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Family violence is one of the most prevalent crime types 
in Australia (State of Victoria 2016), with significant social 
and economic costs to the victim and the wider community 
(Department of Justice 2012; KPMG 2016). Developing more 
effective responses to family violence is a priority for all levels 
of government, as indicated by the National Plan to Reduce 
Violence against Women and their Children (Council of 
Australian Governments 2011) and various state and territory 
strategies. These plans have a specific focus on perpetrator 
intervention programs.

While these programs have primarily targeted adults 
(particularly men who are violent towards their intimate 
partners), research shows that children and young people 
also use violence against their family members, including 
their parents, carers and siblings. Although the prevalence 
of adolescent family violence (AFV) has proven difficult to 
measure (Coogan 2011; Moulds et al. 2016; Walsh & Krienert 
2007), studies have estimated that between seven and 13 
percent of families experience AFV (Routt & Anderson 2011). 
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Meanwhile, between April 2018 and March 2019, one in 10 individuals who were reported to Victoria 
Police for incidents of family violence were 10–19 years old (figures include intimate partner violence; 
Crime Statistics Agency 2019). 

Adolescent family violence can have a significant impact on affected family members (Ackard, 
Eisenberg & Neumark-Sztainer 2007; Day & Bazemore 2011; Edenborough et al. 2008; Fitz-
Gibbon, Elliott & Maher 2018) and the young people as well (Fitz-Gibbon, Elliott & Maher 2018; 
Freeman 2018). Critically, there is some evidence that AFV may contribute to the development—or 
escalation—of violent behaviours later in adulthood (Fitz-Gibbon, Elliott & Maher 2018; Foshee et al. 
2005; Noland et al. 2004; Simmons et al. 2018; Ulman & Straus 2003; Vagi et al. 2013).

Despite emerging research noting similarities between the offending and reoffending patterns of 
young people and adults reported for family violence (see Boxall & Morgan 2020), there are unique 
dimensions associated with AFV which mean that programs and interventions aimed at adult 
offenders may not be appropriate or effective (Moulds et al. 2019). For example, in family violence 
situations involving an adult, the removal of the perpetrator from the household may, in some cases, 
help to reduce violence. However, because the young person may be legally dependent on the victim 
of their abuse, removal may not be feasible or appropriate (Savvas & Jeronimus 2017). 

Further, interventions that are designed to deter adult offending behaviour may not be effective 
with young people. Adolescence is a period of rapid brain development, meaning young people can 
exhibit risk taking behaviour and low impulse control (Steinberg 2005). In addition, while there is an 
emphasis on holding offenders accountable for their behaviour through legal sanctions and behaviour 
change programs (Sentencing Advisory Council 2017), contact with the criminal justice system may 
cause more harm than good for young people (Savvas & Jeronimus 2017).

Despite recognition that young people who use family violence require a specialised response, 
programs for this group are relatively uncommon (Department of Justice 2012: 74; Hong et al. 2012; 
No to Violence 2012; State of Victoria 2016). Better known programs that have been implemented 
include Non-Violent Resistance (Weinblatt & Omer 2008), Step Up (Correll 2004) and the KIND 
Program (Moulds et al. 2019). Although evaluation has been limited, there is evidence that some AFV 
programs have been effective in improving parenting and reducing self-reported and parent-reported 
violent behaviour (Correll 2004, Moulds et al. 2019; Weinblatt & Omer 2008). Given calls by the Royal 
Commission into Family Violence for the expansion of therapeutic diversion programs to reduce AFV 
(State of Victoria 2016), building a more robust evidence base remains vital. 

