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Abstract

:

Non-resident fathers are rarely researched from a critical perspective. Becoming a non-resident father often results in major dislocation, presenting challenges and hindrances to a meaningful relationship with children. Dislocation is increased by the involvement of the family court, legal issues, false abuse allegations, and ex-partners. Changing family configurations may marginalize non-resident fathers, with their own perspectives, voices, and lack of power remaining largely unmapped. This paper identifies what hinders non-resident fathers’ relationships with their children from a critical and Australian perspective. In-depth interviews using open-ended questions with 19 non-resident fathers were used to collect data, followed by a five-step critical thematic analysis to focus on the locus of power. Non-resident fathers’ perceptions included a lack of agency and decision-making power; the mother, legal obstacles, and agencies hindered their desired relationships with children. Hindrances were magnified by descriptions of false allegations and IPV from the ex-partner and/or her agents, resulting in a sense of marginalization, silencing, and disempowerment. Australian non-resident fathers in this study identified that desired relationships with their children were hindered by the roles of legal and welfare services, policing, and their ex-partners. The highlighting of these issues points to ways that non-resident fathers with similar experiences of a lack of agency and decision-making power might be better supported by more streamlined and balanced legal processes.
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1. Introduction


Research with or about groups of people who are oppressed, disadvantaged, marginalized, or silenced by social policies and practices (Delanty 2020; Ryan 2018) and issues of power relations (Mazzone 2020) is most often referred to as a type of critical analysis. Such research is not usually applied to males, most likely because research about males has tended to focus on their individual or institutional power (Connell 1995). This perspective continues (Tarrant and Ward 2020) and is preoccupied with “the sources and manifestations of masculine power and domination” (Bhatti 2022, p. 1), placing the locus of institutional and individual power firmly within the realm of men and masculinity, a concept underpinning much of the writing on non-resident fathers after divorce (Cannito and Mercuri 2022). Consequently, research on non-resident fathers is often more concerned with impacts on others, such as children (Altenburger 2022) and ex-partners (Boll and Schueller 2022); compliance in child support (Cook 2022); and family domestic violence (FDV) (Chan et al. 2023), rather than the non-resident father himself or what power he may hold in the divorce process, especially when it is conflictual.



Power, in the context of this paper, is deemed to be the ability of a person to cause harm and to realize their will even if others resist it post-divorce, and powerlessness is deemed to be the inability of a person to realize one’s goals, as well as being vulnerable or susceptible to being harmed and/or victimized post-divorce (Davies and Wyatt 2021). The features of power affecting some non-resident fathers post-divorce have been reported to include a lack of decision-making power (Violi et al. 2023), lack of agency in childcare (Heers and Szalma 2018), loss of economic power (Maslauskaitė and Tereškinas 2020) and lack of resources (Whitley 2021), and lack of power in the divorce structures and procedures (Eardley and Griffiths 2009). Davies and Wyatt (2021) also indicate that there are invisible features of power, and it may be seen that many of these may have a negative impact on non-resident fathers. The invisible features of power include: a lack of public or governmental knowledge of the problems, a lack of statistics being collected, a lack of theory and/or research from their own perspective, and a lack of control over factors that may impact them directly. The lack of politics, from their perspective, may play a role through a lack of funding for social support programs and research, and there is no panic in relation to their experiences or the consequences for them. Nevertheless, as there has been limited research from the perspective of non-resident fathers, more in-depth research to describe men’s perceptions of how the listed power issues affect their lives is necessary.



Part of the problem of mapping and measuring non-resident fathers’ perceptions and reported experiences includes the difficulty of estimating the size of this demographic, since accurate statistics as to the number and other details of non-resident fathers are reportedly difficult to obtain, as data about non-resident fathers are not routinely gathered (Poole et al. 2016). This can potentially be linked to non-resident fathers’ diverse family configurations and/or the lack of flexibility of data-gathering systems. In the Australian context, of the very limited data that are available, it can be noted that in 2003, 87% of children with one non-resident parent had a father living elsewhere (Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) 2006), and in 2009, 82% of non-resident parents were fathers (ABS 2009).



In Australia, being part of diverse family configurations may result in the marginalization of divorced non-resident fathers in relation to their children (Castro Torres et al. 2022). Further, these diverse family configurations make it difficult to conceptualize and explore what non-resident fatherhood looks like, how it is lived, and the challenges faced in maintaining ongoing relationships with children. Arditti et al. (2019) highlighted:


“the lack of conceptual and empirical clarity regarding the experience of non-residential fatherhood stems largely from the complexity of family arrangements associated with paternal nonresidence, the changing contours of non-resident status over time, and the failure of research to consider multiple relationships with the same father and complex kin networks”.



(pp. 68–69)







Non-resident fathers’ perspectives and understandings of their own experiences in the face of structural challenges are rarely explored or discussed academically. These factors have often been reported by some non-resident fathers as limited options; lack of choice and decision-making power; and the impact of practicalities such as inadequate housing, mental health, stress and distress, lack of finances, and legal practices which involve the family court and Police on themselves and their relationships with their children, which in turn may lead to disempowerment and hindrance of their relationships with their children (Violi et al. 2022, 2023). Although it is not clear what proportion of non-resident fathers have such experiences, as this is an under-researched area, exploring perceptions of power in greater detail may provide a very different picture to the current discourse, making this an area of significant research need as the myriad of non-resident fathers’ experiences and perceptions deserve attention. Viewing non-resident fathers’ experiences and challenges through a critical perspective of power may assist in understanding power in relationships before, during, and after divorce, particularly how this power is used, by what means, and by whom. For instance, Avelino (2021) argues that social change can have dark and unintended consequences that can create new and different inequalities for some. Whether this is the case in relation to policy changes that have sought to empower mothers’ agency, protection, and welfare post-divorce remains open to conjecture; however, such unintended consequences for non-resident fathers, such as if they affect all non-resident fathers or just some with certain characteristics, warrant exploration and recognition. This, in turn, would add nuanced and important theoretical insights to our understanding of some non-resident fathers’ experiences, as well as the negative and unintentional consequences experienced by them.



The broad negative consequences of divorce for some groups of non-resident fathers are reported to be physical (Zineldin 2019), mental (Whitley 2021), social (Leopold 2018), and emotional dislocation (Kessler 2018). Ambiguous loss or grief is a stressor for non-resident fathers due to the loss or lack of meaningful relationships with their children based on a perceived variable known as boundary ambiguity (Tatton 2023). Boundary ambiguity is not knowing who is in or out of one’s family system (Priest 2021) and is exacerbated by the non-resident father’s involvement in diverse family configurations, as noted above, resulting in an incongruence in the individual perceptions of family membership and roles (Boss 2016). When these issues negatively affect non-resident fathers, any dislocation, marginalization, or decrease in agency they feel can be intensified with cultural (Shamma et al. 2023) and sexual diversity (McCaulley and Coleman 2022), making it important to understand how the complexities of social and sexual identity coalesce and compound with any experiences of social disadvantage and inequality. As Treloar (2018) noted,


“analysis of individual-level experiences must be integrated with attention to context, including their perceptions of power relations and social structures”.



