
Family Violence. (2018). Research brief: Support options
for migrant women on temporary visas experiencing family
violence in Australia. Monash University. https://intouch.
org.au/wp-content/uploads/2019/03/MonashResearch
Brief_
SupportOptionsForMigrantWomenOnTemporaryVisas
ExperiencingFamilyViolencelnAustralia-.pdf

Thulin, E. ., Heinze, J. E., & Zimmerman, M. A. (2021).
Evaluating community factors associated with individually
held intimate partner violence beliefs across 51 countries.
Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 37(21-22), NP20065-
NP20091. https://doi.org/10.1177/08862605211050104

Tidmarsh, P., Hamilton, G., & Sharman, S. J. (2020).
Changing police officers’ attitudes in sexual offense
cases: A 12-month follow-up study. Criminal
Justice and Behavior, 47(9), 1176-1189. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0093854820921201

Tidmarsh, P., Sharman, S., & Hamilton, G. (2021). Police officers’
perceptions of specialist training, skills and qualities
needed to investigate sexual crime. Police Practice and
Research, 22(1), 475-490. https://doi.org/10.1080/15614263
.2019.1697266

Tildesley, R., Lombardo, E., & Verge, T. (2021). Power struggles
in the implementation of gender equality policies: The
politics of resistance and counter-resistance in universities.
Politics & Gender, 18, 1-32. https://doi.org/10.1017/
S1743923X21000167

Toldy, T., & Garraio, J. (2020). Gender ideology: A discourse
that threatens gender equality. In W. Leal Filho, A. M. Azul,
L. Brandli, A. Lange Salvia, & T. Wall (Eds.), Gender equality
(pp. 1-11). Springer International Publishing. https://doi.
org/10.1007/978-3-319-70060-1_86-1

Tolman, D. L., Davis, B. R., & Bowman, C. P. (2016). That's just
how it is: A gendered analysis of masculinity and femininity
ideologies in adolescent girls’ and boys’ heterosexual
relationships. Journal of Adolescent Research, 31(1), 3-31.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0743558415587325

Tomsa, R., Gutu, S., Cojocaru, D., Gutiérrez-Bermejo, B., Flores,
N., &Jenaro, C. (2021). Prevalence of sexual abuse in adults
with intellectual disability: Systematic review and meta-
analysis. International Journal of Environmental Research and
Public Health, 18(4), 1980. https://www.mdpi.com/1660-
4601/18/4/1980



https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1123/wspaj.2017-0038
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1123/wspaj.2017-0038
https://books.google.com.au/books?id=53ztDwAAQBAJ
https://books.google.com.au/books?id=53ztDwAAQBAJ
https://www.teachusconsent.com/
https://doi.org/10.1177/1557085116661627
https://doi.org/10.1177/1557085116661627
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801209354374
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801209354374
https://doi.org/10.1177/1524838012470031
https://thegoodsociety.gov.au/guidebook/years-7-9-guidebook/chapter-2---power/gender--power/gender-norms-and-stereotypes
https://thegoodsociety.gov.au/guidebook/years-7-9-guidebook/chapter-2---power/gender--power/gender-norms-and-stereotypes
https://thegoodsociety.gov.au/guidebook/years-7-9-guidebook/chapter-2---power/gender--power/gender-norms-and-stereotypes
https://www.theline.org.au/never-follow/
https://www.thestopcampaign.org.au/our-impact
https://www.thestopcampaign.org.au/our-impact
https://www.justice.gov/usao-sdny/united-states-v-ghislaine-maxwell
https://www.justice.gov/usao-sdny/united-states-v-ghislaine-maxwell
https://thewest.com.au/politics/timeline-of-higgins-incident-and-response-c-8673851
https://thewest.com.au/politics/timeline-of-higgins-incident-and-response-c-8673851
https://thewest.com.au/politics/timeline-of-higgins-incident-and-response-c-8673851
https://doi.org/10.1080/09687599.2011.602867
https://doi.org/10.1080/09687599.2011.602867
https://intouch.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2019/03/MonashResearchBrief_SupportOptionsForMigrantWomenOnTemporaryVisasExperiencingFamilyViolenceInAustralia-.pdf
https://intouch.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2019/03/MonashResearchBrief_SupportOptionsForMigrantWomenOnTemporaryVisasExperiencingFamilyViolenceInAustralia-.pdf
https://intouch.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2019/03/MonashResearchBrief_SupportOptionsForMigrantWomenOnTemporaryVisasExperiencingFamilyViolenceInAustralia-.pdf
https://intouch.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2019/03/MonashResearchBrief_SupportOptionsForMigrantWomenOnTemporaryVisasExperiencingFamilyViolenceInAustralia-.pdf
https://intouch.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2019/03/MonashResearchBrief_SupportOptionsForMigrantWomenOnTemporaryVisasExperiencingFamilyViolenceInAustralia-.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/08862605211050104
https://doi.org/10.1177/0093854820921201
https://doi.org/10.1177/0093854820921201
https://doi.org/10.1080/15614263.2019.1697266
https://doi.org/10.1080/15614263.2019.1697266
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1743923X21000167
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1743923X21000167
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-70060-1_86-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-70060-1_86-1
https://doi.org/10.1177/0743558415587325
https://www.mdpi.com/1660-4601/18/4/1980
https://www.mdpi.com/1660-4601/18/4/1980

Tomsen, S., & Gadd, D. (2019). Beyond honour and achieved
hegemony: Violence and the everyday masculinities of
young men. International Journal for Crime, Justice and
Social Democracy, 8(2), 17-30. https://doi.org/10.5204/ijcjsd.
v8i2.1117

Tosto, S. A., & Bonnes, S. (2022). “She clearly thought that
something bad had happened to her”: How military lawyers
construct narratives of victim legitimacy and perceived
harm in sexual assault cases. Armed Forces & Society, online
first. https://doi.org/10.1177/0095327X221108526

Totenberg, N. & McCammon, S. (2022, June 24).
Supreme court overturns Roe v. Wade, ending right to
abortion upheld for decades. NPR. https://www.npr.
org/2022/06/24/1102305878/supreme-court-abortion-roe-
v-wade-decision-overturn

Tourangeau, R., & Yan, T. (2007). Sensitive questions in
surveys. Psychological Bulletin, 133(5), 859-883. https://
www.learnlab.org/wiki/images/a/a8/Tourangeau_
SensitiveQuestions.pdf

Townsend, N., Loxton, D., Egan, N., Barnes, |., Byrnes, E., &
Forder, P. (2022). A life course approach to determining the
prevalence and impact of sexual violence in Australia: Findings
from the Australian Longitudinal Study on Women'’s Health.
ANROWS. https://anrowsdev.wpenginepowered.com/
wp-content/uploads/2022/08/4AP.4-Loxton-Longitudinal-
Womens-Health-Report.pdf

Tranchese, A., & Sugiura, L. (2021). “I don't hate all women,
just those stuck-up bitches”: How incels and mainstream
pornography speak the same extreme language of
misogyny. Violence Against Women, 27(14), 2709-2734.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801221996453

Transhub. (2021). Language. https://www.transhub.org.au/
language

Tsantefski, M., Wilde, T., Young, A., & O’Leary, P. (2018).
Inclusivity in interagency responses to domestic violence
and child protection. Australian Social Work, 71(2), 202-214.

