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Abstract
When intimate partner violence survivors seek help from public institutions, including domestic violence programs, they nec-
essarily submit to the scrutiny of staff who are required to report suspicions of child abuse or neglect to the state child protective
system. This prospect would frighten anyone but has particular weight for survivor-parents who – during a period of enormous
stress, chaos, and trauma - are often held responsible for the conditions of abuse they are trying to end or escape. So, what
happens when they enter such systems? How do survivors think about and manage the experience of being evaluated, and more
acutely, the looming possibility of a mandated report? And how do advocates, trained to restore power to survivors navigate their
roles as mandated reporters? Each of the articles in this special section describes a piece of this puzzle. But the profound
implications of their findings cannot be understood clearly without an understanding of the historical and structural contexts
of oppression in which they play out – contexts that many survivors know only too well. This article aims to review briefly the
broader social, historical, and structural contexts of mandated reporting and the linked phenomena of parenting surveillance and
the forced separation of families of color. Centering these broader legacies of violence and other harms expands our capacity to
ask the right research questions and support survivors more effectively as they seek help from systems they need for safety and
healing, but that they also rightly fear.

Keywords Domestic violence . Intimate partner violence .Mandated reporting . Empowerment . Race

For many poor and marginalized communities in the United
States, the threat of state intrusion into family life casts a long
shadow, profoundly affecting individual and community safe-
ty, trust in social institutions, the quality of social relation-
ships, and parental control (Richie 2017; Roberts 2002).
This is certainly the case for survivors of intimate partner
violence who turn to public systems for support, often as a
last resort to protect their children from the chaos, terror, and
unpredictability of partner abuse (Liang et al. 2005). Many
such survivors are able to shield and care for their children
even as they try to protect themselves, showing tremendous

strength, nurturance, and parental resourcefulness within tight
constraints (e.g. Letourneau et al. 2007; Macy et al. 2013;
Nixon et al. 2017). Some, however, simply cannot do so with-
out additional supports (Brooks and McFarlane 2018). And
still others struggle with impaired parenting themselves, per-
haps as a result of physical and mental health challenges
(Levendosky et al. 2000), abuser-imposed limits on personal
freedom (Bancroft and Silverman 2002; Radford and Hester
2006), and lack of access to resources (e.g., Semaan et al.
2013).

When these survivors seek help, they necessarily submit to
the scrutiny of staff who are required to report suspicions of
child abuse or neglect to the state child protective system.
Once a report is substantiated, survivors are offered and often
required to undertake a range of activities in order to address
areas of risk in the family. In certain situations, these interven-
tions are presented as conditions to be met in order to keep
their children with them or to have them returned once re-
moved, including attending parenting programs that have little
empirical evidence for effectiveness and are rarely attuned to
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the unique needs of IPV survivors (Austin et al. (2017). As
will be discussed below, this prospect can be frightening for
any parent, and may have particular weight for help-seeking
survivors, who are often held responsible for the conditions of
abuse they are trying to escape. It is therefore easy to under-
stand what research shows – that for many survivors taking
care of children, often at a most vulnerable and desperate
moment, seeking help from a public agency is a frightening
prospect (DeVoe and Smith 2003). And yet, they nonetheless
do so, over and over again, from a range of formal systems,
including health care settings, mental health programs, family
shelters, and domestic violence (DV) programs (Hanson et al.
2019).

So, what happens when they enter such systems? How do
survivors think about and manage the experience of being
evaluated, and more acutely, the looming possibility of a man-
dated report? And how do advocates, trained to restore power
to survivors whose abusers may have coerced and controlled
them, navigate their roles as mandated reporters? Each of the
articles in this special section describes a piece of this complex
puzzle, but they are incomplete without a clear articulation of
the broader social, historical, and structural contexts of man-
dated reporting and the linked phenomena of parenting sur-
veillance and forced family separation for poor families and
families of color throughout this country’s history. This article
aims to review these contexts, albeit briefly. It is divided into
four sections. The first describes the historical development of
mandated reporting laws. The second describes how mandat-
ed reporting fits within the broader context of the surveillance
of mothers, a phenomenon that has disproportionately
targeted low-income women and women of color. The third
describes legacies of family separation that may still inform
the experience of women of color. Finally, the fourth section
gives a brief preview of what is to come in the subsequent
articles that comprise this special section.