(p. 342)







For non-resident fathers, these would include family law courts and associated structures.



The Australian Context


In Australia, the family court is established as an alternative to divorce via litigation by offering a problem-solving approach (Rhoades 2010), especially through mediation. Mediation as a process offers a less formal opportunity for parties to come to agreements and avoid litigation. The reported weaknesses of mediation as it is practiced in Australia are that it has moved from conference-style mediation to arbitration-style mediation with lawyers present (Howieson et al. 2016); the decisions made in mediation are not binding (Boulle and Field 2023); and the legal framework surrounding divorce still requires a court-based resolution (McGowan 2018), so decisions made in mediation are not binding until court ratification. This dynamic can result in the resident parent taking advantage of this structural flexibility for their own advantage. Through intransigence, lack of agreement, and false allegations, they can hinder, prolong, and/or continue changing arrangements without resolution, leading to short-circuiting of the mediation process, as has been highlighted by Avieli (2022) and Bates (2020).



Another structural weakness of mediation and family court orders themselves is that the court itself is not responsible for enforcing its own orders when breached. This is a structural reality that benefits the resident parent and disadvantages the non-resident parent. If the orders are breached by the resident parent, the non-resident parent must re-initiate court action with ensuing prohibitive costs, and, should they win the case, Hirst (2005) says the resident parent “will not suffer a penalty” (p. 5). As reported by the ABS, in 82% of cases, the non-resident parent is the father. In this way, the family court inadvertently hinders non-resident fathers’ relationships with their children (Seymour 2016) through the unintended and negative consequences that Avelino (2021) warned about. The experience of family law in Australia is a challenge to all involved, especially with the linking of family law, property law, abuse allegations, and domestic violence (Easteal et al. 2018). Both family domestic violence (FDV) and intimate partner violence (IPV) in Australia and in Western countries are characterized as disparately “gendered” (perpetrated by men on women), with little to no acknowledgment of FDV or IPV perpetrated by women against men. The latest data of the Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) provide a figure of 65–79% female victims of FDV. No figure is provided for male victims of FDV, nor is it clear who is included in the remaining percentage. For IPV, it has been reported as 1 in 4 women had experienced violence by an intimate partner (23%) and 1 in 14 men had experienced violence by an intimate partner (7.3%) (Australian Bureau of Statistics 2023). However, these figures do not correlate with a significant number of studies from 1999 (Headey et al. 1999) to the present (Nuzzo et al. 2023) which report the incidences of FDV and IPV being about equal for both women and men.



It is not unusual for allegations of FDV and abuse to be made within family court proceedings, some of which may be false. False allegations (FA), also known as false reports or false accusations, are allegations of a crime filed to police by the complainant when no crime has been committed (Avieli 2022). Some allegations intend to deceive (Turvey et al. 2018), while others may be unintentional if the complainant believes the allegation is true (Burnett 2016). If the allegation is intentional, it is a criminal offence and a serious abuse of justice (Rumney and McCartan 2017). In the United States, it is estimated that 25–50% of child custody disputes involve allegations of domestic violence (Avieli 2022). A YouGov (2023) survey published by the Domestic Abuse and Violence International Alliance reported that 15% of Australian males are victims of false allegations of abuse. The same survey showed that false accusations are more likely to occur in child access disputes in Australia than anywhere else in the world, being 41% of such allegations, with 80% of victims being male. This survey involved eight countries, and Australia was the second worst country for false accusations. FAs of FDV have been described as the “silver bullet” in custody disputes (Harman and Lorandos 2021) due to their potential impact on decisions regarding access to children (Mares and Turvey 2018). Since, in Australia, the onus is on these non-resident fathers to disprove the allegations made against them rather than the police investigating their veracity, leaves them disadvantaged in the face of the court and legal proceedings. Further disadvantages for the non-resident fathers may result from the subjectivity of the criteria for police intervention. Police intervention is based solely on the complainant reporting feeling from “‘not afraid’ to ‘terrified’” (Leung and Trimboli 2022, p. 3), with no evidence required to support the allegation. In this way, the usual presumption of “innocent until proven guilty” is overturned within family law, with these non-resident fathers being guilty until they prove themselves innocent. This represents another example of the structural disadvantages and discrimination experienced by non-resident fathers.



Linked to FDV and IPV is coercive control. Coercive control is an aspect of IPV and “is defined as the use of abusive tactics to dominate and control one’s partner’s autonomy and independence” (Avieli 2022, p. 1392). FDV and coercive control do not always include physical violence. Coercive control can precede, be sustained without, or continue long after physical violence has ended (Stark and Hester 2019). The concept of coercive control holds a prominent place in the current understanding of FDV (Douglas and Fell 2020), and FAs are seen to be a form of coercive control. It is said that that “women use the criminal justice system through vexatious, unfounded, and protracted legal proceedings” (Avieli 2022, pp. 1392–93) to control their ex-partners’ lives and control post-divorce arrangements (Bates 2020).



Another aspect of FDV and IPV that is not usually addressed is FDV and IPV by proxy, that is, the perpetrator enlisting the help of others (friends, family, others) to take part in their abusive behaviors. Significantly, the witnessing of FDV and IPV, including IPV by proxy, by children is one criterion for child abuse (Haslam et al. 2023) and is a coercively controlling abusive dynamic involving the weaponization of the child (Russell and Hamel 2022). The structural ambiguities of this issue result in an asymmetry of power between the non-resident father and the resident mother involved in such situations. It is therefore important to understand what power is and how it may be used, and indeed how it may be experienced and perceived by the various actors. Power is the capacity to engineer outcomes (Avelino 2021) or to have the ability and capacity to engineer outcomes or to cause harm (Davies and Wyatt 2020). In this way, power is a relationship in which one side is seen to prevail over the other, and the powerful are those who can realize their will, even if others resist it (Blau 1964). These situations may include conflictual or violent aspects of power (Avelino 2021). Traditionally, power has been seen from two perspectives: “power over” something or someone (including causing harm) and “power to” realize or make something happen, or to have agency (Davies and Wyatt 2020). Partzsch (2017) highlighted a third option: “power with”, where the individuals willingly share power together for the greater good. These concepts and the way that non-resident fathers may experience them will be further considered below.



As there is little research on non-resident fathers that reflects their own lived realities and perspectives, these aspects of post-divorce relationships and the factors that negatively impact them and hinder their relationship with their children have been largely unexplored and undocumented. Exploring, documenting, and understanding what relationships non-resident fathers desire to have with their children from their own perspectives and identifying the impacts of their perceived lack of agency, choice, and power may reveal new knowledge. This may offer new insights into theorizing about non-resident fathers; broaden discourses concerning them, their relationships, fatherhood, and fatherhood role salience; and provide deeper understanding of how their desired relationships with their children are hindered and how this may be addressed.