Adolescent Family Violence Program
The Adolescent Family Violence Program (AFVP) is an intensive case management program that aims to:

 • promote positive parent–adolescent relationships and attachment; 

 • promote the stability of young people who are at risk of a range of negative consequences as a 
result of their use of violence and other co-occurring issues;

 • strengthen parenting capacity;

 • strengthen the young person’s emotional wellbeing, communication and problem-solving skills; and

 • increase the safety of all family members by preventing the escalation of adolescent family violence.
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The program is targeted at young people and their families living in three local government areas—
the City of Ballarat, the City of Greater Geelong, and Frankston. The eligibility criteria for the program 
are broad. To participate, young people must:

 • be 12–17 years old;

 • reside in one of the three program catchment areas;

 • have engaged in violence towards their family members; and

 • consent to participate in the program.

Importantly, the AFV experienced by family members does not have to have been reported to police 
in order for the young person to participate. 

Priority for engagement in the program is given to young people with a sole female parent or carer, 
Indigenous people and people with younger siblings. These priority groups were selected because 
research shows they are over-represented among victims of family violence (Agnew & Huguley 1989; 
Bobic 2002; Eckstein 2004; Gallagher 2004; Paulson, Coombs & Landsverk 1990; Walsh & Krienert 
2007). 

When the evaluation was conducted, the AFVP comprised two core components—intensive family 
case management, and voluntary group work. Intensive case management involved the young 
person, their parents/carers and other family members meeting at regular intervals (typically weekly) 
with a support worker. This support worker was responsible for identifying their risks and needs 
and developing action and safety plans with the young person and their family. Case managers also 
supported the young people to participate in different activities and referred them to alternative 
services as required (eg substance abuse treatment). Case management processes were underpinned 
by the Victorian Government’s Best Interests Case Planning Model (Department of Human Services 
2012) and family violence risk assessment and safety planning principles. Case management 
processes were guided by a Family Action Plan that was jointly developed by service providers and 
family members. 

Group work activities differed between the three sites, but typically involved young people and 
parents/carers meeting separately in small groups to discuss the violent and abusive behaviours and 
learn skills to reduce and mitigate its impact (eg anger management, time out strategies). Group work 
typically ran for six to 12 weeks depending on the site, and were informed by the Step Up model from 
the United States and/or the Renegotiating Angry and Guilty Emotions model originally developed in 
New South Wales. 

Methodology
In 2014, the Australian Institute of Criminology (AIC) was commissioned by the Victorian Department 
of Health and Human Services to undertake a process and outcome evaluation of the AFVP. This 
paper focuses on the impact of the AFVP in the following areas: parent–adolescent relationships; 
stability of housing and care arrangements for young people; health and wellbeing, communication 
and problem-solving skills of young people; and the occurrence and escalation of AFV.
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The evaluation of the AFVP combined both quantitative and qualitative research methods conducted 
during the evaluation period (August 2014 to October 2015):

 • interviews with young people (n=17) and parents/carers (n=19) from 22 families;

 • analysis of assessment tools administered to parents/carers (n=37) at entry into the program and

 • analysis of data collected by the service providers relating to referrals to the program and the 
characteristics of young people and their families.

A primary source of data was case file information compiled and managed by AFVP case managers for 
33 young people who had participated in and exited the AFVP by the end of the evaluation period. 
This included 24 young people whose exits were planned (regardless of whether they completed 
the program) and nine whose exits were not planned. Case files were predominantly handwritten or 
typed notes completed by case managers as a record of their interactions with the young person and 
their family members, as well as feedback from other service providers engaged with the family (eg 
counsellors and probation officers). This qualitative information was analysed by two researchers in 
accordance with a coding framework developed for this study. Evidence used to assess the impact of 
the program included:

 • the case managers’ own observations (eg ‘I believe that the relationship between the young 
person and their parent or carer has improved’); 

 • changes in behaviours and attitudes recorded between interactions or over time (eg appointment 
1: the young person and parent were fighting a lot; appointment 4: the young person and family 
member were speaking respectfully to one another);

 • changes reported by the young person or family members to the case managers (or third party;  
eg ‘The young person said that they felt closer to their mum’); and

 • discrete events (eg the young person and parent went away on a holiday together for the first time 
in years).