History of Mandated Reporting Laws

The current mandated reporting structure is rooted in over five
decades of United States history. In 1962, Dr. C. Henry
Kempe, a Denver pediatrician, and his colleagues published
a seminal report on child abuse, The Battered Child Syndrome
(Kempe et al. 1962), exposing the frightening nature and ex-
tent of child abuse in the United States and triggering a grow-
ing sense of urgency in the medical community to address it as
a social and public health problem rather than a private family
matter (Sussman 1974). In 1963, the Children’s Bureau of the
United States Department of Health, Education, and Welfare
published model statues for individual states to adopt as they
developed legal requirements for physicians to report child
maltreatment. These focused on the “protection of children
and prevention of abuse.” Later definitions expanded to

include a focus on neglect, characterized as insufficient food,
shelter, and clothing, a definition that, as will be discussed
below, came uncomfortably close to the condition of poverty
(Bridges 2017; Raz 2017). By 1967, 49 states had passed child
abuse laws with a mandatory reporting requirement. Reluctant
for physicians to be singled out as the sole professionals re-
sponsible for reporting suspicions of abuse and neglect, the
American Medical Association advocated for an expansion of
responsibility, and by 1973, 32 states included social workers
as mandated reporters and 30 states included teachers and
administrators. In 1974, Congress passed the Child Abuse
Prevention and Treatment Act (CAPTA), the current major
funding source for child welfare, which required states to have
a mandated reporting law in order to receive federal funding.
In response to CAPTA, Child Protective Services (CPS) agen-
cies were established to investigate allegations of child mal-
treatment and, when appropriate, to provide protective and
preventive services that typically range from counselling and
support (e.g. coordination of services) to temporarily or per-
manently removing the child from the home to ensure his or
her safety and well-being (Nixon et al. 2007). Over the past
decades, most states have considerably expanded their man-
datory reporting laws, in terms of both what is reportable and
who is mandated to report (Raz 2017).

In the 1990s, as researchers and practitioners developed
new awareness of the profound risks associated with a child’s
exposure to intimate partner violence (IPV; Kitzmann et al.
2003), a number of jurisdictions deemed such exposure itself
to be a serious form of child maltreatment (Jaffe et al. 2003)
and some states expanded their definition of abuse or neglect
to include “failure to protect” a child from witnessing or
experiencing such abuse. This policy directly affectedmothers
facing IPV, who could be held responsible for the harm their
children endured at the hands of the same person abusing the
mothers (see, e.g. Edleson et al. 2006). It is not clear how
many mothers have been sanctioned as the result of failure
to protect laws; however, the double jeopardy it imposes on
mothers has been highlighted across multiple states, including
in the now famous 2003 Nicholson v. Williamson case
(Edleson 2006), where several New York City mothers lost
custody of their children for “being engaged in domestic vio-
lence” – as nothing other than victims of the abuse. Though
the mothers in this case filed and won a class action suit, and
some of these policies have been criticized and revised
(Edleson 2004; Ewen 2007; Nixon et al. 2015), at least 29
states still have laws that explicitly criminalize parents’ failure
to protect their children from abuse, variously called injury to
a child “by omission,” “permitting child abuse,” or “enabling
child abuse” (Campbell 2014).

Of course, children living in the context of IPV can face
grave danger when their caregivers, including their mothers,
cannot or do not protect them for any numbers of reasons (e.g.
economic constraints, fear, love of their partners). These
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dangers could necessitate a range of interventions, depending
on the situation. Yet, “failure to protect” laws illustrate how
survivor-mothers may be particularly at risk for judgment and
sanctioning of their parenting in the name of child protection
even in situations where it is clear that they themselves are at
great risk too, and that others are responsible for the risks both
to them and to their children (Edleson 2006). As the next
section shows, survivor-mothers marginalized by poverty
and racism are at heightened risk for such judgment and
sanctioning.