2. Method


Research design. This study used a qualitative and descriptive design, which was appropriate to explore the perspectives and experiences of non-resident fathers (Jacob and Furgerson 2015). As this study sought to analyze these experiences through a lens of power using critical thematic analysis (Lawless and Chen 2019), the research question was: “How are facets of power perceived to hinder non-resident fathers contact and relationship with their children?”



Approach and recruitment. Participants were 19 non-resident fathers who did not live with their children after separation/divorce. Participants were recruited by purposive sampling and using social media, print media, and flyers. It is acknowledged that the sampling method used may have increased the probability that the participants in this research are not representative of all divorced Australian fathers. Interview topics were not advertised in the publicity. Prospective participants contacted the first author via official email, where the project and their eligibility were discussed before they gave consent to participate.



Participant description. Participants were drawn from across Australia and had a mean age of 42.8 years. Time since separation/divorce ranged from 1 to 38 years, ages from 32 to 71 years, and 37 non-resident children were represented. A total of 19 participants undertook an open-ended interview with the principal researcher via Zoom, which was recorded with their knowledge and consent. The interview enquired about becoming a non-resident father, the role and actions of the mother, any experiences of DV or IPV, experiences with the family court, lawyers, mediation, and the police. Four (4) gay men who came out of heterosexual marriages and four (4) from linguistically and culturally diverse backgrounds were included. Participants were recruited by purposive sampling as well as using social and print media and flyers.



Saturation. Data saturation is assumed when no new information, codes, or themes are linked to concurrent theoretical, data sampling, and analysis practices (Hennink et al. 2019). Determining sample size in thematic analysis relies on a mix of interpretative, situated, and pragmatic judgements (Sim et al. 2018), with Braun and Clarke (2019) noting that “saturation, code, theme—can have very different meanings”, (p. 212). Recruitment ceased when three consecutive interviews provided no new knowledge and a comprehensive understanding of participant’s perspectives and experiences by monitoring for recurrence, repetition, and forcefulness (Lawless and Chen 2019) was possible. To protect confidentiality, pseudonyms were used and relevant factors were de-identified. The symbols [ and ] are used where text has been inserted to aid clarity, and … is used to indicate deletions.




3. Data Collection


In-depth interviews were conducted with a semi-structured interview guide used for data collection. Questions covered how participants became non-resident fathers, involvement with the family court, actual and desired contact time with children, how and by whom the amount of contact was decided, and whether IPV or IPV by proxy had been experienced. This identified shared experiences, but remained sufficiently flexible to address individual narratives (Lindlof and Taylor 2017). Interviews occurred between May and September 2022. Interviews were conducted via Zoom due to the participants’ varied locations, and “face to face” interviewing enabled the establishment of rapport and the identification of distress, providing an opportunity for support. Interviews lasted between 55 min and three hours, and were recorded for accuracy with permission and professionally transcribed.




4. Data Analysis


Critical thematic analysis was used for data analysis by the principal researcher using the following steps. Step 1. Transcripts were read through at least twice to gain understanding and identify the scope of the data. Step 2. Codes were identified and recorded as they emerged from the transcripts, revealing 40 codes. Step 3. Codes were sorted into five “categories”: relationships, legal aspects, community, mental health/psychological effects, and responsibility. Step 4. To address the academic and wider acceptance of institutional and individual power being based within masculinity in general and men in particular, as outlined above, each code was reviewed and assigned a locus of power, identifying “power with”, “power to”, and “power over”. Step 5. The categories were scrutinized for themes, which helped to explain the meaning, significance, and interactions revealed in the data (Braun and Clarke 2022), and particular attention was given to patterns of what was important, salient, or meaningful for participants.




5. Ethical Considerations


The study had (removed for review) approval. All participants provided written consent and consented verbally to the recording of the interviews. Participants were alerted to the sensitivity of some questions and reminded they could stop the interview at any time. No adverse outcomes occurred, and no participants withdrew from the study. Participants have been assigned pseudonyms for confidentiality.




6. Results


Figure 1 conceptually illustrates the results of this study, mapping the journey from relationship decay to the factors that led to the non-resident father’s loss of or hindered relationships with children.



Themes began with the decay of the relationship, establishing dynamics that continued after separation/divorce. FDV, IPV, and IPV by proxy were perpetrated against the non-resident father before and after separation/divorce. These factors influenced and extended the negative impact of legal processes, mediation, and police (in)action and underpinned negative outcomes that hindered non-resident fathers’ relationships with their children.

Theme 1.

Relationship decay results in decline in power and agency for the non-resident father







Relationship decay included married and common-law relationships, and only one participant reported a mutually agreed-upon ending of the relationship. All other relationships were ended by the mother, often without prior warning and with little negotiation. Many admitted they had not foreseen the breakdown or realized that they were victims of DV and/or coercive control at the time of occurrence. Several participants monitored and limited their behaviors, modified their attitudes to please partners, feared outcomes, and tried to avoid arguments and conflicts. Of the 19 non-resident fathers, 18 reported feeling a lack of control or agency within the relationship both before and after separation/divorce, coalescing to hinder their continuing relationships with their children.



6.1. Decaying Relationships, Domestic Violence, Intimate Partner Violence, and Coercive Control


The dynamics in the decay of relationships varied, with friction and conflict escalating for all but one during the relationship breakdown. DV and IPV included physical, psychological, financial, and emotional abuse and gaslighting, resulting in feelings of disempowerment for the victim. Both DV and IPV were reported before, during, and after relationship decay.



Physical abuse included: “she physically assaulted me by trying to break my nasal bone… [she] physically assaulted me multiple times” (Bruce). Another, “I woke up on the floor. … My front teeth were knocked out” (Cameron) and “She broke my finger” (Neville).



Verbal abuse and controlling and isolating behaviors were reported: “there [was] verbal abuse and lots of controlling behaviour…. that I was a useless human being and she was going to send me back to [Country], that I’d never see my kids. She … bought the return ticket and was trying to force me to go back.” (Corey). Another reported the following: “being yelled at, put down … I wasn’t allowed to see my friends.” (Craig).




6.2. Ending of Relationship Meant Lack of Power and Choice in Child Contact Arrangements for Non-Resident Fathers


The ending of the relationship often led to non-resident fathers having no or limited contact with children due to restrictions imposed by the mother and when the non-resident fathers perceived themselves to lack the power to realize an alternative. Participants reported: “She hasn’t let me have any contact with them at all” (Corey) and “she stopped me from seeing the kids completely” (Sylvain). One consequence was: “In the time that I wasn’t allowed to see my kids, my ex-wife had poisoned them against me.” (Craig); another feared that “by the time I get to see them, they will not recognise me” (Corey).



Severely limited or controlled contact with children was reported: “She has pinned me only with seeing them in a supervised contact centre or over Zoom” (Corey) and “she made it really complicated for me to spend time with them.” (Kaarle).