This information was used to make an overall assessment as to whether, relative to their status at 
program entry, the young person and their family had improved, stayed the same, or declined by 
program exit. This means that if the young person or family demonstrated improvement at some 
point during the program but then deteriorated by the exit, they would be coded as having either 
stayed the same or declined. 

The evaluation also analysed data from Victoria Police family violence reports (L17 reports) for a 
sample of young people who were referred to and engaged in the AFVP by Victoria Police, who 
could be observed for a minimum period of 19 weeks from the date of reference L17 incident, and 
who consented to the AIC accessing this information (n=20, intervention group). The comparison 
group comprised young people aged 12–17 years old who had been identified as the offender 
in an L17 report completed by Victoria Police during the period 1 August 2014 to 30 June 2015 
(n=3,900). Young people in the intervention and comparison groups were matched on a number of 
criteria (gender, age, prior charges laid, number of prior L17 reports, level of fear reported by victim, 
assessed likelihood of future reoffending, and duration of violence) using a Mahalanobis distance 
measure (Tabachnick & Fidell 2001). Acceptable matches were found for all 20 young people in the 
intervention group. While the intervention and comparison groups were not matched exactly across 
all variables, bivariate analyses (Fisher’s exact) showed that there were no statistically significantly 
differences between the two groups (see Table A1).
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Limitations
There are some important methodological limitations that need to be considered when reviewing 
the findings described in this paper. These include small sample sizes, the absence of post-program 
data and short follow-up periods. Further, while all families were invited to participate in the 
evaluation, young people or parents/carers who had a positive experience of the AFVP may have 
been more likely to agree to participate. This means that the findings from the interviews and the 
assessment tools may not be representative of all families participating in the program. Critically, 
because of these limitations, we cannot make a definitive statement or assessment as to the impact 
or effectiveness of the AFVP. Rather, this study is exploratory and examines whether there is evidence 
that the AFVP has promise as a strategy for improving the safety of families affected by AFV. 

Findings
Program participants
Between August 2014 and October 2015, 237 young people were referred a total of 270 times to 
the AFVP. The most common source of referrals was Victoria Police (50%, n=132). Eighty-two young 
people consented to participate in the AFVP and the majority went on to participate in the program. 
By the end of the evaluation, 30 young people had completed the program (ie had a planned exit), 
21 had left the program prior to completion (unplanned exit) and 31 were still participating (active 
clients). The mean length of engagement for young people who had exited the program was 24.9 
weeks, but 29.6 weeks for those young people who completed the program. 

Among those young people who engaged in the program:

 • over two-thirds were male (68%, n=56), and the median age was 15 years;

 • over half were from households with a single carer (54%, n=44; the majority of whom were 
female), a quarter (32%, n=26) were from ‘blended’ households (one biological parent/carer and 
one non-biological parent/carer), one in 10 were from a two-parent household (12%, n=10) and 
one (1%) lived with an older sibling;

 • two in three lived in a household with other siblings (68%, n=52);

 • one in 10 identified as Indigenous (n=9, 11%); 

 • four in five had witnessed domestic violence between other family members in their household 
(n=49, 80%; information was unavailable for 21 young people); and

 • there was a high prevalence of co-occurring issues, including school absenteeism, mental health 
issues, substance use (drug and alcohol), and poor relationships with parents.

While all families were referred to the program because they were experiencing AFV, the nature and 
frequency of this violence varied. As shown in Table 1, parents and carers who completed the entry 
assessment reported a range of violent and abusive behaviours had occurred prior to and during the 
early stages of their involvement in the program. Verbal and emotional abuse was more common 
than physical violence.
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Table 1: Frequency of abusive behaviours used by young people and reported by parents/carers,  
last 30 days (n=37) (%)

Not at all Less than 
once a week

Once a week 
or more

Physically abusive behaviours

Threatened their brothers or sistersa 18 30 51

Threatened to hurt youb 37 38 25

Physically hurt their brothers or sistersc 29 47 23

Pushed, grabbed or shoved youd 25 59 16

Threatened a family member with an objectb 40 49 12

Hit a family member with an objecta 52 36 12

Slapped, hit, kicked or punched youb 40 52 9

Emotionally and verbally abusive behaviours

Screamed or yelled at you 3 16 81

Put down you or other family membersd 8 22 69

Called you namesd 11 25 63

Tried to get you to do something by intimidating youc 24 21 55

Demanded that you or family members did what they want 16 30 55

Gave you threatening looks or staresd 11 36 53

Threw, hit, kicked or smashed something during an argumentd 8 47 45

Told you that you were a bad parent/carer 24 33 43

Said things to scare you 30 38 33
a: Excludes 4 parents/carers who did not answer this question

b: Excludes 2 parents/carers who did not answer this question

c: Excludes 3 parents/carers who did not answer this question

d: Excludes 1 parent/carer who did not answer this question

Source: AIC AFVP Database 2014–2015, [computer file]

Relationships between young people and parents and carers
One of the primary aims of the AFVP was to improve relationships between the young person and 
their parent or carer. This was achieved by improving communication between family members and 
providing families with opportunities for respite and to spend positive and non-violent time together 
(eg on outings). Several young people reported during interviews that they were getting along better 
with their parents or carers and their siblings as a result of the program and thought that their family 
was happier. Parents and carers reported similar benefits, with some saying that they were no longer 
‘walking on eggshells’ around the young person and were more relaxed. One female parent/carer 
reflected that ‘[Young person] is still up and down with her little sister, but is more relaxed…and more 
patient’, while another stated that as a result of the program, ‘We are able to live together happily.’ 

Family interviews were supported by the case file analysis, which showed that in more than half of 
all matters (57%, n=17), the young person’s relationship with their parents and carers had improved 
by program exit (Figure 1). There was no change in the relationship between young people and their 
parents or carers in a further seven matters (23%). 
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The relationship between the young person and other family members (including siblings and 
grandparents) improved in 31 percent of matters (n=8), while there was no observable change in  
54 percent (n=14) of matters. Importantly, despite the severity of the violence and that many families 
were in crisis at the time of referral, relatively few young people showed signs of further deterioration 
in the relationship with their parents and carers (20%) and other family (15%). Some of these young 
people exited the program early because the severity of the issues experienced by the young person 
and family meant they were unsuitable for the program.

a: Excludes 3 case files for which this information was missing

b: Excludes 7 case files for which this information was missing

Note: Indicators of improved relationships within the case files included the young person attending family events without incident, the young person 
participating in activities with their siblings and the parents reporting that they had been spending more ‘quality time’ with the young person

Source: AIC AFVP Database 2014–2015

Stability in the lives of young people
Adolescent family violence can have a significant impact on the stability of a young person’s living 
arrangements. Critically, during interviews, many of the parents and carers reported that at program 
entry they were seriously considering or had actively sought out alternative living arrangements for 
the young person as a strategy for keeping themselves safe.

The analysis of the case files found that in most situations, the living arrangements of young people 
remained unchanged at program exit (Figure 2). Eighty-six percent of young people (n=25) who were 
living with their primary carer at program entry were still living with them at exit. Given the high 
rates of violence between parents and carers and young people, and changes to living arrangements 
contemplated by parents and carers at program entry, it is possible that the program prevented the 
escalation of violence during a period of high stress and conflict and supported families so that young 
people could remain at home safely.
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members, at program exit (%)



Trends & issues in crime and criminal justice
Australian Institute of Criminology

8No. 601 September 2020

The living arrangements of six young people did change. While it is unclear whether these changes 
were positive or negative without fully understanding the dynamics between family members, 
three were living with a family member at program exit. Stakeholders generally agreed that family 
placements were more stable than non-family placements and were preferred for this reason. The 
views of stakeholders are supported by a large body of research which has found that non-family 
placements are less stable (Rubin et al. 2008) and are associated with a range of negative experiences 
for young people, including disengagement from school (Pecora et al. 2006), the development/
exacerbation of mental health issues (Zlotnick, Tam & Soman 2012), and problem behaviours 
(Lawrence, Carlson & Egeland 2006; Rubin, Downes & O’Reilly 2008). 

Note: Excludes 1 case file for which this information was missing at exit

Source: AIC AFVP Database 2014–2015 [computer file]

Another important focus of the AFVP was improving young people’s engagement in school and the 
employability of participants old enough to work. The analysis of case file data found evidence that 
engagement in school—reflected in increased school attendance, more positive attitudes towards 
school, improvement in completion of homework tasks and assessments—improved in 37 percent of 
cases, and remained stable in another 50 percent of cases (Figure 3). The employment prospects of 
young people improved in 62 percent of cases for which this was a relevant goal (ie the young person 
was old enough to have a job; n=8).
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Figure 2: Living arrangements of young people participating in the AFVP at program exit, by living 
arrangements at time of entry (n)
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a: Excludes 3 case files for which this information was not available

b: Excludes 4 case files where this information was not available

Source: AIC AFVP Database 2014–2015 [computer file]

The findings from the case file analysis are supported by the family interviews. For example, one 
female young person reported: ‘I’m more committed to school…what I want from school and what 
I do at school has improved.’ One male parent/carer observed that his child was ‘attending school 
regularly whereas before she was wagging on a regular basis.’ Other parents and carers reported that 
their child had re-enrolled in school, or that the young person’s behaviour at school had improved.

Similarly, two parents reflected on the importance of their son recently obtaining a job:

We are trying to help him have better life skills. It feels like we are slowly getting somewhere…
Getting himself out of bed has been a complete struggle over the last 10 years, so the fact that 
he is going to work is really positive. (Male parent/carer)

Importantly, the AFVP has assisted young people and their families to access other support services. 
Two-thirds (70%, n=21) of all families had a new episode of contact with a support service during 
their involvement with the program, while three in five (61%, n=17) families were engaged with a 
support service at program exit. 

There was less evidence that the AFVP had an impact on the health and wellbeing of young people 
and their families—including substance misuse and mental health. While these issues are best 
addressed through specialist support services, the prevalence of drinking (20% at least 2–3 times 
over last four weeks, as reported by young people), substance use (28%), mental illness and self-
harm (16%) among young people entering the program highlights the importance of interventions to 
address these risk factors for violence. 
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Figure 3: Changes in school engagement and employment prospects, at program exit (%)
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Understanding and managing violent and abusive behaviour 
Most of the parents and carers who were interviewed said the AFVP helped young people to 
understand both the drivers and impact of their violent and abusive behaviour. One female parent/
carer said, ‘I think the program has been a big learning curve for my daughter…having her own her 
behaviour is a huge thing for me,’ while another said her daughter had ‘an increased understanding 
of the behaviours and triggers…[it] feels as though she is much better equipped to handle the 
behaviours now’. 

The program also helped parents and carers to understand the role of their parenting practices in 
both ‘triggering’ and de-escalating the violence and abuse (eg yelling at the young person when they 
did something wrong), as well as environmental stressors (eg familial breakdown, financial issues and 
bullying at school).

There is also evidence that the AFVP helped some families turn this increased understanding and 
knowledge of the young person’s behaviours into strategies. Families who participated in interviews 
reported that they had been able to implement strategies to prevent the young person from 
becoming violent, or at least to minimise the impact of violence when it did occur. This is supported 
by the case file analysis, which found that half of young people (52%; n=15) and parents and carers 
(56%; n=15) improved in their ability to manage the violence and abusive behaviour at program 
exit. As shown in Table 2, a larger number of families who completed the program reported an 
improvement in the ability of young people and parents/carers to manage the young person's violent 
and aggressive behaviours, compared to families who did not complete the program. 

Table 2: Changes in the ability of parents and carers and young people to manage violent and abusive 
behaviours at program exit, by completion status

          Young peoplea             Parents and carersb

 Completers Non-completers Completers Non-completers

 n % n % n % n %

Improved 14 88 1 7 11 79 4 31

Stayed the same 1 6 10 77 2 14 4 31

Declined 1 6 2 15 1 7 5 38

Total 16 13  14 13

a: Excludes 4 case files for which this information was missing

b: Excludes 6 case files for which this information was missing

Note: Percentages may not total 100 due to rounding. Indicators of improved ability to manage the violence included the young person using strategies such as ‘time 
out’ to move away from potentially triggering situations and parents and carers implementing boundaries and responding to the young person’s behaviour differently

Source: AIC AFVP Database 2014–2015 [computer file]

Recurrence and escalation of violent and abusive behaviour
Taken together, the case file analysis, family interviews and analysis of surveys provided some 
evidence of a reduction in both the severity and frequency of violent and abusive behaviour by young 
people while they were participating in the program. Family interviews identified a reduction in the 
seriousness or frequency of violence or aggression in the home, which young people and parents and 
carers attributed to their involvement in the program:
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At first I found it hard to stay out of fights with mum. Even though I still get angry at mum, I’m 
better at controlling it now. (Female young person)

Lots has changed already for me. My mood has been better and my behaviour has improved at 
home. (Male young person)

I have not had to call the police since they have been engaging with the program. There have 
been no violent outbursts and no property damage. (Female parent/carer)

Other parents and carers reported that, although the violence had declined in frequency and severity, 
the young person still behaved aggressively. In these situations the parents and carers said that they 
felt better equipped to deal with it. 

The case file analysis revealed that almost all of the families who completed the program (94%, n=16) 
experienced a reduction in the frequency and severity of self-reported family violence, compared 
with just two families who did not complete the program (Figure 4). Self-reported violence and abuse 
remained stable for 62 percent (n=8) of non-completers, and worsened in three cases (23%). 

Note: Excludes 3 case files where this information was not available

Source: AIC AFVP Database 2014–2015 [computer file]

However, analysis of L17 apprehension data found no difference in the prevalence of reoffending 
between the intervention group (n=9, 45%) and matched comparison group (n=6, 30%) (χ2(1)=0.96, 
p=0.327; Table 3). Young people who participated in the AFVP were no more or less likely to have 
further contact with police for a family violence matter while they were in the program than young 
people in the matched comparison group who were followed for an equivalent period.
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Figure 4: Changes in the frequency and severity of violence and abusive behaviour at program exit, by 
completion status (%)
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Table 3: Prevalence of reoffending 
                             Reoffended                            Did not reoffend

n % n %
Intervention group 9 45 11 55
Comparison group 6 30 14 70

Source: AIC AFVP Database 2014–2015 [computer file]

Discussion
The findings from this evaluation, and particularly the high rates of violence reported by family 
members, provide further evidence of the importance of a specialist, therapeutic response to AFV 
(State of Victoria 2016). Intergenerational family violence was common among program participants, 
reinforcing the need to break the cycle of violence experienced by these families (Coogan 2011; Hong 
et al. 2012; Routt & Anderson 2011). At the same time, the many co-occurring risk factors present 
among young people referred to the AFVP highlight the complex task confronting service providers 
delivering specialist interventions to reduce AFV.

Overall, the evaluation revealed that many of the young people and their families benefited from the 
program in certain ways. Relationships between family members showed clear improvements. Most 
young people who participated in the program were living with their parents and carers at program 
exit. This is significant, given that many parents and carers reported that at program entry they had 
been exploring alternative living arrangements for their children because of the violence, and given 
the evidence showing the range of negative outcomes experienced by young people in foster care 
placements relative to family placements (Lawrence, Carlson & Egeland 2006; Pecora et al. 2006; 
Zlotnick, Tam & Soman 2012).

Parents and carers who participated in the AFVP also felt more confident and better able to manage 
their children’s behaviour, including being able to identify and respond to triggers for violent 
behaviour. Parenting practices that involve being overly submissive and permissive or harsh and 
authoritarian are well established as risk factors for both AFV (Hong et al. 2012; Pagani et al. 2004; 
Weinblatt & Omer 2008) and youth violence more generally (Miller, Dilorio & Dudley 2002; Schaffer, 
Clark & Jeglic 2008).

Service providers had some success linking families to external support services and interventions. 
However, there was less evidence that the program had an impact on the health and wellbeing of 
families, particularly the substance use and mental illness of young people. 

There were reductions in self-reported emotional and physical violence, particularly among those 
families who completed the program. This was not reflected in the rates of offending recorded while 
young people were participating in the program. However, it is difficult to establish whether this is 
because the program did not reduce offending behaviour, or because any reductions in offending 
behaviour were offset by an increase in reporting by family members—a practice encouraged by 
the service providers. More importantly, the impact of the program beyond the intervention period 
remains unknown and needs to be subjected to further evaluation. 
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Although the current study was a largely exploratory exercise, some important lessons for future 
programs targeting AFV emerged. First, achieving immediate reductions in violent behaviour among 
high-risk adolescents requires targeting risk factors for AFV. Relatedly, given the evidence that 
substance use and mental illness are associated with the onset, recurrence and escalation of AFV 
(Calvete, Orue & Gámez-Guadix 2012; Pagani et al. 2004; Walsh & Krienert 2007), young people 
need integrated interventions and coordinated support to address their abusive behaviours as well 
as psychiatric and substance use treatment (see, for example, Crane & Easton 2017; Day et al. 2010; 
Savvas & Jeronimus 2017). Young people could receive multiple interventions simultaneously, or in 
a ‘staggered’ way. The latter option may be preferable in some circumstances. The evaluation of the 
AFVP identified some cases where the mental health of the young person was a significant barrier to 
meaningful participation in the program, occasionally resulting in young people leaving the program 
early to receive more intensive psychiatric support. This is consistent with the findings other research 
looking at adult-focused programs (Easton, Swan & Sinha 2000; Wilson, Graham & Taft 2014).

Finally, programs to reduce AFV may benefit from the inclusion of interventions that focus specifically 
on the young person and address their individual-level risk factors such as difficulties with cognitive 
processing, behavioural control and emotional management (Hawkins et al. 2000). Although case 
management and group work are positive and valuable interventions in and of themselves, they are 
primarily focused on building networks of support and addressing environmental risk factors for AFV, 
rather than changing the young people’s individual thought processes and behavioural patterns. This 
requires therapeutic treatment interventions such as cognitive behavioural therapy, which rigorous 
research evidence has found to be effective in reducing violence, particularly among the age group 
targeted by the AFVP (Matjasko et al. 2012).
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Appendix
Table A1: Intervention and comparison groups

Intervention group Comparison group
n % n %

Demographic characteristics
Gender
 Male 12 60 12 60
 Female 8 40 8 40
Median age (at time of reference incident) 16.0 15.5
Criminal history
Previously charged with any offencea 20 100 20 100
Mean number of charges laid for prior violent offences, including 
FV (range)a

1.5

(0–5)

1.0

(0–4)
Mean number of prior family violence offences (range)a 1.4

(0–7)

1.1

(0–8)
Characteristics of reference AFV episode
Affected family member (victim)
 Parent 18 90 18 90
 Other family member (eg sibling) 2 10 2 10
Duration of violence
 First incident 5 25 5 25
 One year or less 9 45 8 40
 More than one year 6 30 7 35
Affected family member’s level of fear
 Not fearful 13 65 13 65
 Fearful or very fearful 7 35 7 35
Likelihood of violence occurring again (assessed by police)
 Unlikely 8 40 8 40
 Likely 12 60 12 60

a: Prior to the reference L17 episode 

Source: AIC AFVP Database 2014–2015 [computer file]
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