Tucker, S., Wilberforce, M., Brand, C., Abendstern, M., & Challis,
D. (2014). All things to all people? The provision of outreach
by community mental health teams for older people in
England: Findings from a national survey. International
Journal of Geriatric Psychiatry, 29(5), 489-496. https://doi.
org/10.1002/gps.4031

Tye, C. (2021, August 17). Inside the warped world of incel
extremists. The Conversation. https://theconversation.com/
inside-the-warped-world-of-incel-extremists-166142

Ucar, G. K., & Ozdemir, G. (2021). Social dominance, hostile
sexism and justifications: Examining attitudes towards
wife abuse among Turkish men. Personality and Individual
Differences, 176. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2021.110785

Ullman, S. E. (2021). Correlates of social reactions to victims’
disclosures of sexual assault and intimate partner violence:
A systematic review. Trauma, Violence, & Abuse, 24(1), 29-43.

UN General Assembly. (1993). Declaration on the elimination
of violence against women. UN General Assembly. https://
www.ohchr.org/en/instruments-mechanisms/instruments/
declaration-elimination-violence-against-women

UN Women. (2015). A framework to underpin action to prevent
violence against women. https://www.unwomen.org/sites/
default/files/Headquarters/Attachments/Sections/Library/
Publications/2015/Prevention_Framework_unwomen_

nov2015.pdf

UN Women, & Women Count. (2021). Measuring the shadow
pandemic: Violence against women during Covid-19. UN
Women. https://data.unwomen.org/sites/default/files/
documents/Publications/Measuring-shadow-pandemic.pdf

United Nations Department of Economic and Social
Affairs. (2013). Neglect, abuse and violence against older
women. United Nations. https://www.un.org/esa/socdev/
documents/ageing/neglect-abuse-violence-older-women.

pdf

Untied, A. S., Bogen, K. W., & Orchowski, L. M. (2018). Reducing
the risk of a “second assault”: Engaging the community
to enhance social reactions to disclosure of sexual
victimization. In L. M. Orchowski & C. A. Gidycz (Eds.),
Sexual assault risk reduction and resistance (pp. 195-220).
Elsevier. https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-805389-
8.00009-8

Ussher, J. M., Hawkey, A., Perz, J., Liamputtong, P., Marjadi,
B., Schmied, V., Dune, T., Sekar, J. A., Ryan, S., Charter,
R., Thepsourinthone, J., Noack-Lundberg, K., & Brook, E.
(2020). Crossing the line: Lived experience of sexual violence
among trans women of colour from culturally and linguistically
diverse (CALD) backgrounds in Australia. ANROWS. https://
anrowsdev.wpenginepowered.com/wp-content/
uploads/2019/01/RP.17.03-Experiences-of-trans_women-

and-DV_RR.1.pdf

Ussher, J. M., Hawkey, A., Perz, J., Liamputtong, P., Sekar,
J., Marjadi, B., Schmied, V., Dune, T., & Brook, E. (2022).
Crossing boundaries and fetishization: Experiences
of sexual violence for trans women of color. Journal of
Interpersonal Violence, 37(5-6), NP3552-NP3584. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0886260520949149



https://doi.org/10.5204/ijcjsd.v8i2.1117
https://doi.org/10.5204/ijcjsd.v8i2.1117
https://doi.org/10.1177/0095327X221108526
https://www.npr.org/2022/06/24/1102305878/supreme-court-abortion-roe-v-wade-decision-overturn
https://www.npr.org/2022/06/24/1102305878/supreme-court-abortion-roe-v-wade-decision-overturn
https://www.npr.org/2022/06/24/1102305878/supreme-court-abortion-roe-v-wade-decision-overturn
https://www.learnlab.org/wiki/images/a/a8/Tourangeau_SensitiveQuestions.pdf
https://www.learnlab.org/wiki/images/a/a8/Tourangeau_SensitiveQuestions.pdf
https://www.learnlab.org/wiki/images/a/a8/Tourangeau_SensitiveQuestions.pdf
https://anrowsdev.wpenginepowered.com/wp-content/uploads/2022/08/4AP.4-Loxton-Longitudinal-Womens-Health-Report.pdf
https://anrowsdev.wpenginepowered.com/wp-content/uploads/2022/08/4AP.4-Loxton-Longitudinal-Womens-Health-Report.pdf
https://anrowsdev.wpenginepowered.com/wp-content/uploads/2022/08/4AP.4-Loxton-Longitudinal-Womens-Health-Report.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801221996453
https://www.transhub.org.au/language
https://www.transhub.org.au/language
https://doi.org/10.1002/gps.4031
https://doi.org/10.1002/gps.4031
https://theconversation.com/inside-the-warped-world-of-incel-extremists-166142
https://theconversation.com/inside-the-warped-world-of-incel-extremists-166142
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2021.110785
https://www.ohchr.org/en/instruments-mechanisms/instruments/declaration-elimination-violence-against-women
https://www.ohchr.org/en/instruments-mechanisms/instruments/declaration-elimination-violence-against-women
https://www.ohchr.org/en/instruments-mechanisms/instruments/declaration-elimination-violence-against-women
https://www.unwomen.org/sites/default/files/Headquarters/Attachments/Sections/Library/Publications/2015/Prevention_Framework_unwomen_nov2015.pdf
https://www.unwomen.org/sites/default/files/Headquarters/Attachments/Sections/Library/Publications/2015/Prevention_Framework_unwomen_nov2015.pdf
https://www.unwomen.org/sites/default/files/Headquarters/Attachments/Sections/Library/Publications/2015/Prevention_Framework_unwomen_nov2015.pdf
https://www.unwomen.org/sites/default/files/Headquarters/Attachments/Sections/Library/Publications/2015/Prevention_Framework_unwomen_nov2015.pdf
https://data.unwomen.org/sites/default/files/documents/Publications/Measuring-shadow-pandemic.pdf
https://data.unwomen.org/sites/default/files/documents/Publications/Measuring-shadow-pandemic.pdf
https://www.un.org/esa/socdev/documents/ageing/neglect-abuse-violence-older-women.pdf
https://www.un.org/esa/socdev/documents/ageing/neglect-abuse-violence-older-women.pdf
https://www.un.org/esa/socdev/documents/ageing/neglect-abuse-violence-older-women.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-805389-8.00009-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-805389-8.00009-8
https://anrowsdev.wpenginepowered.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/01/RP.17.03-Experiences-of-trans_women-and-DV_RR.1.pdf
https://anrowsdev.wpenginepowered.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/01/RP.17.03-Experiences-of-trans_women-and-DV_RR.1.pdf
https://anrowsdev.wpenginepowered.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/01/RP.17.03-Experiences-of-trans_women-and-DV_RR.1.pdf
https://anrowsdev.wpenginepowered.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/01/RP.17.03-Experiences-of-trans_women-and-DV_RR.1.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260520949149
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260520949149