Parenting Surveillance as a Context
for Mandated Reporting

Though mechanisms of mandated reporting are relatively re-
cent in our country’s history, the monitoring or “surveillance”
of parenting by social service systems, as well as state inter-
vention into family life, is far from new, nor is it limited to
situations in which children are at risk. Surveillance – broadly
defined as oversight, monitoring, or tracking by an authorita-
tive body (Bridges 2017; Eubanks 2017; Monahan 2017) –
has long been a feature of health and social service systems,
particularly those designed for the poor (Bridges 2011, 2017;
Eubanks 2014, 2017). In her sweeping history of poverty
management policies from the 1600s until today, Virginia
Eubanks (2017) describes how surveillance (in this case, in-
vestigating peoples’ personal, familial, economic, andmedical
circumstances) has historically been key to determining who
deserves government support and who does not. Today, poor
families seeking help from public systems must undergo in-
terpersonal and increasingly technological forms of surveil-
lance to determine eligibility for desperately needed resources
(Bridges 2011, 2017; Eubanks 2017; Friedman 2012). This is
especially the case for impoverished mothers who are usually
the point of family contact with public assistance programs,
and even more prominent for mothers of color, who are dis-
proportionately struggling with poverty (e.g., Bridges 2011,
2017; Brush 2011). Even when these mothers seek services or
resources for needs that have nothing to do with them as
mothers, their parenting may come under scrutiny by social
service providers obligated to evaluate a child’s safety and/or
the mother’s parenting (Eubanks 2017). Such exposure is not
optional. In order to access resources, a mother must share
intimate details of her family life. In many cases, she may
have her children with her when she seeks help, in which case
her children and her parenting come under direct surveillance
even if she never utters a word about her parenting needs or
experiences.

In addition to heightened exposure to public systems,
impoverished mothers are disadvantaged by state intrusion
into their family life in other ways as well (Bridges 2017).
First, public systems that control access to critical resources,

including health and social service systems, disproportionally
monitor and question poor mothers because their very poverty
raises concerns about their capability as parents, marking them
as “untrustworthy,” “pathological,” or vulnerable to character
flaws that could lead to harm to their child (e.g., Bridges 2017;
Eubanks 2017; Monahan 2009). Although beyond the scope
of this paper, evidence for this perspective abounds across
levels of analysis. Take, for example, Temporary Assistance
to Needy Families (TANF), the federal program that partners
with states to provide cash assistance to impoverished fami-
lies. Passed in 1997, TANF paces dual emphasis on getting its
beneficiaries into the wage labor market and into marriages.
The assumption underlying these pieces of the program are
clear: that poverty is the result of individually deficient behav-
iors, easily corrected if only the recipient would get a job and
get married (Bridges 2017).

Women of color are especially susceptible to scrutiny based
on this narrative. One well-known example is the tenacious
racialized figure of the welfare queen, whose family planning
decisions rested on a selfish desire to expand her monthly
benefit check by a few dollars rather than on a desire to have
and care for a child. Though factually discredited, President
Ronald Reagan used this image of immorality and selfishness
to help dramatize the problems of big government (Levin
2019). And, because it resonates with pervasive deficit-
based narratives of Black motherhood, this and similar images
continue to haunt public imagination and discourse about
impoverished mothers of color even today, serving to justify
or normalize the idea that these mothers require oversight and
intervention (Bridges 2017; Monahan 2017; Roberts 1993,
2012). Indeed, Blackmothers are involved in child protectives
services at disproportionately high rates compared to their
numbers in the general population, with low-income Black
women being the most grossly overrepresented (e.g.,
Courtney and Skyles 2003). A recent New York Times article
proclaimed the excessive targeting of Black mothers by child
protective services as the new “Jane Crow,” a nickname given
by lawyers working in the field who bear witness to what they
see as clear patterns of racial targeting and criminalization
(Clifford and Silver-Greenberg 2017).

Finally, hand-in-hand with false assumptions about poor
women’s capabilities as mothers is the frightening reality that
poverty can be easily (mis)interpreted as neglect (Bridges
2017; Eubanks 2017). As Bridges (2017) argues, our very
conceptualization of neglect is “a description of what it means
to be poor” (p. 116). She elaborates, making connections to
specific forms of neglect, such as the absence of sufficient
food, clothing, or medical care:

“When one is poor, one will be hungry repeatedly, some-
times for long periods of time…one will not have appropriate
clothing for the weather. One will not be able to visit the
doctor when one is ill. One will live in unsafe neighborhoods
that lack resources” (p. 116).
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Ideally, poverty-related neglect would result in increased
services and supports; however, this is not always the case
(Eubanks 2017). When a mother is judged as deficient and
then sanctioned rather than supported, her poverty is effective-
ly criminalized as maltreatment (Monahan 2009).