The use of telephones, technology, and social media is essential in contemporary families and an important means of contact for the non-resident father, especially when significant distances are involved between them and their children. These means were reported to be restricted and controlled: “I had demands put on me that I was to only contact the children through a landline telephone number at certain times.” (Neville) or totally blocked: “She refused me to have contact with them and she blocked my number from the kids’ phones. She’d threatened the kids that they were not allowed to contact me.” (Sylvain). Further: “her default … [form of discipline] is just to remove all electronic devices from [the] children’s possession” (Neville), thus removing the non-resident fathers’ means of contact with the children.



Lack of cooperation by the mother limited and hindered relationship with children, highlighting the non-resident fathers’ perception of a power imbalance in favor of the mother: “she’s definitely the controlling entity, because she has him physically. If she doesn’t want to go and meet at the prescribed place [and] time, then there’s nothing I can do about it… And she thrives on that power to just say no, and just outright refuse” (Oliver).



Not respecting contact arrangements was reported as another strategy employed by the mother that led participants to feel disempowered: “The few times that she’s … made some plans, she just back pedalled out of them at the last second, every time.” (Corey); and “[for] hand over [of] the children … she makes it … difficult. At the 11th hour, … she’ll change locations, change times, change conditions, change whatever she … can” (Neville). Or: “She’d … deliberately arrive late, she wouldn’t turn up … often arrived late to drop them off [or] ringing me and say that I had to drop them off early because she’d arranged to go somewhere with them” (Sylvain). Non-resident fathers perceived these actions to disempower; destabilize; foster insecurity; and, according to them, ensure the non-resident father’s compliance, which can be deemed coercive control.




6.3. Ending of Relationship Means Dislocation and Loss of Decision-Making Power for the Non-Resident Father


The ending of a relationship disrupts the established order of a family, dislocating the non-resident father, with the family order unable to continue physically, emotionally, psychologically, legally, and socially.



Physical dislocation occurred with the ending of relationships, often happening without discussion or prior warning: “She basically said, ‘I want you out’.” (Bruce), leaving the father with a perceived lack of choice and the experience of having no decision-making power. Two participants were removed from the family home without warning: “the [State] police knocking on my door … I was not allowed to go anywhere near my property or my kids until further notice.” (Kaarle). This made him homeless during the COVID-19 pandemic, having no family in Australia, and hotels were closed for lockdown. Craig reported “the police came around, said, ‘You’ve got 15 min to pack up some clothes and you’re out and you’re not allowed back.’”. In this way, the use of false abuse allegations rendered the non-resident fathers homeless, without rights, treated as criminals by being handcuffed, and they developed of a sense of powerlessness to redress their situation without resorting to legal action.



Homelessness was part of ongoing dislocation: “there was a 12-month period that I lived in my shop slash office after I was ejected from [the] house” (Nick). Others reported living on people’s couches or moving from friends to friends as necessary. Homelessness and inadequate housing were underpinned by a lack of financial resources, resulting in non-resident fathers being dislocated from their children’s lives: “I was living at a boarding house for a number of years, … that’s not ideal scenario to have children with you” (Steve).



Dislocation, social disadvantage, and inequality was intensified for participants not born in Australia, who were without family, kin, or social support systems: “all [our] friends, … they just cut me right out instantly” (Corey). Others were affected by cultural background: “I have to acknowledge that it’s different country, different culture” (Kaarle) or sexuality (after coming out as gay): “My family became extremely distant with me … My ex-wife liked to use it against me” (Sylvain), increasing non-resident fathers’ senses of vulnerability, financial insecurity, and powerlessness.

Theme 2.

Non-resident fathers’ lack of power in post-divorce childcare and contact arrangements







A major reason divorcing couples resort to family court action is an inability to agree on childcare and contact arrangements. Little attention has been given to how and by whom care and contact arrangements are initially established prior to court action and the short- and long-term consequences of these “interim” arrangements.




6.4. Lack of Power in Conflict over Contact Arrangements with Children


The decay and ending of the relationship, for most participants, involved conflict over contact arrangements with children. Often, fathers reported that the mother made a unilateral decision with, they felt, no room for compromise: “By my ex. Solely by my ex, [she] decided [there would be] no contact” (Vince).



Where there was not total denial of contact, any agreement was reportedly made difficult by legal means: “Countless times I’ve had to [legally] fight tooth and nail just to stay a part of my kids’ lives.” (Eduardo). According to some non-resident fathers, contact was deliberately made difficult through interference: “the last thing my daughter said to me was that ‘It’s very difficult because Mum doesn’t want me to see you anymore and she’s stopping me from seeing you’” (Vince). Another participant reported his perception that the mother applied to the family court to prevent the children from staying overnight because he was in a gay relationship: “To start … they were staying with us, but the court made a … judgment that as we were gay, the children couldn’t stay with us [overnight]” (Victor).



The place of contact and who could be there caused conflict for some non-resident fathers who felt disempowered by the arrangements: “she said, ‘If I can’t be there at your place, or you at my place, then you won’t see him at all” (Nick).



Overcommitting the children during contact time was also a means which participants perceived prevented or made contact difficult: “there’d be always an excuse: ‘Oh, they’re not even here today’ … They’re with their grandparents’” (Larry), and the children were kept highly engaged outside the home during contact times: “she likes to run … on a very tight and organised schedule. [which] caused a few little niggles [conflicts] …” (Marcus), which the fathers experienced as a lack of agency and lack of power.




6.5. Non-Resident Fathers’ Lack of Power through Continuing Coercive Control by the Mother


While physical DV experienced before separation and divorce ceased afterwards, the perpetration of coercive control continued, began, or escalated: “it’s still going on …” (Steve). Coercive control included cutting off all contact with children or the threat to do so: “she completely shuts me out” (Corey)”. Other issues involved how often contact occurred: “Not allowing me to see my son on a regular basis” (Nick); under what conditions the father could see his children: “she wanted to have actually professional supervision by government agencies to supervise” (Kaarle); what he was allowed to do during visitation: “She [told] me what they can eat, what they can wear, what they can do, where they can go, who they can see, when they can go overseas to see the grandparents, if they can see the grandparents” (Craig) so that: “it always feels like it’s on her terms” (Marcus); monitoring the children during contact visits: “The kids, … have tracking devices in their shoes..”; sending fake text messages: “She’d actually intercept my calls from the children then send them text messages as me …then delete the messages so that I didn’t see them, … [the texts] were, ‘I don’t want to see you anymore’” (Nick); and using phones to intrude into the fathers contact time with children: “They have [given] them mobile phones and iPads and … continually in my time, contact them and message them” (Craig).



The conditions imposed by the mother changed over time according to the experiences reported by some participants, becoming more severe, increasing the disempowerment and hindrance of the father’s relationship with his children. For example, “originally, she wanted to have somebody available to be there with me to see them and then she escalated that to … she wanted to have actually professional supervision by government agencies to supervise” (Kaarle), with the result that: “[it] made it very difficult for me to have meaningful and easy relationship with my children [and] I was unable to see my children on the weekend when I couldn’t find supervision (sic)” (Kaarle).




6.6. Non-Resident Fathers’ Lack of Power Due to Continuing IPV and IPV by Proxy


IPV by proxy is IPV perpetrated by family or agents of the mother, and may be physical or verbal, involving text, threats, and lies to assist the main perpetrator to gain or maintain power over the victim.



One participant reported he believed that his ex-wife had planned to commit IPV towards him with her parents: “I [believe] … she got together with her parents maybe three months before our separation and said, ‘here’s how we’re going to do it.’ I think that she planned it out with them” (Corey). Evidence for this was: “her parents constantly telling me that I wasn’t doing enough … that I was a deadbeat … they kept saying for me to leave” (Corey), culminating in “The dad kept threatening me. … like he was going to fight me” (Corey).



Another participant reported: “her father pointed a loaded 0.22 rifle at me and chambered a round. … her brother threatened to bash me” (Bruce). Still another reported: “I’ve lost count of how many times … he [father-in-law] became violent. He tried to run me over one night” (Neville). Phone calls and texts were other activities that participants experienced as IPV by proxy, often by the mother’s mother. Nonfamily members undertook what participants perceived to be IPV by proxy, with one participant reporting that for more than six months, he and his partner were subjected to “harassment and verbal abuse when picking up and dropping off the children by the bikies next door. My son told me years later that his mother had asked them to do this [because I was gay]” (Vince).

Theme 3.

Systemic and structural obstacles that hinder non-resident fathers’ power in their relationships with their children







Obstacles that hinder a non-resident father’s relationship with his children may include official systems and processes, including the family court, mediation, and lawyers.




6.7. Systemic Obstacles Hindering Non-Resident Fathers Reclaiming Power in Their Relationships with Their Children


Resorting to the family court was reportedly difficult for some participants and was based on the hope of gaining regular access to children, but was accompanied by doubtfulness regarding achieving a desirable result: “I think court is the only way to get some custody orders in place … what’s stopping me from going to court is that I don’t feel like … I would get what I wanted” (Corey). This included the family court process: “I had the false belief that if you’ve done nothing wrong then court is where you want to be, … the truth will come out … That’s not how Family Court works. Family Court is the most destructive, dysfunctional setup” (Eduardo).



The significantly lengthy time taken to reach court and the continual postponements resulted in disadvantage and disempowerment for one non-resident father: “it kept getting postponed, [it was] over 10, 11 months before I had my first actual day in court [then] I spent nearly two years fighting in court” (Craig). Delaying and complicating proceedings was seen by some participants as a means of hindering the non-resident father’s relationship with his children: “it was touted by the registrar … as not being a difficult or complicated case [but] I still have not [been] able to see my two-year-old son … after two years in court” (Nick). This increases a sense of estrangement for the non-resident father from his children and increases the fear they will not know him when regular contact is established: “I noticed that big gap, … he didn’t even know who I was at that point” (Corey).



The attitudes and behaviors of magistrates were perceived by some participants as negative factors in gaining access to children: “the magistrates and how they behaved and how they acted and how they spoke, nothing was impartial. There was no fairness in the entire system” (Craig) and included reports of verbal abuse: “I was yelled at by the judge … the magistrate called me ‘a bloody idiot’” (Craig).



Lawyers and their involvement in the legal process were seen to be particularly hindering and disempowering factors by non-resident fathers. This included the perception that they were encouraged to accept intervention orders to gain quicker access to children although no offence was committed: “I was actually legally instructed to just accept the intervention order” (Eduardo), but doing so resulted in immediate restrictions: “basically the legal system was put in place to stop me seeing them without any basically resolution provided on how to resolve that. (sic)” (Kaarle). The legal profession was viewed as being more focused on making money than achieving solutions: “the solicitors. … it’s just a money thing for them. They’re always pushing for more. … [they] just seemed to stir the pot” (Larry).



Mediation is promoted as an alternative to court involvement. However, mediation was reportedly subverted by the ex-partner, which resulted in a sense of feeling disempowered for non-resident fathers in the decision-making process regarding contact with the children. This was achieved by what participants described as repeated delays: “I got confirmation, ‘Yes, … mediation’s going to take place’. … within 21 h, I got an email … saying that she’d pulled out with giving no reason.” (Bruce) and intransigence: “I was negotiating, and she was saying, ‘you are going to, you are going to, you are going to, you are going to’ but not offering any solution. So, she wasn’t negotiating anything” (Bruce) and “it was her way or no way. She wouldn’t give an inch” (Craig); further: “During our mediation, she didn’t agree to any of the visitation things that I suggested” (Corey).



Mediators were seen as biased against the non-resident father by some: “I’m done with mediators. I am … so done with the bias. … I’ve tried four [times]” (Neville). This is seen by some participants to enhance and compound the mother’s power over the non-resident father and his choices: “The first [mediation] … felt very heavily weighted or skewed in favour of the mother, just in terms of the mediator’s approach” (Oliver), leading to disillusionment with mediation: “I thought we were actually trying to mediate; she was just using it as a further tool to get more control of the kids” (Eduardo). Another saw it as futile given what the participant described as the mother’s refusal to cooperate: “the mediator said, ‘Well, you reached the end of the road. Here’s your certificate and good luck.’ So, it’s a tick in a box, [and] a waste of time and money once again” (Kaarle).



Systemic practices may compound experiences of powerlessness and vulnerability. One participant with a non-English-speaking background (NESB) reported “the fact that they have to handcuff me just to go to a police station even though I was willing to just cooperate and go with them” (Kaarle). This occurred despite the participant’s claim of no violence, threats, prior convictions, or apprehended violence orders (AVOs). Systemic practices resulted in one participant reporting: “I got to the breaking point. I got to the point where is it better to go to prison, is it better to go to jump off this cliff, or is it better to fight? That system drove me to that point” (Craig).




6.8. Agency-Led Obstacles That Hinder the Non-Resident Father’s Power in Determining His Relationship with His Children


As a result of separation and removal from the family home, the non-resident father often experienced dealing with police, schools, and welfare agencies. These agencies reportedly played a disempowering role for the non-resident fathers and hindered their relationships with their children through their actions, as well as what participants experienced as hostile attitudes and/or omissions.



The police were seen to be unhelpful and unwilling to become involved when the non-resident father found himself in need of assistance: “I went to the police station a few times and asked them what to do [after the removal of the children from the family home]. They just dismissed me and said… ‘Sorry, it’s not in our jurisdiction’” (Corey). Another participant seeking assistance reported: “I was ridiculed, I was laughed out of a police station, heckled” (Eduardo).



Omission or failing to inform occurred with the serving of interim intervention orders in one participant’s experience. He reported: “then I was told that I had to now agree to the intervention order, which was in place until the final intervention order would be made” (Kaarle). This participant reportedly was not informed that, being interim, it could be challenged, and, being unfamiliar with Australian practices, he expected that the allegations would be investigated with police impartiality. This perception was challenged when “I came to the sad reality and it still sometime baffles me to see how it works, that they actually don’t do any investigation (sic)” (Kaarle). Disbelief and disappointment with the (dys)functioning of the system, resulting in feelings of disenfranchisement and disempowerment of the non-resident father following abuse allegations, was expressed: “to actually have a prosecution and a police system paid by taxpayer to do everything they can to exclude a father, even though they got zero proof whatsoever for that [alleged abuse] (sic) (Kaarle).



Behaviors by police officers that participants experienced as menacing were reported: “the senior officer … basically just walked at me and at me and at me until I was up against the wall, … I actually had my hands up … he’s going, ‘You’re being very aggressive’. I said, ‘I’m trying to do what you’re directing me to do’ That was a really negative experience for me” (Vincent).



Schools are an important part of family life, and their role can have broad positive or negative impacts. Participants reported that schools hindered their relationships with their children by omission and non-inclusion rather than overt actions. Non-inclusion took the form of ignoring non-resident fathers’ requests: “the primary school basically ignored all requests by me to be kept informed … if they [children] got injured…the school never contacted me” (Craig). A lack of cooperation was reported despite direct requests: “I don’t get academic progress reports and I don’t get … anything. … I’ve asked them. I’ve made requests… my experience …is entirely negative” (Neville). Experiences of disenfranchisement and frustration are reiterated: “I had to explain myself every single time, ‘I’m their father’ and basically get permission from my ex-wife to speak to the school about my children. It was extremely frustrating” (Sylvain).



Similarly, welfare agencies were perceived by participants to negatively impact their relationships with their children through omission: “I found it difficult to get help … I felt that they either didn’t want to help or that they were not [willing]” (Brad). One participant sought counselling help as a result of DV: “I knew I was breaking. I walked in and I see all these pamphlets of men bashing women and violence against women and this psychologist said, “You’re a man. Suck it up” (Craig). This was reiterated: “I struggled. Most of the supports were set up for single mothers and women fleeing domestic violence, etcetera. There … was nothing for me” (Sylvain). Another reported: “I did try [to get help] but then I realised it was just a complete lost cause” (Corey); still another stated: “As a single father there’s very minimal places to turn to” (Eduardo).





7. Discussion


Since power is the capacity to cause harm and effect outcomes (Davies and Wyatt 2021) and is seen as a relationship in which one prevails over another, the powerful are those who are able to realize their will, even if others resist it (Traeder and Zeigler-Hill 2020). This may include the use of conflictual or violent aspects of power to realize their objectives (Avelino 2021). Interviews with participants (despite being a comparatively small sample) for this study revealed that they had experienced feelings of being disempowered, which suggests the possibility that the political, structural, and social policies and practices designed to protect and give the mother greater agency can, in some circumstances, enhance her power to realize her will with respect to relationships and children after divorce, according to the perception of the non-resident fathers. This was experienced by the participants as a disadvantage and a form of disempowerment. Participants described experiencing a lack of decision-making power in ending their relationship with the mother of their children, and in making arrangements for contact with their children after separation/divorce. The family court and mediation structures were perceived by participants to have enabled the resident parent to be intransigent, avoid agreement, and make false and continually changing visitation arrangements. Evasive behaviors such as these have been referred to as stonewalling (Brown 2022) and were experienced by participants in this study to negatively affect their relationships with their children. This offers new insights for theorizing and widens the scope to include broader discourse on intimate partner relationships; their dynamics; fatherhood; post-divorce contact arrangements; and how non-resident fathers engage in, maintain, or lose contact with their children in the short and long term in future research on non-resident fatherhood.



Another major finding is that, despite the family court of Australia reportedly adopting new approaches to conflict resolution (Rhoades 2010), participants in this study experienced interactions with the family court, as well as mediation, to be unsatisfactory. If the experiences of participants in this study were typical of those of Australian non-resident fathers more generally, the introduction of the most recent procedural changes to family law, as outlined above, might deepen and exacerbate dissatisfaction. Likewise, the various legal, social, community, welfare, and other structures, such as lawyers, police, schools, and counseling agencies, who are supposedly neutral entities, were at times perceived by participants in this study to be co-opted by the mother to distance the non-resident father from his children. The result of similar activity has been described as a continuum of estrangement (Scharp 2019), one which the non-resident father appears to have little power to counteract.



If, as a society, we are serious about assisting non-resident fathers in remaining engaged and involved in their children’s lives, which is also generally seen to be in the best interest of the child, then non-resident father-affirming actions must be taken. One means of affirming non-resident fathers and addressing the lack of power that some of them perceive, as expressed in the findings of this study, is to ensure that the legal, welfare, and community agencies that are involved in the divorce process act with real impartiality and with structured educational action to counter personal sexism that may influence their actions. The power of the gendered perception of males as perpetrators of FDV and IPV (Nuzzo et al. 2023), and of having institutional, personal, decisive, and financial power, can be seen to be reified to the point where achieving the elusive goal of neutrality might be a challenge in some circumstances.



Linked to the gendered perception of power may be the disparity in the reporting of FDV and IPV by social agencies (Australian Bureau of Statistics 2023) and researchers (Easteal et al. 2018), which is significant and needs to be accounted for and explained. From our findings, although open to conjecture, it is reasonable to conclude that the disparity is probably based on several important factors. Regarding participants in our Australian study who experienced IPV: 1. They did not always see themselves as victims at the time of perpetration. 2. Some only became aware of the abuse during the research interview. 3. Those who attempted to report the abuse to the police were ridiculed, demeaned, dismissed, and not believed. 4. Participants reported a lack of crisis information and support. 5. Participants found the overwhelming focus on “Violence against women” in the media, police stations, and other organizations to be a deterrent to reporting their abuse. These are important findings, as they reveal significant gaps in both our knowledge and the justice processes which come together to disempower and silence some non-resident fathers in certain circumstances, thereby hindering their relationships with their children.



Another finding that needed to be considered was the experience of ambiguous loss or grief and boundary ambiguity (Carroll et al. 2007), which were noted to be significant stressors for the non-resident fathers who participated in this study due to the loss of contact and lack of meaningful relationships with their children (Tatton 2023). As indicated above, boundary ambiguity has a strong impact on non-resident fathers, as it highlights the uncertainty of who is inside or outside of a family system and can be exacerbated by being involved in several family configurations at any one time. This boundary ambiguity has social, welfare, political, and structural bases. Socially, the non-resident father is not seen as part of the “resident”, family which now comprises the mother and children (with perhaps a new partner). The non-resident father continues to have limited parental rights, some duties, and increased financial responsibilities but is no longer seen or treated as part of the “family”. Within welfare contexts, the non-resident father is not part of the “family”, as the mother is the usual focus for communications regarding the children with schools, doctors, and other health or welfare agents. Politically, non-resident fathers hold an ambiguous role in the family, as they are rarely included in official family research profiles from government departments since these generally focus on who is in a particular “household” and not the wider family composition.



Finally, this paper has presented the negative impacts of the lack of agency and lack of choice experienced by participants in this study. Given that agency is a feature of power (Davies and Wyatt 2021), it is important to address agency to some degree. Agency may mean that one party’s “power to” may result in “power over” the other. This research highlights that “power over” and “power to” were experienced by participants in an environment which lacked structural and theoretical approaches that emphasize and enable ways of achieving equitable agency outcomes (power with) for all parties. This highlights the need to foster power sharing, or “power with”, as a major focus of the divorce process, which, in turn, may result in better and less conflictual outcomes for all stakeholders in the minority of cases in which separation/divorce is not amicable. Through “power with”, neither party loses agency, but both gain agency through actively enabling the realization of the other’s agency, as illustrated in this study by the one participant who experienced no conflict in the divorce process. How this power sharing may, in fact, look and how it could be achieved will require further empirical and theoretical research and a lessening of the application of ideological perspectives in the process.




8. Limitations


There are some limitations to this study. Nineteen men who self-identified as non-resident fathers were included; the majority of the participants experienced issues with the ex-partner, the family court, and other agencies. While these experiences were not part of the selection criteria, they may have had an impact on the findings. The purposive sampling strategy, common in qualitative research, means that given the sample size, this study may perhaps be best seen as a pilot study that could lead to a much larger, more comprehensive, and more inclusive study. Only non-resident fathers who independently volunteered to participate were included, and therefore, it is not possible to generalize our findings to all non-resident fathers. While Australia is a multi-cultural country, this aspect was not fully reflected in the sample.




9. Conclusions


Through a critical approach, an understanding of the social construction of shared realities, the influence of power, and how domination enabled the disempowerment of non-resident fathers and, in turn, hindered their relationships and ongoing involvement with their children was identified. Participants overwhelmingly reaffirmed their self-perception as fathers, strongly reinforcing their commitment to fathering their children. They desired systemic changes that would empower and enable them to maintain and sustain involved and engaged fathering in a non-conflictual way.







Author Contributions


Conceptualization, D.V.; methodology, D.V.; validation, N.J.W., C.K. and P.L.; formal analysis, D.V.; investigation, D.V.; data curation, D.V.; writing—original draft preparation, D.V. writing—review and editing, N.J.W., C.K. and P.L.; visualization, D.V.; supervision, N.J.W., C.K. and P.L.; project administration, D.V. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.




Funding


This research received no external funding.




Institutional Review Board Statement


Ethical approval for this project has been granted by the Western Sydney University Human Research Ethics Committee. HREC Approval Number: H14824. Approval date: 16 March 2022.




Informed Consent Statement


Informed consent was obtained from all subjects involved in the study.




Data Availability Statement


Data is not available due to confidentiality.




Conflicts of Interest


The authors declare no conflict of interest.




References


	



Altenburger, Lauren E. 2022. Resident and non-resident father involvement, coparenting, and the development of children’s self-regulation among families facing economic hardship. Frontiers in Psychology 13: 785376. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Arditti, Joyce A., Sonia Molloy, Sara Spiers, and Elizabeth I. Johnson. 2019. Perceptions of nonresident father involvement among low-income youth and their single parents. Family Relations 68: 68–84. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Australian Bureau of Statistics. 2023. Available online: https://www.abs.gov.au/ (accessed on 1 September 2024).

	



Avelino, Flor. 2021. Theories of power and social change. Power contestations and their implications for research on social change and innovation. Journal of Political Power 14: 425–48. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Avieli, Hila. 2022. False allegations of domestic violence: A qualitative analysis of ex-partners’ narratives. Journal of Family Violence 37: 1391–403. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bates, Elizabeth A. 2020. “Walking on eggshells”: A qualitative examination of men’s experiences of intimate partner violence. Psychology of Men & Masculinities 21: 13–24. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bhatti, Feyza. 2022. Introductory chapter: Contributions to masculinity studies. In Masculinity Studies-An Interdisciplinary Approach. London: IntechOpen. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Blau, Peter M. 1964. Exchange and Power in Social Life. New York: John Wiley and Sons. [Google Scholar]

	



Boll, Christina, and Simone Schueller. 2022. The economic well-being of nonresident fathers and custodial mothers revisited: The role of paternal childcare. Journal of Family and Economic Issues 44: 836–53. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Boss, Pauline. 2016. The context and process of theory development: The story of ambiguous loss. Journal of Family Theory & Review 8: 269–86. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Boulle, Laurence, and Rachael Field. 2023. Equity and Mediation: Affinities and Disjunctures. Bond Law Review 34: 139. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Braun, Virginia, and Victoria Clarke. 2019. Reflecting on reflexive thematic analysis. Qualitative Research in Sport, Exercise and Health 11: 589–97. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Braun, Virginia, and Victoria Clarke. 2022. Conceptual and design thinking for Thematic Analysis. Qualitative Psychology 9: 3–26. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Brown, Alexander. 2022. Stonewalling. New York: Routledge, pp. 92–131. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Burnett, Ros. 2016. Wrongful allegation of sexual and child abuse: A neglected and expanding category of injustice. In Wrongful Allegations of Sexual and Child Abuse. Edited by Ros Burnett. Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp. 3–15. [Google Scholar]

	



Cannito, Maddalena, and Eugenia Mercuri. 2022. Fatherhood and gender relations in the manosphere: Exploring an Italian non-resident fathers’ online forum. European Journal of Cultural Studies 25: 1010–29. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Carroll, Jason S., Chad D. Olson, and Nicolle Buckmiller. 2007. Family boundary ambiguity: A 30-year review of theory, research, and measurement. Family Relations 56: 210–30. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Castro Torres, Andrés Felipe, Luca Maria Pesando, Hans-Peter Kohler, and Frank Furstenberg. 2022. Family change and variation through the lens of family configurations in low- and middle-income countries. Population Space and Place 28: e2531. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Chan, Wendy, Michaela Keet, Jennifer Koshan, Janet Mosher, and Wanda Wiegers. 2023. Domestic violence and access to justice within the family law and intersecting legal systems. Canadian Journal of Family Law 35: 1–32. [Google Scholar]

	



Connell, Robert W. 1995. Masculinities. Crows Nest: Allen & Unwin. [Google Scholar]

	



Cook, Kay. 2022. Rendering gendered social problems technical. In The Failure of Child Support. Bristol: Policy Press. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Davies, Pamela, and Tanya Wyatt. 2020. Crime and Power. Berlin and Heidelberg: Springer Nature. [Google Scholar]

	



Davies, Pamela, and Tanya Wyatt. 2021. Crime and Power. London: Palgrave Macmillan. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Delanty, Gerard. 2020. Critical theory and social transformation: Modernity, capitalism, and technology. In Critical Theory and Social Transformation, 1st ed. Abingdon: Routledge, pp. 62–86. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Douglas, Heather, and Emma Fell. 2020. Malicious reports of child maltreatment as coercive control: Mothers and domestic and family violence. Journal of Family Violence 35: 827–37. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Eardley, Tony, and Megan Griffiths. 2009. Non-Resident Parents and Service Use. (No. SPRC Report Series 12/09). Sydney: Social Policy Research Centre. [Google Scholar]

	



Easteal, Patricia, Lisa Young, and Anna Carline. 2018. Domestic violence, property and family law in Australia. International Journal of Law, Policy, and the Family 32: 204–29. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Harman, Jennifer J., and Demosthenes Lorandos. 2021. Allegations of family violence in court: How parental alienation affects judicial outcomes. Psychology, Public Policy, and Law 27: 184–208. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Haslam, Divna M., David M. Lawrence, Ben Mathews, Daryl J. Higgins, Anna Hunt, James G. Scott, Michael P. Dunne, Holly E. Erskine, Hannah J. Thomas, David Finkelhor, and et al. 2023. The Australian child maltreatment study (ACMS), a national survey of the prevalence of child maltreatment and its correlates: Methodology. Medical Journal of Australia 218: S5–S12. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Headey, Bruce, Dorothy Scott, and David De Vaus. 1999. Domestic violence in Australia: Are women and men equally violent? Australian Social Monitor 2: 57–62. [Google Scholar]

	



Heers, Marieke, and Ivett Szalma. 2018. Determinants of Non-resident Fathers’ Involvement with Their Children: Individual and Policy Factors—What Matters Most? Paper presented at PAA 2018 Annual Meeting, PAA, Sheraton Denver Downtown, CO, USA, April 26–28. [Google Scholar]

	



Hennink, Monique M., Bonnie N. Kaiser, and Mary Beth Weber. 2019. What influences saturation? Estimating sample sizes in focus group research. Qualitative Health Research 29: 1483–96. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hirst, John. 2005. Kangaroo Court: Family Law in Australia. Quarterly Essay. DeWitt: Black Inc., vol. 17, pp. 1–85. [Google Scholar]

	



Howieson, Jill, Andrew Davies, and Vincent Tan. 2016. From mediation-style conferences to mediation-style arbitration. Brief 43: 28–32. [Google Scholar]

	



Jacob, S., and S. Furgerson. 2015. Writing Interview Protocols and Conducting Interviews: Tips for Students New to the Field of Qualitative Research. Qualitative Report 17: 1–10. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kessler, Dorian. 2018. The consequences of divorce for mothers and fathers: Unequal but converging? LIVES Working Papers 71: 1–30. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Lawless, Brandi, and Yea-Wen Chen. 2019. Developing a method of critical thematic analysis for qualitative communication inquiry. The Howard Journal of Communications 30: 92–106. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Leopold, Thomas. 2018. Gender differences in the consequences of divorce: A study of multiple outcomes. Demography 55: 769–97. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Leung, Felix, and Lily Trimboli. 2022. Improving Police Risk Assessment of Intimate Partner Violence. (Crime and Justice Bulletin No. 244). Sydney: NSW Bureau of Crime Statistics and Research. [Google Scholar]

	



Lindlof, Thomas R., and Bryan C. Taylor. 2017. Qualitative Communication Research Methods. Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications. [Google Scholar]

	



Mares, Aurelio Coronado, and Brent E. Turvey. 2018. False allegations in divorce and custody proceedings. In False Allegations: Investigative and Forensic Issues in Fraudulent Reports. Edited by Brent E. Turvey, John O. Savino and Aurelio Coronado Mares. Cambridge: Academic Press, pp. 135–63. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Maslauskaitė, Aušra, and Artūras Tereškinas. 2020. Quality of Non-Resident Father-Child Relationships: Between “Caring for” and “Caring about”. Divorce in Europe: New Insights in Trends, Causes and Consequences of Relation Break-Ups. New York: Springer International Publishing, pp. 291–311. [Google Scholar]

	



Mazzone, Leonard. 2020. A negative theory of justice towards a Critical Theory of power relations. Theoria 67: 86–117. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



McCaulley, Graham, and Marilyn Coleman. 2022. Gay Fathers’ Coparenting Experiences with Their Ex-Wives. LGBTQ+ Family: An Interdisciplinary Journal 18: 52–70. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



McGowan, Deirdre. 2018. Reframing the mediation debate in Irish all-issues divorce disputes: From mediation vs. litigation to mediation and litigation. The Journal of Social Welfare & Family Law 40: 181–94. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Nuzzo, James L., Deborah Powney, and John Barry. 2023. Comment on: “Gender-based violence is a blind spot for sports and exercise medicine professionals. Sports Medicine 53: 1495–97. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Partzsch, Lena. 2017. “Power with” and “power to” in environmental politics and the transition to sustainability. Environmental Politics 26: 193–211. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Poole, Eloise, Svetlana Speight, Margaret O’Brien, Sara Connolly, and Matthew Aldrich. 2016. Who are Non-resident Fathers? A British socio-demographic profile. Journal of Social Policy 45: 223–50. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Priest, Jacob. 2021. The Science of Family Systems Theory. Abingdon: Routledge. [Google Scholar]

	



Rhoades, Helen. 2010. The Family Court of Australia: Examining Australia’s first therapeutic jurisdiction. Journal of Judicial Administration 20: 67–80. [Google Scholar]

	



Rumney, Philip N. S., and Kieran F. McCartan. 2017. Purported false allegations of rape, child abuse and non-sexual violence: Nature, characteristics and implications. The Journal of Criminal Law 81: 497–520. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Russell, Brenda L., and John Hamel, eds. 2022. Gender and Domestic Violence: Contemporary Legal Practice and Intervention Reforms. Oxford: Oxford University Press. [Google Scholar]

	



Ryan, Gemma. 2018. Introduction to positivism, interpretivism and critical theory. Nurse Researcher 25: 14–20. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Scharp, Kristina M. 2019. “You’re Not Welcome Here”: A Grounded Theory of Family Distancing. Communication Research 46: 427–55. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Seymour, John. 2016. Children, Parents and the Courts: Legal Intervention in Family Life. Alexandria: The Federation Press. [Google Scholar]

	



Shamma, Yasmine, Suzan Ilcan, Vicki Squire, and Helen Underhill. 2023. Migration, Culture and Identity: Making Home Away, 1st ed. Cham: Springer International Publishing AG. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Sim, Julius, Benjamin Saunders, Jackie Waterfield, and Tom Kingstone. 2018. Can sample size in qualitative research be determined apriori? International Journal of Social Research Methodology 21: 619–34. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Stark, Evan, and Marianne Hester. 2019. Coercive control: Update and review. Violence Against Women 25: 81–104. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Tarrant, Anna, and Michael. R. M. Ward. 2020. Hegemonic Masculinity. London: SAGE Publications Limited. [Google Scholar]

	



Tatton, Allison. 2023. Using the theory of family boundary ambiguity and ambiguous loss to understand the experiences of foster carers’ own children. The British Journal of Social Work 53: 198–215. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Traeder, Caitlin K., and Virgil Zeigler-Hill. 2020. The desire for power and perceptions of heterosexual romantic relationships: The moderating roles of perceived power and gender. Sex Roles 82: 66–80. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Treloar, Rachel. 2018. High-conflict divorce involving children: Parents’ meaning-making and agency. The Journal of Social Welfare & Family Law 40: 340–61. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Turvey, Brent E., John O. Savino, and Aurelio Coronado Mares, eds. 2018. False Allegations: Investigative and Forensic Issues in Fraudulen