332

Van Doorn, G., Dye, J., & de Gracia, M. R. (2021). Daddy
issues: Friends rather than fathers influence adult
men’s hegemonic masculinity. Personality and Individual
Differences. Advance online publication, 171. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.paid.2020.110467

Vandenbosch, L., & van Oosten, J. M. F. (2017). The relationship
between online pornography and the sexual objectification
of women: The attenuating role of porn literacy education.
Journal of Communication, 67(6), 1015-1036. https://doi.
org/10.1111/jcom.12341

Vasquez, E. A, Ball, L., Loughnan, S., & Pina, A. (2018). The
object of my aggression: Sexual objectification increases
physical aggression toward women. Aggressive Behavior,
44(1), 5-17. https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.21719

Vaughan, C., Davis, E., Murdolo, A., Chen, J., Murray, L.,
Quiazon, R., Block, K., & Warr, D. (2016). Promoting
community-led responses to violence against immigrant and
refugee women in metropolitan and regional Australia. The
ASPIRE Project: Research report (ANROWS Horizons, 07/2016).
ANROWS. https://anrowsdev.wpenginepowered.com/wp-
content/uploads/2019/02/12_1.2-Landscapes-ASPIRE-web.
pdf

Vaughan, C., Jarallah, Y., Murdolo, A., Murray, L., Quiazon, R.,
Block, K., & Zannettino, L. (2019). The MuSeS project: A
mixed methods study to increase understanding of the
role of settlement and multicultural services in supporting
migrant and refugee women experiencing violence in
Australia. BMC International Health and Human Rights, 19(1),
1-1. https://doi.org/10.1186/512914-018-0184-0

Vaynman, M. ., Sandberg, S., & Pedersen, W. (2020). “Locker
room talk”: Male bonding and sexual degradation in
drinking stories. Culture, Health & Sexuality, 22(11), 1235-
1252. https://doi.org/10.1080/13691058.2019.1670864

Venema, R. M. (2014). Police officer schema of sexual assault
reports: Real rape, ambiguous cases, and false reports.
Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 31(5), 872-899. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0886260514556765

Vera-Gray, F. (2017). Men’s intrusion, women’s embodiment: A
critical analysis of street harassment. Routledge. https://doi.
org/10.4324/9781315668109

Verroya, M., Hennessy, N., Panont, N., & Menon, A. (2022).
Shifting mindsets to challenge gender roles. https://www.
unaa.org.au/2022/03/31/gender-roles-in-australia/

VicHealth. (2014). “Stepping in”: A bystander action tool kit
to support equality and respect at work. A resource for
State Sporting Associations. Victorian Health Promotion
Foundation. https://www.vichealth.vic.gov.au/-/
media/ResourceCentre/PublicationsandResources/
Physical-activity/Bystander-action-toolkit-resource.
pdf?la=en&hash=305E67BC700E4045190
078E580309439B7E511BF

VicHealth. (2017). Violence against women in Australia: An
overview of research and approaches to primary prevention.
https://www.vichealth.vic.gov.au/-/media/ResourceCentre/
PublicationsandResources/PVAW/Violence-Against-
Women-Research-Overview.pdf

VicHealth. (2018). (En)countering resistance: Strategies to
respond to resistance to gender equality initiatives. https://
www.vichealth.vic.gov.au/-/media/ResourceCentre/
PublicationsandResources/PVAW/Encountering-Resistance-
Gender-Equality.pdf

VicHealth, & Behavioural Insights Team. (2019). Take action:
Empowering bystanders to act on sexist and sexually harassing
behaviours. Victorian Health Promotion Foundation.
https://www.vichealth.vic.gov.au/-/media/ResourceCentre/
PublicationsandResources/PVAW/Bystander/Bystander_Fin
al-ReportPhase2Trialspdf?la=n&hash=252829B0D9FFD147
690D7FC9FD9907B8D79E3B2D

Vickery, J. R., & Everbach, T. (2018). Mediating misogyny:
Gender, technology, and harassment. Springer. https://doi.
org/10.1007/978-3-319-72917-6

Victorian Aboriginal Legal Service. (2022). Addressing coercive
control without criminalisation: Avoiding blunt tools that
fail victim-survivors. http://www.vals.org.au/wp-content/
uploads/2022/01/Addressing-Coercive-Control-Without-
Criminalisation-Avoiding-Blunt-Tools-that-Fail-Victim-
Survivors.pdf

Victorian Law Reform Commission. (2021). Stalking:
Consultation paper. https://www.lawreform.vic.gov.au/
publication/stalking-2/5-criminal-law-responses-to-
stalking/#footnote-144

Victorian Law Reform Commission. (2022). Stalking: Final
report. https://www.lawreform.vic.gov.au/wp-content/
uploads/2022/09/VLRC_Stalking-Final-Report-web.pdf

Viki, G. T., & Abrams, D. (2002). But she was unfaithful:
Benevolent sexism and reactions to rape victims who
violate traditional gender role expectations. Sex Roles, 47(5),
289-293. https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1021342912248

Viswanath, S., & Mullins, L. B. (2021). Gender responsive
budgeting and the COVID-19 pandemic response: A feminist
standpoint. Administrative Theory & Praxis, 43(2), 230-244.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10841806.2020.1814080