Thus, in turning to public systems tomeet their basic needs,
women in poverty, especially women of color, are dispropor-
tionately exposed to the mechanisms (e.g. monitoring), con-
sequences (e.g. sanctions), and messages (e.g. blame) of sur-
veillance. Given the well-established intersection between
poverty and IPV (Goodman et al. 2009), some survivor-
mothers will likely have experienced this long before they
seek help for IPV, and again when they seek help for needs
that are ostensibly unrelated to poverty.

Finally, as the next section describes, parenting surveil-
lance, with its shadow specter of child removal, may have a
very particular meaning to specific groups of women of color
given historical legacies of state sponsored separation of chil-
dren and their parents (Bridges 2011, 2017; Eubanks 2006,
2017; Ritchie, 2017; Roberts 1993, 2012).

Historical Legacies of Family Separation
as a Context for Mandated Reporting

Family separation and child removal have different historical
legacies, and thus different structural realities and psycholog-
ical significance, across racial and cultural lines. For many
groups—for example, American Indians, Black Americans,
and immigrant women of color—the possibility of losing
one’s child is rooted in brutal historical realities that continue
to echo in the cultural narratives of these communities, as well
as in our national landscape. American Indian Children were
removed from their families and communities through forced
placement in Indian Boarding Schools from 1875 throughout
the mid twentieth century, and then, through unregulated
“adoptions” that allowed Native children to be taken by
White families until the passage of the Indian Child Welfare
Act in 1978 (Bombay et al. 2014). For Black Americans, the
institution of slavery separated families for centuries (from
1619 to 1877)—with children often being forcibly removed
and sold (Roberts 2002). Today, Black families are separated
from one another at staggeringly high rates through detention
and incarceration—a pattern that echoes the legacy of slavery
and anti-Black Jim Crow policies (Alexander 2012). For
many immigrant women, the history of immigration includes
family separation, child loss, or punitive practices that divided
families (see Richie 2017 for an extended discussion). Today,
the threat of deportation—a barrier to help-seeking itself—
involves the possibility of being temporarily or permanently
separated from one’s children. As these papers are being pub-
lished, we are witness to the forced separation of families at
the U.S.-Mexico border; and recent changes in immigration

enforcement have resulted in striking declines in help-seeking
among immigrant survivors of color, highlighting the power-
ful influence of this fear for survivor-mothers (e.g., Medina
2017). These histories and realities not only contribute to en-
during trauma and contemporary structural inequalities, but
also may confer different personal and psychological mean-
ings to surveillance and state intervention for survivor-
mothers from these groups, shaping their expectations and
experiences as they seek support from presumably “helping”
institutions (e.g., Boyd-Franklin 2003; Tummala-Narra 2007).

Special Section Articles

Taken together, this literature illustrates that the specter of
mandated reporting is a common feature of help-seeking for
poor mothers and mothers of color—one often characterized
by actual or feared intrusion and control, and saturated with
meanings that may be invisible to those who do not know or
live the historical legacies just described—even as it may also
function to identify children at risk and families in need of
support. Yet, strikingly little attention has been paid to the
perspectives of people on the ground in DV service contexts
– whether survivors or staff -despite the fact that DV advo-
cates, like all human service professionals, are mandated re-
porters. This special section begins to fill this gap.

The first two articles describe qualitative studies that illu-
minate how advocates and survivors participating in DV pro-
grams, respectively, experience, and manage the dynamics of
parental surveillance and the possibility of mandated
reporting. Both studies are grounded in a survivor-centered,
relational perspective that begins with the assumption that
even within the context of structural oppression and legal con-
straints, policies and practices are experienced through rela-
tionships that can be more or less survivor-centered, more or
less empowering, and more or less sensitive to the ways that
mandated reporting and accompanying parenting surveillance
and family separation have affected marginalized communi-
ties, as described above.

The first article (Goodman et al. 2019) explores how a
group of experienced DV advocates who are committed to
survivor-centered, anti-oppressive, and trauma-informed prac-
tice navigate the tension between their commitment to helping
restore survivors’ choice and control, a process that involves
sharing power with survivors, and their obligations as man-
dated reporters, a process that involves power over survivors,
especially in the context of working across social identities
and fraught histories. Although research has long documented
the pragmatic and philosophical tensions between systems
that foreground the needs of DV survivor-mothers and sys-
tems that prioritize the needs of their children – and made
important recommendations to address them (see, e.g.
Schechter and Edleson 1998; Massachusetts Department of
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Children and Families 2009) – almost no research has ex-
plored how advocates think about and manage on a daily basis
these perhaps contradictory roles, especially in the context of
their relationships with survivors. Advocates described a
range of inward-facing, survivor-facing, and systems-facing
strategies that serve as a beginning outline for a trauma-
informed approach to working with mothers in the context
of mandated reporting. The recommendations that emerged
from this study can be found here: https://sites.google.com/
bc.edu/goodman-research-team/research/resources?authuser=
0

The second paper (Fauci and Goodman 2019) shifts the
focus to survivors themselves, exploring how surveillance
shows up in their experience of seeking help in DV
shelters—even as they also experience critical support. This
study explores the negative psychological effects of such sur-
veillance, how it shapes their relationships with advocates,
how they cope with and resist it, and what recommendations
they have for improving advocacy services and relationships.
These recommendations amplify and expand the suggestions
offered in the first paper and are included in the above link.

The third article (Lippy et al. 2019) uses a broader lens to
explore the influence of mandated reporting on the help-
seeking behaviors of survivors across systems. Based on a
large sample of survivors calling in to the national domestic
violence hotline, study findings shed light on how participants
think about mandated reporting and its effects on their will-
ingness to seek help. This study is among the first to explore
how race, gender, and sexual orientation mediate mandated
reporting experiences in the IPV context, and the results dra-
matic, indicating, among other things, that mandated reporting
laws reduce help-seeking for one third of survivors.

The fourth article (Carlson et al. 2019) returns to the ques-
tion of how DV advocates balance their obligations as man-
dated reporters and as survivor-centered practitioners, this
time using a quantitative approach. Among the 142 DV shel-
ter advocates who participated in the study, the greater their
holistic concern for the target family – that is, their consider-
ation of the impact of a mandated report, the family’s context,
and their own biases – the less likely they were to make a
report to child protective services. These are fascinating re-
sults, suggesting the possibility that the more advocates con-
sider the family’s situation as a whole, the more likely they are
to find alternatives to making a report At the same time, the
degree to which they perceived that they had a good relation-
ship with child protective services staff, the more likely they
were to report. This too is fruitful territory for further research,
suggesting the possibility that reporting may be perceived as
less damaging when collaboration between the advocate and
child protective services worker is tighter.

Finally, the last article (Stylianou et al. 2019) offers a view
into how one program has tried to approach the task of man-
dated reporting in a way that is survivor-centered and trauma-

informed. Their perspective is compelling, and aligns with a
range of new initiatives now unfolding across the country. In
2016, for example, the United States Department of Health
and Human Services’Children’s Bureau launched the national
Quality Improvement Center on Domestic Violence in Child
Welfare (QIC-DVCW) to test interventions to improve how
child welfare agencies and their partners work with DV-
affected families. Under the leadership of Futures Without
Violence, the Center is collaborating with sites across the
country to develop, implement and evaluate practices and pol-
icies that attend to the safety and well-being of both child and
adult survivors jointly.

We hope that the articles in this special section, which bring
forth the critical voices of DV advocates and survivors, will
deepen our capacity to ask the right research questions in this
critical and complex area, and support survivors more effec-
tively as they seek help from systems they need for safety and
healing, but that they also rightly fear.

Acknowledgements We are deeply appreciative of the many survivors
who made time to talk with us throughout this project, and who gener-
ously shared personal and painful experiences, that they held very close to
their hearts. We are also grateful to the scholars whose transformative
work informed our own understanding of the historical context andmean-
ing of surveillance and state intervention, including Khiara Bridges,
Virginia Eubanks, and Dorothy Roberts, among others.

References

Alexander, M. (2012). The new Jim crow: Mass incarceration in the age
of colorblindness. New York, NY: The New Press.

Austin, A.E., Shanahan, M.E., Barrios, Y.V., &. Macy, R.J. (2017). A
systematic review of interventions for women parenting in the con-
text of intimate partner violence. Trauma, Violence, & Abuse, 1, 22.

Bancroft, L., & Silverman, J. G. (2002). The batterer as parent. Synergy,
6(1), 6–8.

Bombay, A., Matheson, K., & Anisman, H. (2014). The intergenerational
effects of Indian residential schools: Implications for the concept of
historical trauma. Transcultural Psychiatry, 51(3), 320–338. https://
doi.org/10.1177/1363461513503380.

Boyd-Franklin, N. (2003). Black families in therapy: Understanding the
African American experience. New York, NY: Guilford Press.

Bridges, K. M. (2011). Privacy rights and public families. Harvard
Journal of Law and Gender, 34, 113–174.

Bridges, K. M. (2017). The poverty of policy rights. Stanford, CA:
Stanford University Press.

Brooks, A. N., & McFarlane, J. (2018). A literature review: Qualitative
studies of women parenting during abuse. Nursing Forum, 53, 137–
141.

Brush, L. D. (2011). Poverty, battered women, and work in US public
policy. New York, NY: Oxford University Press.

Campbell, A. (2014). He beat her and murdered her son — And she got
45 years in jail BuzzFeed News October 2, Retrieved from: https://
www.buzzfeednews.com/article/alexcampbell/how-the-law-turns-
battered-women-into-criminals#.vn6Jw2y1OX

Carlson, M. L., Moylan, C. A., & Ortiz, D. V. (2019). Factors influencing
mandated reporting in domestic violence programs. Journal of
Family Violence.

J Fam Viol (2020) 35:217–223 221

https://sites.google.com/bc.edu/goodman-research-team/research/resources?authuser=0
https://sites.google.com/bc.edu/goodman-research-team/research/resources?authuser=0
https://sites.google.com/bc.edu/goodman-research-team/research/resources?authuser=0
https://doi.org/10.1177/1363461513503380
https://doi.org/10.1177/1363461513503380
https://www.buzzfeednews.com/article/alexcampbell/how-the-law-turns-battered-women-into-criminals#.vn6Jw2y1OX
https://www.buzzfeednews.com/article/alexcampbell/how-the-law-turns-battered-women-into-criminals#.vn6Jw2y1OX
https://www.buzzfeednews.com/article/alexcampbell/how-the-law-turns-battered-women-into-criminals#.vn6Jw2y1OX


Clifford, S., & Silver-Greenberg, J. (2017). Foster care as punishment:
The new reality of 'Jane Crow.' The New York times. Retrieved
from: https://www.nytimes.com/2017/07/21/nyregion/foster-care-
nyc-jane-crow.html

Courtney, M., & Skyles, A. (2003). Racial disproportionality in the child
welfare system. Children and Youth Services Review, 25, 355–358.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0190-7409(03)00025-2.

DeVoe, E. R., & Smith, E. L. (2003). Don't take my kids: Barriers to
service delivery for battered mothers and their young children.
Journal of emotional abuse, 3(3/4), 277-294. Children and Youth
Services Review, 29(2007), 1469–1486 www.elsevier.com/locate/
childyouth.

Edleson, J. L. (2004). Should childhood exposure to adult domestic vio-
lence be defined as child maltreatment under the law? In P. G. Jaffe,
L. L. Baker, & A. Cunningham (Eds.), Protecting children from
domestic violence: Strategies for community intervention (pp. 8–
29). New York, NY: Guilford Press.

Edleson, J. L. (2006). Emerging responses to children exposed to domes-
tic violence (pp. 1–15). Applied Research Forum: National Online
Resource Center for Violence Against Women.

Edleson, J. L., Gassman-Pines, J., & Hill, M. B. (2006). Defining child
exposure to domestic violence as neglect: Minnesota's difficult ex-
perience. Social Work, 51(2), 167–174. https://doi.org/10.1093/sw/
51.2.167.

Eubanks, V. (2006). Technologies of citizenship: Surveillance and polit-
ical learning in the welfare system. In T. Monahan (Ed.),
Surveillance and security: Technological politics and power in ev-
eryday life (pp. 89–107). New York, NY: Routledge.

Eubanks, V. (2014). Want to predict the future of surveillance? The
American Prospect: Ask poor communities Retrieved from http://
prospect.org/article/want-predict-future-surveillance-ask-poor-
communities.

Eubanks, V. (2017). Automating inequality: How high-tech tools profile,
police, and punish the poor. New York, NY: St. Martin’s Press.

Ewen, B. M. (2007). Failure to protect laws: Protecting children or
punishing mothers? Journal of Forensic Nursing, 3(2), 84–86.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1939-3938.2007.tb00108.x.

Fauci, J. E., & Goodman, L. A. (2019). ‘You don’t need nobody else
knocking you down’: Survivor mothers’ experiences of surveillance
in domestic violence. Journal of Family Violence.

Friedman, D. H. (2012). Parenting in public: Family shelter and public
assistance. New York, NY: Columbia University Press.

Goodman, L. A., Smyth, K. F., Borges, A.M., & Singer, R. (2009).When
crises collide: How intimate partner violence and poverty intersect to
shape women’s mental health and coping? Trauma, Violence, &
Abuse, 10(4), 306–329.

Goodman, L. A., Fauci, J. E., Hailes, H. P., & Gonzalez, L. (2019). Power
with and power over: How domestic violence advocates manage
their roles as mandated reporters. Journal of Family Violence, 1–
15. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-019-00040-8.

Hanson, G.C., Messing, J.T., Anderson, J.C. Thaller, J., Perrin, N. A. &
Glass (2019). Patterns and usefulness of safety behaviors among
community-based women survivors of intimate partner violence.
Journal of Interpersonal Violence, https://doi.org/10.1177/
0886260519853401

Jaffe, P. G., Wolfe, D. A., & Crooks, C. V. (2003). Legal and policy
responses to children exposed to domestic violence: The need to
evaluate intended and unintended consequences. Clinical Child
and Family Psychology Review, 6, 205–213.

Kempe, C. H., Silverman, F. N., Steele, B. F., Droegemueller, W., &
Silver, H. K. (1962). The Battered-Child Syndrome. Journal of the
American Medical Association, 181(1), 17–24.

Kitzmann, K. M., Gaylord, N. K., Holt, A. R., & Kenny, E. D. (2003).
Child witnesses to domestic violence: A meta-analytic review.
Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 71, 339–352.

Letourneau, N., Fedick, C., &Willms, J. (2007). Mothering and domestic
violence: A longitudinal analysis. Journal of Family Violence, 22,
649–659. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-007-9099-6.

Levendosky, A. A., Lynch, S., & Graham-Bermann, S. A. (2000).
Mothers’ perceptions of the impact of woman abuse on their parent-
ing. Violence Against Women., 6(3), 247–271.

Levin, J. (2019). The Myth Was $150,000 in Fraud. New York Times:
The Real Story Is More Interesting Retrieved from:. https://www.
nytimes.com/2019/05/17/opinion/sunday/welfare-queen-myth-
reagan.html.

Liang, B., Goodman, L. A., Tummala-Narra, P., & Weintraub, S. (2005).
A theoretical framework for understanding help-seeking processes
among survivors of intimate partner violence. American Journal of
Community Psychology, 36, 71–84.

Lippy, C., Jumarali, S. N., Nnawulezi, N. A., &Williams, E. (2019). The
impact of mandatory reporting policies on survivors of intimate
partner violence: Intersectionality, help- seeking and the need for
change. Journal of Family Violence.

Macy, R. J., Rizo, C. F., & Ermentrout, D. M. (2013). Characteristics,
needs, and help seeking of partner violence victims mandated to
community services by courts and child protective services.
American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, 83(4), 588–599.

Massachusetts Department of Children and Families (2009). Working
with families: Child welfare and domestic violence. Promising
Approaches. Retrieved from http://www.mass.gov/eohhs/docs/dcf/
promising-approaches-publication.pdf

Medina, J. (2017). Too scared to report sexual abuse. In The fear:
Deportation. The New York: Times Retrieved from https://www.
nytimes.com/2017/04/30/us/immigrants-deportation-sexual-abuse.
html.

Monahan, T. (2009). Dreams of control at a distance: Gender, surveil-
lance, and social control. Cultural Studies? Critical Methodologies,
9(2), 286–305. https://doi.org/10.1177/1532708608321481.

Monahan, T. (2017). Regulating belonging: Surveillance, inequality, and
the cultural production of abjection. Journal of Cultural Economy,
10(2), 191–206. https://doi.org/10.1080/17530350.2016.1273843.

Nixon, K. L., Tutty, L. M., Weaver-Dunlop, G., & Walsh, C. A. (2007).
Do good intentions beget good policy? A review of child protection
policies to address intimate partner violence. Children and Youth
Services Review, 29, 1469–1486.

Nixon, K. L., Bonnycastle, C., & Ens, S. (2015). Challenging the notion
of failure to protect: Exploring the protective strategies of abused
mothers living in urban and remote communities and implications
for practice. Child Abuse Review, 26, 63–74. https://doi.org/10.
1002/car.2417.

Nixon, K. L., Tutty, L. M., