
PAPER DETAILS

TITLE: The Conditions Around Engagement in Interventions Among Perpetrators of Domestic

Violence: Literature Review

AUTHORS: Zeynep TURHAN

PAGES: 337-355

ORIGINAL PDF URL: https://dergipark.org.tr/tr/download/article-file/1320067



 337 

Journal of Society & Social Work  DOI: 10.33417/tsh.803051 
 

Toplum ve Sosyal Hizmet 
ISSN: 2147-3374 / E-ISSN: 2602-280X  
 

Derleme Makalesi / Review Article 
 
The Conditions Around Engagement in Interventions Among 
Perpetrators of Domestic Violence: Literature Review 
 
Aile İçi Şiddet Faillerinin Müdahalelere Etkin Katılım Nedenleri: Alanyazın İncelemesi 
 
Zeynep TURHAN1 
 
 

 

 

 

1 Dr. Öğr. Üyesi, Bartın Üniversitesi 
Sağlık Bilimleri Fakültesi Sosyal 
Hizmet Bölümü, 
zturhan@bartin.edu.tr,  
ORCID: 0000-0002-5343-9442 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Başvuru: 01.10.2020 
Kabul: 15.12.2020 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Atıf:  
Turhan, Z. (2021). The conditions 
around engagement in interventions 
among perpetrators of domestic 
violence: literature review. Toplum ve 
Sosyal Hizmet, 32(1), 337-355. DOI: 
10.33417/tsh.803051 

ÖZET 
Bu makale, erkek faillerin aile içi şiddet müdahalelerine katılım aşamalarına ve 
koşullarına odaklanarak, katılımı anlamak için temel kuramsal açıklamalara 
ilişkin mevcut alanyazını gözden geçirmeyi hedeflemiştir. Bu alanyazın taraması, 
aile içi şiddet failleri programlarına katılanların şiddet içeren davranışlarını 
değiştirmedeki motivasyonel etkileri ve bakış açılarını kavramsallaştırarak 
kuramsal açıklamalara ilişkin görüşleri ortaya koymayı amaçlamaktadır. Bu 
makale, aile içi şiddet faillerinin müdahale hizmetlerine katılımın kuramsal 
açıklamalarını keşfetmek için eleştirel bakış açısıyla alanyazın taramasına 
başvurmuştur. Kuramsal kavramsallaştırmalarla ilgili çeşitli faktörler, farklı 
koşullar faillerin katılımını etkileyebilmektedir. Bu kuramların ve modellerin 
farkına varmak faillerin müdahalelere katılımlarının etkililiğini nasıl etkilediğini 
anlamamıza yardımcı olur. Bu makale, müdahale programlarında aile içi 
faillerin katılım sürecini anlamak için bütüncül bir çerçeve sağlamaya 
çalışmakta ve katılımı ve sonraki davranış değişikliğini artıracak yaklaşımları 
önermektedir.  

Anahtar kelimeler: Davranış değişimi, müdahalelere etkin katılım, motivasyon, 
aile içi şiddet failleri, risk faktörleri 

 
ABSTRACT 
This article reviews the available literature on major theoretical explanations for 
understanding engagement by focusing on the stages and circumstances of male 
perpetrators’ involvement in domestic violence interventions. The review aims to 
improve the insights into theoretical accounts by conceptualising the 
perspectives of participants’ motivational influences in changing violent 
behaviour in domestic violence perpetrator programmes. This article applied a 
critical literature review to explore theoretical explanations of engagement in 
domestic violence perpetrator interventions. Various factors in relation to 
theoretical conceptualisations are identified since different conditions can 
impact on perpetrators’ engagement. This theoretical overview is helpful to 
recognise how these theories and models enable us to understand how key 
circumstances impact the effectiveness of their involvement in interventions. This 
article attempts to provide an integrated framework for understanding domestic 
abusers’ engagement process in intervention programs and suggests approaches 
that will increase engagement and subsequent behaviour change.  
Keywords: Behavioral change, engagement in interventions, motivation, male 
perpetrators of domestic violence, risk factors 
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INTRODUCTION 

Domestic violence causes severe physical and psychological consequences on family members. 

Domestic violence perpetrator interventions play a significant role in reducing and ending these 

consequences. Exploring the factors around perpetrators’ engagement in interventions can help 

building effective tools and strategies to improve their involvement in behavioural change processes. 

This article aims to investigate how existing theories and models explain the characteristics and 

conditions around perpetrators’ participation and commitment to domestic violence intervention 

processes. This investigation should help to recognise how some circumstances and characteristics 

are linked to individuals’ participation and engagement in behavioural change process. Moreover, a 

theoretical understanding of perpetrators’ commitment to therapeutic support can lead to the 

development of more effective approaches. Importantly, this article has also developed multi-level 

model that illustrates complex factors and circumstances around participants’ engagement in 

domestic violence interventions. Therefore, this investigation contributes to the domestic violence 

field by highlighting key theoretical insights into how perpetrators become involved in behavioural 

change process.  

Research related to offenders in interventions has suggested that perpetrators who attend 

interventions commonly experience obstacles to completing the sessions. (Howells and Day, 2006; 

Sturgess et al., 2015; Lomo et al., 2016). Furthermore, the men who act violently towards their 

partners often blame their partners for their violent behaviour by highlighting their patriarchal beliefs 

and masculine identities (Kandiyoti, 1988; Dutton, 1994; Gondolf and Williams, 2001; Taylor, Nair, 

and Braham, 2013; Gondolf, 2015). A few studies of domestic violence perpetrator programmes 

found that these programmes achieve positive outcomes for men’s behavioural change process 

(Murphy and Ting, 2010; Kelly and Westmarland, 2015). For instance, men who regularly attend 

interventions mostly understand the consequences of their violent behaviour on family members and 

take action to overcome it (Jenkins, 1990; Kelly & Westmarland, 2015). 

Several researchers (Dutton and Hart, 1992; White, Gondolf, Robertson, Goodwin, and Caraveo, 

2002) identified the risk factors around the perpetrators of domestic violence in prison settings. 

These risk factors are often described as “prior criminal offences, chaotic childhoods characterized 

by abuse, substance abuse problems, demonstrated histories of persistent violence, personality 

disorders, low income, sporadic employment, low education, and low motivation to change” 

(Connors et al., 2013, p. 13). The risk factors presented correspond to risks of violent behaviour as 

well as future violent behaviour. For example, Costa et al. (2015) identified risk factors of domestic 

violence as being a victim during childhood and adolescent period, poor relationships and 

socioeconomic circumstances in a family, behavioural risks, adolescent peer risks and 

sociodemographic risks. Even though the risk factors are not consistent for all domestic violence 

abusers, this knowledge around differences can help to understand how various risk factors can be 

interconnected with intimate partner violence. These risk factors might impact on dropping out of the 
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interventions (Power, and Gondolf, 2001; Bowen and Gilchrist, 2006; Daly, Olver, Stockdale, and 

Wormith, 2011). Being aware of the relationship between risk factors and low level of attendance 

interventions can help implement appropriate intervention techniques.  

Connors, Mills, and Gray (2013) examined intimate partner violence perpetrators’ behavioural 

change process based on “offender self-report, facilitator ratings of improvement and skills 

acquisition and program content knowledge” (p. 20). They found that motivated offenders for change 

and facilitators who apply motivational techniques are often associated with achieving positive 

outcomes.  Furthermore, perpetrators being motivated to change might stem from wishing to avoid 

the consequences of their behaviour, such as criminal justice penalties including prison sentences 

(McMurran, 2002). It could be argued that understanding the circumstances and characteristics of 

perpetrators with their motivational dynamics, the factors around resistance, participation and 

engagement in domestic violence interventions can enhance positive outcomes in interventions.   

Preliminary research on domestic violence perpetrator interventions concentrated on the importance 

of participants’ completion rate in programmes (Rosenbaum et al., 2001; Herman et al., 2014; 

Cuevas and Bui, 2015). Even though the research field of domestic violence has developed in the 

area of perpetrators’ involvement in interventions, there has been limited investigation of theoretical 

frameworks that trace perpetrators’ engagement in interventions to gain a broader understanding of 

behavioural change process. In this article, I explore how to conceptualise the participants’ 

involvement in interventions by concentrating on the conditions around engagement within 

theoretical frameworks. This article focused mainly on the male perpetrator by recognising gender-

based violence. 

METHOD 

I used a critical literature review for this article. In order to conduct a critical literature review, this 

article is divided into two main sections. In the first section, I will discuss theoretical frameworks that 

illuminate perpetrators’ circumstances, characteristics, and stages for their active and insufficient 

engagement in interventions. Secondly, I will investigate how to increase perpetrators’ active 

engagement and readiness to change in interventions by developing a model of dynamic stages and 

circumstances for engagement in the intervention process.  

The search strategy of this article was searching key words including: Engagement, involvement, 

perpetrators, interventions, domestic violence, intimate partner violence, batterer, behavioural 

change, theory of engagement, theories, models, change violent behaviour, attendance and 

interventions. If the studies examined the perpetrators’ engagement in interventions, they were 

included. If factors around their involvement were explored, they were also counted in. The studies 

solely examined the effectiveness of interventions or rate of completion in interventions were 

excluded. If the approaches or theoretical frameworks are related to the practices of only strategies 

in interventions or preventions, they were excluded. For example, research concentrated on trauma-
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based approaches by focusing on individuals’ traumatic events to stop violent behaviour, were also 

excluded. 

The following questions will guide the discussion: (1) What is the empirical evidence on the 

association between engagement and behavioural change? (2) How do the existing theories or 

models contribute to the understanding of perpetrators’ involvement in domestic violence 

interventions? (3) How can the research improve our understanding of multiple factors and 

conditions around participants’ risk factors for violence which is related to engagement in domestic 

violence perpetrator interventions? A critical review is conducted to explore the circumstances of 

engagement to change violent and abusive behaviour that can be analysed to devise effective 

strategies in interventions. This article also emphasises the circumstances and characteristics 

behind the adequate engagement in interventions by focusing on motivational dynamics. 

RESULTS 

According to the literature review, two key themes were emerged. Firstly, the theoretical orientations 

around risk factors of violent behaviour which is related to the lack of engagement were clarified. 

The second theme was about theories and models that contribute to the understanding of 

perpetrators’ involvement in domestic violence interventions. Several scholars found the relationship 

between such risk factors (e.g. alcohol use, criminal background) and intimate partner violence. This 

risk factors might be associated with dropouts and lack of engagement in interventions because 

these might be additional obstacles for them preventing from actively involving in interventions. It is 

critical to overview of key theoretical frameworks around risk factors of perpetrator of domestic 

violence. This can improve our insights around key dynamics of perpetrators’ engagement in 

interventions.  

Askeland and Rakil (2018) claim the theoretical paradigms used to explain interpersonal violence 

can broadly be divided into three main fields: Socio-cultural models, systemic models and individual-

focused models. Socio-cultural models often concentrate on the influences of culture, social 

structures and beliefs on violent and abusive behaviour (Askeland and Rakil, 2018). Duluth model 

is one of the important approaches to recognise cultural beliefs related to violent behaviour. For 

example, this model claims that patriarchal beliefs often result in controlling and violent behaviour. 

Systemic models recognise the influences of programme related issues based on criminal justice 

system, community-based programmes or governmental or non-profit types of programmes. The 

types of programmes and structures may impact on participants’ engagement in interventions. 

Recognising these three broader theoretical paradigms, socioecological theory, feminist approach, 

intersectionality and culturally sensitive approaches will be presented as an explanation of key 

concepts of lack or insufficient engagement. Then, the stage of change in trans-theoretical model, 

the multifactor offender readiness model and the program engagement model are described as 

important theoretical orientations in explaining engagement in interventions. 
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Theories Related to The Lack of Engagement 

This section presents the theoretical explanations around perpetrators’ inadequate engagement in 

domestic violence interventions. These are socioecological theory, feminist theory, intersectionality 

and culturally sensitive approaches. 

Socio-ecological theory. The socio-ecological model was developed by Bronfenbrenner (1979). 

Bronfenbrenner (1972, 1975) originally described four levels of environmental factors that influence 

individuals’ behaviour patterns. These levels are the “microsystem; the mesosystem; the exosystem, 

and the macro system” (Tolman 2001, p. 229). The mesosystem attempts to bring greater 

coordination among relevant microsystems, generating greater consistency of philosophy and 

practice among important microsystems. In microsystems within behavioural change process, 

victims’ intervention services, the court system, police and probation might be important 

circumstances in understanding perpetrators’ efforts to take new and positive actions. Socio-

ecological theory may offer a more effective explanation than other theories because individual, 

interpersonal, community and cultural factors provide a broader analysis of a perpetrator’s 

engagement in an intervention programme. The socio-ecological theory helps us to recognise how 

multiple interactions might produce violent behaviour (Heise, 1998).  

It helps to examine participants’ personal characteristics and programme approaches in order to 

assess their engagement. This model presents various interactions between individual and other 

environmental factors. Similarly, Moran et al. (2004) describe a three-phase process of ‘getting’, 

‘keeping’ and ‘engaging’ to explain engagement within the ecological perspective. These three 

phases comprise practical, relational, cultural, contextual, strategic and structural factors. Such 

interactions might explain individuals’ motivational circumstances and their engagement during 

interventions. Socio-ecological theory recognises the origins of violence against women while 

conceptualizing violent behaviour as a four-layered occurrence based on an interchange between 

individual, interpersonal, community, and socio-cultural factors (Heise, 1998). These four layers in 

socio-ecological theory are individual factors, family factors, community layer, and societal structures 

(e.g. cultural norms, social policies and laws) (Sitaker, 2007). 

Multilevel influences are connected to perpetrators’ perspectives on their engagement in 

interventions. These levels are personal, interpersonal and community-based influences (Silvergleid 

and Mankowski, 2006). This section describes how socio-ecological theory may support the 

understanding of perpetrators’ engagement in interventions while identifying the ecological factors 

such as personal, interpersonal, community, and societal level interactions that impact on 

perpetrators’ violent and abusive behaviour. Moreover, these multilevel interconnections can be 

useful to recognise the participants’ motivations to apply alternative behaviour. It could be argued 

that such risk factors are interrelated to perpetrators’ insufficient engagement. For instance, the men 

who hold strong patriarchal perspectives might challenge regularly attending interventions when they 
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confront their masculinity (Turhan, 2019). Key concepts of socio-ecological theory are helpful to 

recognise four level of interactions around perpetrators’ engagement in interventions.  

Feminist theory. This section moves on to investigate how perpetrators’ power and control 

behaviour might be explained as an issue of perpetrators’ insufficient engagement in behavioural 

change processes. Feminist perspectives set out a framework for understanding how individuals 

interact with each other and shape their meanings of events. Feminist theorists argue that meanings 

and actions are socially constructed, and that gender plays a significant role in understanding social 

relations and interactions (Catlett et al., 2010). They also emphasise that gender roles shape 

behaviour and reproduce social structure (Ferree, 1990; Creswell, 2012). Feminist theory 

emphasises the role of power control tactics, gender differences, social structure and masculinity in 

domestic violence. According to the feminist approach, power is a core element of men’s abusive 

acts (Lancaster and Lumb, 1999). This power reflects the fact that men play a dominant role in 

patriarchal society (Healey et al. 1999; Mooney 2000).  

Zinn (1990) and Ferree (1990) noted that the feminist framework conceptualizes gender in intimate 

relationships in the context of a patriarchal social structure. For instance, gender role stress is likely 

to arise when men do not follow societal gender role expectations for their masculinity as this 

situation poses a threat to their male competence (Catlett et al., 2010). Importantly, feminist-based 

gender theory is key in analysing the relationship between individual practices and social structure. 

Under this perspective, the masculine gender role will be discussed to understand how men 

construct and make a meaning of their engagement in the intervention process.  

The pro-feminist approach claims that violent men are responsible for their abusive behaviour 

because they are able to make a decision not to be violent towards their partner and/or children 

(Harne and Radford, 2008). This approach claims that violence is socially learnt but also incorporates 

an understanding of patriarchal power structures and ideologies (Harne and Radford 2008). The pro-

feminist approach educates abusive men on strategies for using power and control in their intimate 

relationships (Scourfield, 1998). Intervention programmes based on the feminist approach are 

confrontational rather than open to discussing things with abusive men, and this approach might not 

allow men to engage in the programme (Healey et al., 1999). To change perpetrators’ violent 

behaviour, they need to recognise that their powerlessness is not the same as their inability to be 

abusive (Lancaster and Lumb, 1999). However, these men might feel powerless in terms of taking 

new actions because of their potential vulnerable positions.  

While the patriarchal framework explains maleness and changeable behaviours towards women and 

children within a socio-cultural approach, the facilitators also need to consider psychological factors 

(Lancaster and Lumb, 1999). Nowadays, the facilitators apply sociological and psychological 

frameworks as well as an awareness of the complexities of power relationships when they work with 

perpetrators (Lancaster and Lumb, 1999). Feminist theory appears to be limited to explain the men’s 
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own vulnerabilities. For example, feminist theory fails to recognise the perpetrators’ mental health 

problems or traumatic experiences related to their abusive actions. 

Intersectionality. Intersectionality can help to recognise other structural issues around engagement 

in interventions. Intersectionality theory within feminism recognises the dynamics of gender, race 

and class around individuals’ behaviour (Bograd, 2006). Specifically, black and minority ethnic men’s 

involvement in interventions can be better understood within intersectionality theory. For instance, 

several studies paid attention to the influences of ethnicity and race on participants’ involvement in 

therapeutic support (Castonguay et al., 2006; Sue and Sue, 2013; Walling et al., 2012 Aldarondo 

and Malhotra, 2014). Likewise, Reis and Brown (1999) noted that socio-economic factors and 

ethnicity are key conditions in the drop-out rate from sessions. Even though these studies did not 

focus on perpetrators of domestic violence, the evidence and knowledge around the therapy 

experiences among black and minority ethnic clients can be helpful in recognising the influences of 

race, ethnicity and class on behavioural change interventions.  

Culturally sensitive approaches. several scholars have stated that a strong link between black 

and minority ethnic participants’ active engagement and the implementation of culturally-sensitive 

techniques (Williams, 1992; Guru, 2006; Hancock and Siu, 2009; Pfitzner et al., 2015). Likewise, a 

limited or lack of culturally-sensitive interventions is linked to black and minority ethnic participants’ 

early dropouts in interventions (Gondolf, 1988; Williams, 1992; Williams, 1994; Williams and Becker, 

1994; Hancock and Siu, 2009). Therefore, the domestic violence perpetrator programmes should 

take into account issues around employment, historical trauma, and social and cultural backgrounds 

among men of colour. These issues are not solely for men of colour and this article recognises these 

problems can occur for all perpetrators. However, many scholars paid attention to the ethnic minority 

men’s additional obstacles (Williams, 1992; Williams, 1994; Gondolf & Williams, 2001; Turhan, 

2019). 

However, domestic violence perpetrator intervention programmes often ignore considering black and 

minority ethnic men’s additional challenges in terms of living in a country where hold different social 

and cultural values than their home country (Turhan, 2019). The facilitators skills and knowledge 

about culturally-sensitive approaches should be improved (Williams, 1994). This can help them to 

recognise how cultural and ethnic differences may affect the therapeutic process in interventions 

(Gondolf, 1998; Almeida and Dolan-Delvecchio, 1999; Bent-Goodley et al., 2007). Moreover, the 

lack of engagement in interventions might be relates to the structural aspects. For example, poorly 

designed programs or the conditions in terms of treatment in prison settings compared to voluntary 

treatment outside prison.  

Given key theoretical frameworks around the stages of engagement for offenders, such techniques 

and approaches are essential in increasing domestic violence abusers’ motivation in involving in 

interventions and taking responsibility process for their violence. For instance, several scholars 
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stated that the facilitators’ application of working alliance or building a therapeutic alliance is often 

useful for the participants’ active engagement (Taft et al., 2004; Walling et al., 2012; Boira and 

Castillo, 2013; Lømo et al., 2019). Similarly, motivational interviewing is identified as critical 

approach for the men’s involvement in as well as completion of the intervention programme 

(Kistenmacher and Weiss, 2008; Musser et al., 2008; Zalmanowitz et al., 2013). According to 

Birgden (2004), major therapeutic strategies of the behavioural change process include “helping 

relationships combine care, openness, trust, acceptance, and support for change (e.g. a therapeutic 

alliance)” (p. 286). It could be argued that motivational interviewing and working alliance can be 

effective at the initial phase of interventions as this can enhance the participants’ readiness to 

change.  

Theoretical Frameworks Linked to The Perpetrators’ Active Engagement 

Given the socio-ecological theory and feminist frameworks around the perpetrators violent and 

abusive actions by focusing on the men’s readiness to change, the section moves on to discuss 

theoretical frameworks of engagement in domestic violence perpetrator interventions. These 

frameworks are stage of change in trans-theoretical model, the multifactor offender readiness model 

and the program engagement model. Black and minority ethnic men’s additional issues and 

obstacles in attending interventions are also discussed.  

The stage of change in trans-theoretical model. To achieve a successful outcome and improve 

participants’ positive skills in domestic violence perpetrator interventions, a consideration of their 

stage of change in the treatment process is essential (Carbajosa et al., 2013). Readiness to change 

which varies among participants should be considered (Daniels and Murphy, 1997). Similarly, 

motivation-based approaches are often stated as readiness to change (Butters et al., 2020). Taft et 

al. (2004) found that the dynamics around motivations to take new action among perpetrators of 

domestic violence are critical factors for their commitment in interventions. Even though this 

theoretical model does not provide empirical findings, it would be useful to illuminate the various 

stages that linked to engagement in interventions.  

The stages of change model are useful in understanding the relationships between perpetrators’ 

level of readiness to change and the factors of men’s engagement. For instance, if a man enters the 

programme at the stage of pre-contemplation, this man might lack individual awareness of his violent 

acts. The applications of the trans-theoretical model reported that interventions were more beneficial 

in reducing violence when treatment readiness was high at the beginning of the treatment (Scott and 

Wolfe, 2003). According to Bowen (2011), offenders are more likely to be in the pre-contemplation 

or contemplation stages of change. Studies showed that a successful treatment model could involve 

adopting stage-based intervention approaches and this would improve treatment outcomes (Bowen, 

2011). Moreover, under the trans-theoretical model, perpetrators’ responsivity for their violent 

behaviour and understanding the consequences of their violent acts on family members seem to be 

vital to achieving a high willingness to change violent behaviour.  
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Eckhardt et al. (2008) evaluated whether pre-readiness to change within trans-theoretical model and 

the types of partner violence predicted programme “completion, criminal recidivism, and post 

adjudication partner violence” (p. 446). This study focused on the evidence after six-month post-

domestic violence perpetrator programmes. They explored the association between motivational 

dynamics linked to readiness to change at the beginning of intervention and the typologies of 

perpetrators of domestic violence. They tried to predict how this association could be helpful to 

estimate the behavioural change outcomes among “a post-adjudication sample of men convicted of 

misdemeanour partner assault offences” (p. 447). Holtzworth-Munroe et al. (2000) identified four 

partner violence subtypes: Family only, low-level antisocial, borderline/dysphoric, and generally 

violent/antisocial. Eckhardt et al. (2008) implemented cluster analysis and predicted some 

hypothesis within self-report measures based on partner violence subtypes and stages of change. 

They found that family-only, low-level antisocial, generally violent/antisocial and borderline/dysphoric 

perpetrators are often in pre-contemplative, contemplative and preparation stages respectively. 

However, they did not find a direct overlap between these subtypes and stages of change. This study 

is helpful to recognise how perpetrators who resist taking new actions are mostly in more troubled 

perpetrator subtypes such as generally violent/antisocial and borderline/dysphoric subtypes. 

The multifactor offender readiness model. This model is for conceptualising perpetrators’ 

readiness to change their violent behaviour (Ward et al., 2004). This model focuses on internal and 

external factors as a consequence of readiness to change (Devaney and Lazenbatt 2016). Devaney 

and Lazenbatt (2016) describe internal factors as “person” centred factors and include cognitive 

(beliefs, cognitive strategies), affective (emotions), and identity (personal and social) factors” (p. 75). 

Moreover, they identify external factors of perpetrators’ motivations to change as: Type of 

attendance (voluntarily or mandated), category of intervention (prison- or community-based), 

availability of intervention, the skills of facilitators, social support systems and time period of 

intervention programmes. Therefore, external factors are mostly associated with programme-related 

dynamics and resources. 

Perpetrators’ experiences of criminal sanctions, fear of losing their partners and children, 

understanding the consequences of their violent behaviour on family members and other specific 

events are likely to lead them to change their violent behaviour (Sheehan et al., 2012; Devaney and 

Lazenbatt, 2016). While these external factors impact on engagement, informing perpetrators about 

a non-judgmental and therapeutic environment in interventions can reduce their defensiveness and 

increase their involvement in interventions (Crockett et al., 2015). Mossière and Serin (2014) noted 

that self-referral to interventions is often more effective than when perpetrators feel coerced to 

attend. The men who use violence towards their partners are often unwilling to attend intervention 

programmes and are not ready to change (Levesque et al 2000). In considering this strong evidence 

of perpetrators’ unwillingness to attend programmes, “it is possible that intervention outcomes can 

be improved if the programme is targeted towards those in pre-contemplative and contemplative 
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stages” (Devaney and Lazenbatt 2016, p. 74). Therefore, domestic violence perpetrator programmes 

should implement appropriate strategies based on men’s readiness to change rather than applying 

general approaches to all perpetrators. 

The good lives model. While the multifactor offender readiness model concentrates on internal and 

external factors in relation to the readiness to change violent behaviour, the good lives model 

identifies human agency and human motivation as key influences for both violent behaviour and 

behavioural change efforts (Ward and Marshall, 2004). According to this model, individuals always 

aim to achieve primary goals related to universal needs and desires. The model is used on 

perpetrators and tries to teach them how to achieve their primary goals by applying prosocial skills 

without applying violence. As seen in this approach, individuals’ motivational dynamics are very 

important for taking new actions by focusing on their priorities and wishes. Similarly, it is highlighted 

that the transition to change and active engagement will be achieved when the participants’ 

motivations and desired goals are taken into account during interventions (Mann et al., 2004). While 

the program engagement model covers principles for general offenders rather than domestic 

violence abusers, these principles illustrate the factors that influence offenders’ and group 

facilitators’ engagement in group-based intervention process (Holdsworth et al., 2016). They 

describe experiences and circumstances that impact on offenders’ engagement in group offending 

behaviour programmes by applying a constructivist grounded theory analysis. In this analysis, 

Holdsworth et al. (2016) created a programme engagement model by conducting interviews and 

session observations. This was done in order to understand circumstances that are linked to 

offenders’ engagement and motivations during intervention processes. It explains three stages of 

engagement among offenders. These are: Getting started, working, and getting somewhere. 

The first stage of offenders’ engagement which is getting started includes feeling ambivalent and 

negotiating the group. Programme facilitators should be welcoming to group members and work on 

reducing participants’ resistance at the initial stage of interventions (Holdsworth et al., 2016). This 

stage of engagement is vital to keep offenders in the programme because initial negative 

experiences may cause drop outs. Therefore, understanding their perspectives about how they feel 

about entering group-based intervention sessions is significant in improving their willingness to take 

responsibility for their violence. Moreover, Holdsworth et al. (2016) note that offenders can develop 

their positions by comparing themselves with other group members and improving their relationships 

with them while learning new skills and experiences from them. The second stage of the working 

process is offenders’ efforts to build relationships with group members and attend group activities. 

Moving on as a group means learning new skills from other group members and building group 

cohesion. Also, facilitators’ efforts at “establishing roles and positions; building engagement; 

personalising treatment framework” are part of the working process stage (Holdsworth et al. 2016, 

p. 7). Personalising the treatment framework is about informing group members about the goals and 

structure of the programme. In this stage, facilitators make participants find links between 
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programme concepts and their lives. Following this, facilitators observed that offenders become 

more comfortable with and engage in the programme. 

The final stage of the engagement process is called getting somewhere. The idea is that offenders 

will acknowledge and accept their wrong acts and take new actions to make changes. Programme 

facilitators hold an important role in recognising and sustaining engagement in interventions. 

Holdsworth et al. (2016) highlight that change should be considered a process in relation to 

individuals’ engagement rather than simply a programme outcome. They suggest that attention 

should be paid to how self-disclosure may encourage the offenders to take responsibility for their 

violent behaviour. Therefore, their realisation of their wrong behaviour is crucial for their engagement 

in behaviour change in interventions (Holdsworth et al., 2016). Every stage of intervention should 

take into consideration the participants’ needs and implement more appropriate techniques for them. 

DISCUSSION 

This article has explored the available theoretical frameworks of engagement in domestic violence 

interventions among perpetrators. Key theoretical frameworks have been identified to better 

understand the contributing factors of perpetrators’ lack of and active engagement in interventions. 

For example, lack of engagement can be better understood within the socioecological theory, 

feminist theory, intersectionality and culturally sensitive approaches. Also, some theoretical 

orientations have better recognised key issues around active engagement such as the stage of 

change in trans-theoretical model, the multifactor offender readiness model and the program 

engagement model. While perpetrators’ engagement in domestic violence interventions is a very 

dynamic and complex issue, this article attempts to illustrate how theories enhance our 

understanding of engagement in behavioural change processes among perpetrators of domestic 

violence.  

There are barriers and motivational enhancers across the levels of the ecological model as Heise 

(1998) describes. For instance, in the individual level, a man’s childhood traumas might lead to some 

problem if he has not received any help. More importantly such problem areas can interconnect with 

their lower motivations for getting help. If the intervention programmes or therapeutic help are not 

effective and beneficial for the individuals, they might not trust the services and they might not attend 

further interventions. For example, the study by Turhan (2019) found that the lack of trust in the 

services has been interconnected with lack of engagement in domestic violence services in the UK 

among Turkish groups. Similarly, masculinity and patriarchal society are also associated with lower 

motivations for involving in interventions based on feminist frameworks. However, it could be argued 

that motivational enhancers and obstacles in attending interventions need to be recognised in 

individual, interpersonal, community and societal levels.  

Following a review of key theories and models around perpetrators’ behavioural change process, 

this article suggests a dynamic multi-level that includes taking account of circumstances that impact 
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on men’s engagement in interventions. This model has three main levels: Understanding the risk 

factors for violent behaviour, the circumstances surrounding interventions, and professionals’ efforts 

in recognising the men’s circumstances and characteristics in relation to their violence as well as 

their willingness to attend interventions. Through each of these levels, a professional can reduce 

participants’ apprehension and unwillingness around engagement in interventions. It is critical to be 

aware that not all participants require the same stages of change and activities. However, providing 

available intervention services for men who act violently towards their partners is essential for the 

safety of survivors. 

Based on the critical literature review, I set the model out on three levels in Figure 1. This illustrates 

multiple circumstances and characteristics impacting on engagement in interventions. The first level 

illustrates the risk factors for violence in socio-ecological, feminist theories and intersectionality. The 

second level examines the complicated circumstances around motivations to change by focusing on 

stages in treatment processes. The third level suggests appropriate strategies based on the men’s 

needs linked to their social and cultural contexts. The resources in programmes and facilitators’ 

knowledge and skills about appropriate strategies for participants are identified as key elements for 

effective programme outcomes. The third level includes the roles of facilitators. This final stage 

focuses on how the facilitators’ awareness, knowledge and practices around perpetrators’ needs 

can increase their engagement and positive outcomes. 

Figure 1: A dynamic multi-level model that takes account of circumstances that impact on 
men’s engagement in interventions 

Level 1: Factors around violent 
behaviour

•Individual and internal
factors: own attitudes, genes, 
identities; beliefs, cognitions, 
emotions; identity: race, gender, 
class, masculinity.
•Family factors: intimate 
relationships; interpersonal 
support.

•Community or external 
influences: institutional and 
neighbourhood relationships.

•Societal structures: cultural 
norms, social policies, laws
and patriarchy.

Level 2: Conditions around stages 
of change in interventions

• Lack of engagement stage: No 
motivations; feelings of 
ambivalence, lack of awareness 
about the consequences of violence.
• Initial stage in interventions: 
Complex negotiations with 
programme providers or 
therapists; building relationships
with group members and 
facilitators; some level of 
realisation of their wrongs and 
criminal actions; fear of losing 
their partners and children.

• Feelings of having a problem: 
accepting violent behaviour; 
recognising the influences of 
patriarchal cultures and the 
ideologies of masculinity; the 
influences of mandated or 
voluntary interventions and 
criminal sanction; understanding 
the consequences of their violence.

• Stage of active engagement: 
taking responsibility for their 
violent behaviour; taking actions; 
making changes; being able to 
access appropriate and availoable 
intervention programmes.

Level 3: The facilitators' 
awareness, knowledge and 

practices 

•Awareness: Being aware of the 
factors around participants' 
violent behaviour related to risk 
factors;

•Being aware of the influences 
of ethnic, social and cultural 
backgrounds on behaviour 
change

•Knowledge: Recognising the 
circumstances of the 
participants' readiness to 
change;

•Practices: Applying 
motivational interviewing and 
working alliance in order to 
increase participants' 
motivational dynamics. This 
can enhance participants' 
regular attendance and positive 
outcomes.

•Improving their knowledge 
about black and minority ethnic 
groups in order to apply 
appropriate techniques based on 
their needs.
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CONCLUSION 

This article described two major influences on men’s engagement in interventions. First, I clarified 

socio-ecological levels of circumstances, feminist-informed gender perspectives and culturally-

sensitive approaches to examine how personal and socio-cultural influences impact on men’s 

insufficient engagement in interventions. It was highlighted that there are interconnections among 

personal characteristics in their interpersonal interactions based on community and societal 

influences. Second, the stage of change appeared to be vital in understanding men’s motivations 

and engagement in the behavioural change process because their positions are likely to be 

associated with their involvement in interventions. Active engagement was found in various concepts 

such as programme adaptation, relationship with group members, and family members. These 

different concepts of explaining men’s engagement in domestic violence interventions are strongly 

interconnected. This article contributes to the literature on perpetrator of domestic violence by 

clarifying engagement as a broader way to illustrate key theoretical concepts in recognising multiple 

conditions in behavioural change process. 
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