https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2020.110467
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2020.110467
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1111/jcom.12341
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1111/jcom.12341
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.21719
https://anrowsdev.wpenginepowered.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/02/12_1.2-Landscapes-ASPIRE-web.pdf
https://anrowsdev.wpenginepowered.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/02/12_1.2-Landscapes-ASPIRE-web.pdf
https://anrowsdev.wpenginepowered.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/02/12_1.2-Landscapes-ASPIRE-web.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12914-018-0184-0
https://doi.org/10.1080/13691058.2019.1670864
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260514556765
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260514556765
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315668109
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315668109
https://www.unaa.org.au/2022/03/31/gender-roles-in-australia/
https://www.unaa.org.au/2022/03/31/gender-roles-in-australia/
https://www.vichealth.vic.gov.au/-/media/ResourceCentre/PublicationsandResources/Physical-activity/Bystander-action-toolkit-resource.pdf?la=en&hash=305E67BC700E4045190078E580309439B7E511BF
https://www.vichealth.vic.gov.au/-/media/ResourceCentre/PublicationsandResources/Physical-activity/Bystander-action-toolkit-resource.pdf?la=en&hash=305E67BC700E4045190078E580309439B7E511BF
https://www.vichealth.vic.gov.au/-/media/ResourceCentre/PublicationsandResources/Physical-activity/Bystander-action-toolkit-resource.pdf?la=en&hash=305E67BC700E4045190078E580309439B7E511BF
https://www.vichealth.vic.gov.au/-/media/ResourceCentre/PublicationsandResources/Physical-activity/Bystander-action-toolkit-resource.pdf?la=en&hash=305E67BC700E4045190078E580309439B7E511BF
https://www.vichealth.vic.gov.au/-/media/ResourceCentre/PublicationsandResources/Physical-activity/Bystander-action-toolkit-resource.pdf?la=en&hash=305E67BC700E4045190078E580309439B7E511BF
https://www.vichealth.vic.gov.au/-/media/ResourceCentre/PublicationsandResources/PVAW/Violence-Against-Women-Research-Overview.pdf
https://www.vichealth.vic.gov.au/-/media/ResourceCentre/PublicationsandResources/PVAW/Violence-Against-Women-Research-Overview.pdf
https://www.vichealth.vic.gov.au/-/media/ResourceCentre/PublicationsandResources/PVAW/Violence-Against-Women-Research-Overview.pdf
https://www.vichealth.vic.gov.au/-/media/ResourceCentre/PublicationsandResources/PVAW/Encountering-Resistance-Gender-Equality.pdf
https://www.vichealth.vic.gov.au/-/media/ResourceCentre/PublicationsandResources/PVAW/Encountering-Resistance-Gender-Equality.pdf
https://www.vichealth.vic.gov.au/-/media/ResourceCentre/PublicationsandResources/PVAW/Encountering-Resistance-Gender-Equality.pdf
https://www.vichealth.vic.gov.au/-/media/ResourceCentre/PublicationsandResources/PVAW/Encountering-Resistance-Gender-Equality.pdf
https://www.vichealth.vic.gov.au/-/media/ResourceCentre/PublicationsandResources/PVAW/Bystander/Bystander_Final-ReportPhase2Trials.pdf?la=en&hash=252829B0D9FFD147690D7FC9FD9907B8D79E3B2D
https://www.vichealth.vic.gov.au/-/media/ResourceCentre/PublicationsandResources/PVAW/Bystander/Bystander_Final-ReportPhase2Trials.pdf?la=en&hash=252829B0D9FFD147690D7FC9FD9907B8D79E3B2D
https://www.vichealth.vic.gov.au/-/media/ResourceCentre/PublicationsandResources/PVAW/Bystander/Bystander_Final-ReportPhase2Trials.pdf?la=en&hash=252829B0D9FFD147690D7FC9FD9907B8D79E3B2D
https://www.vichealth.vic.gov.au/-/media/ResourceCentre/PublicationsandResources/PVAW/Bystander/Bystander_Final-ReportPhase2Trials.pdf?la=en&hash=252829B0D9FFD147690D7FC9FD9907B8D79E3B2D
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-72917-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-72917-6
http://www.vals.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2022/01/Addressing-Coercive-Control-Without-Criminalisation-Avoiding-Blunt-Tools-that-Fail-Victim-Survivors.pdf
http://www.vals.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2022/01/Addressing-Coercive-Control-Without-Criminalisation-Avoiding-Blunt-Tools-that-Fail-Victim-Survivors.pdf
http://www.vals.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2022/01/Addressing-Coercive-Control-Without-Criminalisation-Avoiding-Blunt-Tools-that-Fail-Victim-Survivors.pdf
http://www.vals.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2022/01/Addressing-Coercive-Control-Without-Criminalisation-Avoiding-Blunt-Tools-that-Fail-Victim-Survivors.pdf
https://www.lawreform.vic.gov.au/wp-content/uploads/2022/09/VLRC_Stalking-Final-Report-web.pdf
https://www.lawreform.vic.gov.au/wp-content/uploads/2022/09/VLRC_Stalking-Final-Report-web.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1021342912248
https://doi.org/10.1080/10841806.2020.1814080

Volpato, K. (2018). Women and retirement savings: Why do
women have less than half? Equity, 32(3), 4-5. https://doi.
org/10.3316/informit.443438841009364

von Sikorski, C., & Saumer, M. (2021). Sexual harassment in
politics: News about victims’ delayed sexual harassment
accusations and effects on victim blaming: A mediation
model. Mass Communication and Society, 24(2), 259-287.
https://doi.org/10.1080/15205436.2020.1769136

Wagner, J., Jones, S., Tsaroucha, A., & Cumbers, H. (2019).
Intergenerational transmission of domestic violence:
Practitioners’ perceptions and experiences of working with
adult victims and perpetrators in the UK. Child Abuse Review,
28(1), 39-51. https://doi.org/10.1002/car.2541

Wahid, A., Hemat, M. O., & Corboz, J. (2018). The relationship
between children’s violence-supportive attitudes and
experience of violence victimisation and perpetration
in Afghanistan. Injury Prevention, 24, A123. https://doi.
org/10.1136/injuryprevention-2018-safety.341

Wakatama, G. (2022, May 3). Housing pressure on Hunter
region’s domestic violence services puts Labor, Coalition on
notice. ABC News. https://www.abc.net.au/news/2022-05-
03/plea-to-federal-politics-on-housing-domestic-violence-
crisis/101033304

Walker, L. (1979). The battered women. Harper and Row
Publishers, Inc.

Wall, L., & Tarczon, C. (2013). True or false? The contested terrain
of false allegations. Australian Centre for the Study of Sexual
Assault. https://aifs.gov.au/publications/true-or-false-
contested-terrain-false-allegations

Walter, B., & Chung, D. (2020). How practitioners respond to
men’s use of intimate partner violence in rural areas. Rural
Society, 29(2), 100-115. https://doi.org/10.1080/10371656.2
020.1809785

Walter, M. (2016). Social exclusion/inclusion for urban
Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander people. Social
Inclusion, 4(1), 68-76. https://doi.org/10.17645/si.v4i1.443

Wamboldt, A., Khan, S. R., Mellins, C. A., & Hirsch, J. S. (2019).
Friends, strangers, and bystanders: Informal practices
of sexual assault intervention. Global Public Health, 14(1),
53-64. https://doi.org/10.1080/17441692.2018.1472290

Warburton, W., & Braunstein, D. (2012). Growing up fast and
furious: Reviewing the impacts of violent and sexualised media
on children. Federation Press.

Ward, L. M., Seabrook, R. C., Grower, P., Giaccardi, S., &
Lippman, J. R. (2018). Sexual object or sexual subject?
Media use, self-sexualization, and sexual agency among
undergraduate women. Psychology of Women Quarterly,
42(1), 29-43. https://doi.org/10.1177/0361684317737940

Ward, N. (2021). Joint Select Committee on Coercive Control:
Coercive control in domestic relationships. New South Wales
Parliamentary Library. https://www.parliament.nsw.gov.
au/ladocs/inquiries/2626/Report%20-%20coercive%20
control%20in%20domestic%20relationships.pdf

Warren, S., & McAuliffe, D. (2021). Homelessness and domestic
and family violence in Queensland mining communities:
The experiences of women and families accessing safe and
affordable housing. Extractive Industries and Society, 8(4),
100974. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.exis.2021.100974

Watego, C. (2021). Another day in the colony. University
of Queensland Press. https://books.google.com.au/
books?id=X_FDEAAAQBA|

Watego, C., Macoun, A., Singh, D., & Strakosch, E. (2021, July 6).
Carceral feminism and coercive control: when Indigenous
women aren't seen as ideal victims, witnesses or women.
The Conversation. https://theconversation.com/carceral-
feminism-and-coercive-control-when-indigenous-women-
arent-seen-as-ideal-victims-witnesses-or-women-161091

Waterhouse, G. F., Reynolds, A., & Egan, V. (2016). Myths
and legends: The reality of rape offences reported to a
UK police force. European Journal of Psychology Applied
to Legal Context, 8(1), 1-10. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.

ejpal.2015.04.001

Weatherburn, D. (2011). Personal stress, financial stress
and violence against women. Crime & Justice Bulletin
Contemporary Issues in Crime and Justice, 151, 1-12. https://
www.bocsar.nsw.gov.au/Publications/C)B/cjb151.pdf

Weber, S., Appel, M., Steffens, M. C., & Hirschhauser, V. (2020).
Just a joke? Can sexist comedy harm women'’s cognitive
performance? Psychology of Aesthetics, Creativity, and the
Arts. Advance online publication. https://doi.org/10.1037/
aca0000369

Webster, K., Diemer, K., Honey, N., Mannix, S., Mickle, J.,
Morgan, J., Parkes, A., Politoff, V., Powell, A., Stubbs, J., &
Ward, A. (2018a). Australians’ attitudes to violence against
women and gender equality. Findings from the 2017 National
Community Attitudes towards Violence against Women
Survey (NCAS) (Research report, Issue 03/2018). ANROWS.
https://anrowsdev.wpenginepowered.com/wp-content/
uploads/2019/e10/anr001-NCAS-report-WEB-1019.pdf

333


https://doi.org/10.3316/informit.443438841009364
https://doi.org/10.3316/informit.443438841009364
https://doi.org/10.1080/15205436.2020.1769136
https://doi.org/10.1002/car.2541
https://doi.org/10.1136/injuryprevention-2018-safety.341
https://doi.org/10.1136/injuryprevention-2018-safety.341
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2022-05-03/plea-to-federal-politics-on-housing-domestic-violence-crisis/101033304
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2022-05-03/plea-to-federal-politics-on-housing-domestic-violence-crisis/101033304
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2022-05-03/plea-to-federal-politics-on-housing-domestic-violence-crisis/101033304
https://aifs.gov.au/publications/true-or-false-contested-terrain-false-allegations
https://aifs.gov.au/publications/true-or-false-contested-terrain-false-allegations
https://doi.org/10.1080/10371656.2020.1809785
https://doi.org/10.1080/10371656.2020.1809785
https://doi.org/10.17645/si.v4i1.443
https://doi.org/10.1080/17441692.2018.1472290
https://doi.org/10.1177/0361684317737940
https://www.parliament.nsw.gov.au/ladocs/inquiries/2626/Report%20-%20coercive%20control%20in%20domestic%20relationships.pdf
https://www.parliament.nsw.gov.au/ladocs/inquiries/2626/Report%20-%20coercive%20control%20in%20domestic%20relationships.pdf
https://www.parliament.nsw.gov.au/ladocs/inquiries/2626/Report%20-%20coercive%20control%20in%20domestic%20relationships.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.exis.2021.100974
https://books.google.com.au/books?id=X_FDEAAAQBAJ
https://books.google.com.au/books?id=X_FDEAAAQBAJ
https://theconversation.com/carceral-feminism-and-coercive-control-when-indigenous-women-arent-seen-
https://theconversation.com/carceral-feminism-and-coercive-control-when-indigenous-women-arent-seen-
https://theconversation.com/carceral-feminism-and-coercive-control-when-indigenous-women-arent-seen-
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejpal.2015.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejpal.2015.04.001
https://www.bocsar.nsw.gov.au/Publications/CJB/cjb151.pdf
https://www.bocsar.nsw.gov.au/Publications/CJB/cjb151.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1037/aca0000369
https://doi.org/10.1037/aca0000369
https://anrowsdev.wpenginepowered.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/e10/anr001-NCAS-report-WEB-1019.pdf
https://anrowsdev.wpenginepowered.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/e10/anr001-NCAS-report-WEB-1019.pdf

334

Webster, K., Diemer, K., Honey, N., Mannix, S., Mickle, J.,
Morgan, J., Parkes, A., Politoff, V., Powell, A., Stubbs, J., &
Ward, A. (2018b). National Community Attitudes towards
Violence against Women Survey (NCAS): Methodology report
appendices (ANROWS Insights, Issue 13/2018). ANROWS.
https://anrowsdev.wpenginepowered.com/wp-content/
uploads/2019/02/2017_NCAS_Methodology_Report_

Appendicies.1.pdf

Webster, K., Pennay, D., Bricknall, R., Diemer, K., Flood, M.,
Powell, A., Politoff, V., & Ward, A. (2014). Australians’
attitudes to violence against women: Full technical report,
findings from the 2013 National Community Attitudes towards
Violence against Women Survey (NCAS). Victorian Health
Promotion Foundation. https://www.vichealth.vic.gov.
au/-/media/ResourceCentre/PublicationsandResources/
PVAW/NCAS/NCAS-TechnicalReport_2014.
pdf?la=en&hash=DB24636BA46344D102
BE775CDB14EQA5F176F072

Webster, K., Ward, A., Diemer, K., Flood, M., Honey, N., Morgan,
J., Politof, V., Powell, A., & Stubbs, J. (2021). How are
gender inequality and violence against women related?
Findings from a population-level community attitudes
survey. Australian Journal of Social Issues, 56(4), 374-392.
https://doi.org/10.1002/ajs4.158

Weiser, D. A. (2017). Confronting myths about sexual assault:
A feminist analysis of the false report literature Family
Relations, 66(1), 46-60.

Weiss, K. G. (2013). “You just don't report that kind of stuff":
Investigating teens’ ambivalence toward peer-perpetrated,
unwanted sexual incidents. Violence and Victims, 28(2),
288-302. https://doi.org/10.1891/0886-6708.11-061

Weldon, C., & Kerr, A. (2020). Escaping family violence: How
the justice system is failing Aboriginal women. Precedent
(159), 16. https://search.informit.org/
documentSummary;dn=344244162621697;res=IELAPA

Wendt, S., Chung, D., Elder, A., Hendrick, A., & Hartwig,
A. (2017). Seeking help for domestic and family violence:
Exploring regional, rural, and remote women's coping
experiences: Final report. ANROWS. https://anrowsdev.
wpenginepowered.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/02/
RP.14.04_RWR_Horizons-FINAL-1709.pdf

Wesselmann, E. D., Dvir, M., Kelly, J. R., & Pryor, J. B. (2021). The
effects of sexual harassment, assault, and objectification
on the self. Self and Identity, 20(7), 841-844. https://doi.org/

White, J. W., & Geffner, R. (2022). Fundamentals of
understanding interpersonal violence and abuse. In R.
Geffner, J. W. White, L. K. Hamberger, A. Rosenbaum, V.
Vaughan-Eden, & V. . Vieth (Eds.), Handbook of interpersonal
violence and abuse across the lifespan: A project of the
National Partnership to End Interpersonal Violence Across
the Lifespan (NPEIV) (pp. 3-26). Springer International
Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-89999-2_303

Whiting, J. B., Pickens, J. C., Sagers, A. L., PettyJohn,
M., & Davies, B. (2020). Trauma, social media, and
#WhyIDidntReport: An analysis of Twitter posts about
reluctance to report sexual assault. Journal of Marital and
Family Therapy, 47(3), 479-766. https://doi.org/10.1111/

jmft.12470

Whittle, J., Elder-Vass, D., & Lumsden, K. (2019). “There's a
bit of banter”: How male teenagers “do boy" on social
networking sites. In K. Lumsden & E. Harmer (Eds.), Online
othering: Exploring digital violence and discrimination on
the web (pp. 165-186). Springer International Publishing.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-12633-9_7

Williams, B. (2017). A gendered media analysis of the prime
ministerial ascension of Gillard and Turnbull: He's “taken
back the reins” and she’s “a backstabbing” murderer.
Australian Journal of Political Science, 52(4), 550-564. https://
doi.org/10.1080/10361146.2017.1374347

Williams, B. (2020a). Inside the toxic sexist culture of
Australia’s political bubble. Australian Institute of
International Affairs. https://www.internationalaffairs.org.
au/australianoutlook/inside-the-toxic-sexist-culture-of-
australias-political-bubble/

Williams, B. (2020b). It's a man's world at the top: Gendered
media representations of Julia Gillard and Helen Clark.
Feminist Media Studies, 22(4) 1-20. https://doi.org/10.1080/1
4680777.2020.1842482

Willie, T. C., Khondkaryan, E., Callands, T., & Kershaw, T.
(2018). “Think like a man”: How sexual cultural scripting
and masculinity influence changes in men’s use of intimate
partner violence. American Journal Of Community Psychology,
61(1-2), 240-250. https://doi.org/10.1002/ajcp.12224

Willis, M., & Jozkowski, K. N. (2018). Barriers to the success of
affirmative consent initiatives: An application of the social
ecological model. American Journal of Sexuality Education,
13(3), 324-336. https://doi.org/10.1080/15546128.2018.144
3300

10.1080/15298868.2021.1882551

Wilson, I. M., Graham, K., & Taft, A. (2017). Living the cycle
of drinking and violence: A qualitative study of women'’s
experience of alcohol-related intimate partner violence.
Drug and Alcohol Review, 36(1), 115-124. https://doi.
org/10.1111/dar.12405



https://anrowsdev.wpenginepowered.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/02/2017_NCAS_Methodology_Report_Appendicies.1.pdf
https://anrowsdev.wpenginepowered.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/02/2017_NCAS_Methodology_Report_Appendicies.1.pdf
https://anrowsdev.wpenginepowered.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/02/2017_NCAS_Methodology_Report_Appendicies.1.pdf
https://www.vichealth.vic.gov.au/-/media/ResourceCentre/PublicationsandResources/PVAW/NCAS/NCAS-TechnicalReport_2014.pdf?la=en&hash=DB24636BA46344D102BE775CDB14E0A5F176F072
https://www.vichealth.vic.gov.au/-/media/ResourceCentre/PublicationsandResources/PVAW/NCAS/NCAS-TechnicalReport_2014.pdf?la=en&hash=DB24636BA46344D102BE775CDB14E0A5F176F072
https://www.vichealth.vic.gov.au/-/media/ResourceCentre/PublicationsandResources/PVAW/NCAS/NCAS-TechnicalReport_2014.pdf?la=en&hash=DB24636BA46344D102BE775CDB14E0A5F176F072
https://www.vichealth.vic.gov.au/-/media/ResourceCentre/PublicationsandResources/PVAW/NCAS/NCAS-TechnicalReport_2014.pdf?la=en&hash=DB24636BA46344D102BE775CDB14E0A5F176F072
https://www.vichealth.vic.gov.au/-/media/ResourceCentre/PublicationsandResources/PVAW/NCAS/NCAS-TechnicalReport_2014.pdf?la=en&hash=DB24636BA46344D102BE775CDB14E0A5F176F072
https://doi.org/10.1002/ajs4.158
https://doi.org/10.1891/0886-6708.11-061
https://search.informit.org/documentSummary;dn=344244162621697;res=IELAPA
https://search.informit.org/documentSummary;dn=344244162621697;res=IELAPA
https://anrowsdev.wpenginepowered.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/02/RP.14.04_RWR_Horizons-FINAL-1709.pdf
https://anrowsdev.wpenginepowered.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/02/RP.14.04_RWR_Horizons-FINAL-1709.pdf
https://anrowsdev.wpenginepowered.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/02/RP.14.04_RWR_Horizons-FINAL-1709.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/15298868.2021.1882551
https://doi.org/10.1080/15298868.2021.1882551
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-89999-2_303
https://doi.org/10.1111/jmft.12470
https://doi.org/10.1111/jmft.12470
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-12633-9_7
https://doi.org/10.1080/10361146.2017.1374347
https://doi.org/10.1080/10361146.2017.1374347
https://www.internationalaffairs.org.au/australianoutlook/inside-the-toxic-sexist-culture-of-australias-political-bubble/
https://www.internationalaffairs.org.au/australianoutlook/inside-the-toxic-sexist-culture-of-australias-political-bubble/
https://www.internationalaffairs.org.au/australianoutlook/inside-the-toxic-sexist-culture-of-australias-political-bubble/
https://doi.org/10.1080/14680777.2020.1842482
https://doi.org/10.1080/14680777.2020.1842482
https://doi.org/10.1002/ajcp.12224
https://doi.org/10.1080/15546128.2018.1443300
https://doi.org/10.1080/15546128.2018.1443300
https://doi.org/10.1111/dar.12405
https://doi.org/10.1111/dar.12405

Wilson, L. C., Truex, H. R., Murphy-Neilson, M. C., Kunaniec,
K. P., Pamlanye, J. T., & Reed, R. A. (2021). How female
disclosure recipients react to women survivors: The impact
of rape acknowledgment and rejection of rape myths. Sex
Roles, 84(5), 337-346. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-020-
01169-3

Wirtz, A. L., Poteat, T. C., Malik, M., & Glass, N. (2018).
Gender-based violence against transgender people in
the United States: A call for research and programming.
Trauma, Violence, & Abuse, 21(2), 227-241. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1524838018757749

Wolfert, C., Rohde, V., Mielke, D., & Hernandez-Duran, S.
(2019). Female neurosurgeons in Europe - On a prevailing
glass ceiling. World Neurosurgery, 129, 460-466. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.wneu.2019.05.137

Women's Agenda. (2021, June 18). Sarah Hanson-Young's
defamation battle against Leyonhjelm finally ends. Women'’s
Agenda. https://womensagenda.com.au/latest/sarah-
hanson-youngs-defamation-battle-against-leyonhjelm-

finally-ends/

Wood, D., Griffiths, K., & Crowley, T. (2021). Women's work:
The impact of the COVID crisis on Australian women.
Grattan Institute. https://grattan.edu.au/wp-content/
uploads/2021/03/Womens-work-Grattan-Institute-report.

pdf

Woodlock, D., Bentley, K., Schulze, D., Mahoney, N., Chung, D.,
& Pracilio, A. (2020). Second national survey of technology
abuse and domestic violence in Australia. WESNET. https://
wesnet.org.au/wp-content/uploads/sites/3/2020/11/
Wesnet-2020-2nd-National-Survey-Report-72pp-A4-FINAL.

pdf

Woodlock, D., McKenzie, M., Western, D., & Harris, B. (2020).
Technology as a weapon in domestic violence: Responding
to digital coercive control. Australian Social Work, 73(3),
368-380. https://doi.org/10.1080/0312407X.2019.1607510

Woodlock, D., Salter, M., Dragiewicz, M., & Harris, B.
(2022). “Living in the darkness”: Technology-facilitated
coercive control, disenfranchised grief, and institutional
betrayal. Violence Against Women, Online first. https://doi.
org/10.1177/10778012221114920

Workplace Gender Equality Agency. (2019). Gender strategy
toolkit. Australian Government. https://www.wgea.gov.au/
tools/gender-strategy-toolkit

Workplace Gender Equality Agency. (2022a). Australia’s
gender equality scorecard - February 2022: Key results from
the Workplace Gender Equality Agency’s 2020-21 employer
census. https://apo.org.au/sites/default/files/resource-
files/2022-02/apo-nid316412.pdf

Workplace Gender Equality Agency. (2022b). Wages and ages:
Mapping the gender pay gap by age. https://www.wgea.gov.
au/publications/wages-and-ages

World Health Organization. (2011). Gender mainstreaming
for health managers: A practical approach: Participant’s
notes. https://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/
handle/10665/44516/9789241501064_eng.
pdf?sequence=2&isAllowed=y

World Health Organization. (2013). Global and regional
estimates of violence against women: Prevalence and
health effects of intimate partner violence and non-partner
sexual violence. https://www.who.int/publications/i/
item/9789241564625

World Health Organization. (2019). Violence against women:
Intimate partner and sexual violence against women: Evidence
brief (No. WHO/RHR/19.16). https://apps.who.int/iris/
bitstream/handle/10665/329889/WHO-RHR-19.16-eng.pdf

World Health Organization. (2021a). Violence against women
prevalence estimates, 2018 - Global fact sheet. https://www.
who.int/publications/i/item/WHO-SRH-21.6

World Health Organization. (2021b). Violence against women
prevalence estimates, 2018: Global, regional and national
prevalence estimates for intimate partner violence against
women and global and regional prevalence estimates
for non-partner sexual violence against women. United
Nations Inter-Agency Working Group on Violence Against
Women Estimation and Data. https://apps.who.int/iris/
bitstream/handle/10665/341337/9789240022256-eng.

pdf?sequence=1

World Health Organization. (2022a). Abuse of older people.
https://www.who.int/news-room/fact-sheets/detail/abuse-

of-older-people

World Health Organization. (2022b). Female genital mutilation.
https://www.who.int/en/news-room/fact-sheets/detail/
female-genital-mutilation

World Health Organization. (2022c). Gender and health. https://
www.who.int/health-topics/gender#tab=tab_1

Worthen, M. G. F., & Wallace, S. A. (2017). Intersectionality and
perceptions about sexual assault education and reporting
on college campuses. Family Relations, 66(1), 180-196.
https://doi.org/10.1111/fare.12240

Worthington, B., & Snape, J. (2021, 16 March). Female Labor
staffers detail allegations of aggressive behaviour and
sexual harassment. ABC News online. https://www.abc.net.
au/news/2021-03-15/labor-sexual-harass-female-staffers-
facebook-women-allegations/13247810

335


https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-020-01169-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-020-01169-3
https://doi.org/10.1177/1524838018757749
https://doi.org/10.1177/1524838018757749
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wneu.2019.05.137
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wneu.2019.05.137
https://womensagenda.com.au/latest/sarah-hanson-youngs-defamation-battle-against-leyonhjelm-finally-ends/
https://womensagenda.com.au/latest/sarah-hanson-youngs-defamation-battle-against-leyonhjelm-finally-ends/
https://womensagenda.com.au/latest/sarah-hanson-youngs-defamation-battle-against-leyonhjelm-finally-ends/
https://grattan.edu.au/wp-content/uploads/2021/03/Womens-work-Grattan-Institute-report.pdf
https://grattan.edu.au/wp-content/uploads/2021/03/Womens-work-Grattan-Institute-report.pdf
https://grattan.edu.au/wp-content/uploads/2021/03/Womens-work-Grattan-Institute-report.pdf
https://wesnet.org.au/wp-content/uploads/sites/3/2020/11/Wesnet-2020-2nd-National-Survey-Report-72pp
https://wesnet.org.au/wp-content/uploads/sites/3/2020/11/Wesnet-2020-2nd-National-Survey-Report-72pp
https://wesnet.org.au/wp-content/uploads/sites/3/2020/11/Wesnet-2020-2nd-National-Survey-Report-72pp
https://wesnet.org.au/wp-content/uploads/sites/3/2020/11/Wesnet-2020-2nd-National-Survey-Report-72pp
https://doi.org/10.1080/0312407X.2019.1607510
https://doi.org/10.1177/10778012221114920
https://doi.org/10.1177/10778012221114920
https://www.wgea.gov.au/tools/gender-strategy-toolkit
https://www.wgea.gov.au/tools/gender-strategy-toolkit
https://apo.org.au/sites/default/files/resource-files/2022-02/apo-nid316412.pdf
https://apo.org.au/sites/default/files/resource-files/2022-02/apo-nid316412.pdf
https://www.wgea.gov.au/publications/wages-and-ages
https://www.wgea.gov.au/publications/wages-and-ages
https://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/handle/10665/44516/9789241501064_eng.pdf?sequence=2&isAllowed=y
https://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/handle/10665/44516/9789241501064_eng.pdf?sequence=2&isAllowed=y
https://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/handle/10665/44516/9789241501064_eng.pdf?sequence=2&isAllowed=y
https://www.who.int/publications/i/item/9789241564625
https://www.who.int/publications/i/item/9789241564625
https://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/handle/10665/329889/WHO-RHR-19.16-eng.pdf
https://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/handle/10665/329889/WHO-RHR-19.16-eng.pdf
https://www.who.int/publications/i/item/WHO-SRH-21.6
https://www.who.int/publications/i/item/WHO-SRH-21.6
https://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/handle/10665/341337/9789240022256-eng.pdf?sequence=1
https://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/handle/10665/341337/9789240022256-eng.pdf?sequence=1
https://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/handle/10665/341337/9789240022256-eng.pdf?sequence=1
https://www.who.int/news-room/fact-sheets/detail/abuse-of-older-people
https://www.who.int/news-room/fact-sheets/detail/abuse-of-older-people
https://www.who.int/en/news-room/fact-sheets/detail/female-genital-mutilation
https://www.who.int/en/news-room/fact-sheets/detail/female-genital-mutilation
https://doi.org/10.1111/fare.12240
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2021-03-15/labor-sexual-harass-female-staffers-facebook-women-allegations/13247810
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2021-03-15/labor-sexual-harass-female-staffers-facebook-women-allegations/13247810
https://www.abc.net.au/news/2021-03-15/labor-sexual-harass-female-staffers-facebook-women-allegations/13247810

336

Woulfe, J. M., & Goodman, L. A. (2018). Identity abuse
as a tactic of violence in LGBTQ communities: Initial
validation of the identity abuse measure. Journal of
Interpersonal Violence, 36(5-6), 2656-2676. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0886260518760018

Wright, P.J., Arroyo, A., & Bae, S. (2015). An experimental
analysis of young women'’s attitude toward the male
gaze following exposure to centerfold images of varying

explicitness. Communication Reports, 28(1), 1-11. https://doi.

Zehnter, M. K., Manzi, F.,, Shrout, P. E., & Heilman, M. E. (2021).

Belief in sexism shift: Defining a new form of contemporary
sexism and introducing the belief in sexism shift scale (BSS

scale). PLoS One, 16(3), e0248374. https://doi.org/10.1371/
journal.pone.0248374

Zhang, H. (2020). The influence of the ongoing COVID-19
pandemic on family violence in China. Journal of Family
Violence, 37, 733-743. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-020-
00196-8

org/10.1080/08934215.2014.915048

Wright, P.]., & Tokunaga, R. S. (2016). Men'’s objectifying media
consumption, objectification of women, and attitudes
supportive of violence against women. Archives of Sexual
Behavior, 45(4), 955-964. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-
015-0644-8

Wright, P.]., Tokunaga, R. S., & Kraus, A. (2015). A meta-
analysis of pornography consumption and actual acts of
sexual aggression in general population studies. Journal
of Communication, 66(1), 183-205. https://doi.org/10.1111/

jcom.12201

Xenos, S., & Smith, D. (2016). Perceptions of rape and sexual
assault among Australian adolescents and young adults.
Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 16(11), 1103-1119. https://
doi.org/10.1177/088626001016011001

Yapp, E.]J., & Quayle, E. (2018). A systematic review of the
association between rape myth acceptance and male-on-
female sexual violence. Aggression and Violent Behavior, 41,
1-19. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2018.05.002

Yeo, H., Choi, Y.]J., Son, E., Cho, H., Yun, S. H., & Lee, J. O.
(2021). Childhood community risk factors on intimate
partner violence perpetration and victimization
among college students. Journal of Interpersonal
Violence, 37(21-22), P20361-NP20385. https://doi.
org/10.1177/08862605211050097

Yoon, E., Cabirou, L., Galvin, S., Hill, L., Daskalova, P., Bhang,
C., Ahmad Mustaffa, E., Dao, A., Thomas, K., & Baltazar, B.
(2020). A meta-analysis of acculturation and enculturation:
Bilinear, multidimensional, and context-dependent
processes. Counseling Psychologist, 48(3), 342-376. https://
doi.org/10.1177/0011000019898583

Yule, K., Hoxmeier, J. C., Petranu, K., & Grych, J. (2020). The
chivalrous bystander: The role of gender-based beliefs and
empathy on bystander behavior and perceived barriers
to intervention. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 37(1-2),
863-888.

Zhou, X. (2020). For better or for worse for females?: A
content analysis of gender-motivated comments on social
media platforms. Proceedings of the 2020 4th International
Seminar on Education, Management and Social Sciences
(ISEMSS 2020), 466, 1192-1199. https://doi.org/10.2991/
assehr.k.200826.248



https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260518760018
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260518760018
https://doi.org/10.1080/08934215.2014.915048
https://doi.org/10.1080/08934215.2014.915048
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-015-0644-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10508-015-0644-8
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1111/jcom.12201
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1111/jcom.12201
https://doi.org/10.1177/088626001016011001
https://doi.org/10.1177/088626001016011001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2018.05.002
https://doi.org/10.1177/08862605211050097
https://doi.org/10.1177/08862605211050097
https://doi.org/10.1177/0011000019898583
https://doi.org/10.1177/0011000019898583
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0248374
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0248374
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-020-00196-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-020-00196-8
https://dx.doi.org/10.2991/assehr.k.200826.248
https://dx.doi.org/10.2991/assehr.k.200826.248

13 Appendix A:
NCAS Panel of Experts
and Advisory Group

13.1 NCAS Panel of Experts

Name Position and organisation

Associate Professor Kristin Diemer Department of Social Work, School of Health Sciences
University of Melbourne

Professor Michael Flood School of Social Justice
Queensland University of Technology

William Milne Director, National Centre for Crime and Justice Statistics
Australian Bureau of Statistics

Professor Jenny Morgan Melbourne Law School
University of Melbourne

Professor Anastasia Powell Criminology and Justice Studies
RMIT University

Honorary Professor Julie Stubbs Faculty of Law and Justice
UNSW Sydney

Distinguished Professor Maggie Walter  School of Social Sciences, College of Arts, Law and Education
University of Tasmania
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13.2 NCAS Advisory Group
and other stakeholder advisors

Organisation

Australian Human Rights Commission Sex Discrimination Commissioner

Department of Social Services
Australian Government

Domestic Violence NSW
eSafety Commissioner

Family Safety Secretariat, Department of Communities Tasmania
Tasmanian Government

Family Safety Victoria

Department of Families, Fairness and Housing

Victoria State Government

Harmony Alliance: Migrant and Refugee Women for Change
Healing Foundation

LGBTIQ+ Health Australia

No to Violence

Office of Domestic, Family and Sexual Violence Reduction,
Department of Territory Families, Housing and Communities
Northern Territory Government

Office for Prevention of Family and Domestic Violence
Department of Communities

Government of Western Australia

Office for Women and Violence Prevention,

Department of Justice and Attorney-General

Queensland Government

Office for Women

Department of Human Services

Government of South Australia

Office of the Coordinator-General for Family Safety

(now known as Domestic, Family and Sexual Violence Office)
Australian Capital Territory Government

Our Watch

People with Disability Australia

Jurisdiction

Australia

Australia

New South Wales
Australia

Tasmania

Victoria

Australia

Australia

Australia

Australia

Northern Territory

Western Australia

Queensland

South Australia

Australian Capital

Territory

Australia

Australia



Organisation

R4Respect (YFS Ltd)
Respect Victoria
WESNET

Women, Family and Community Safety Directorate
Department of Communities and Justice
New South Wales Government

Women NSW
Department of Premier & Cabinet
New South Wales Government

Jurisdiction

Queensland
Victoria
Australia

New South Wales

New South Wales
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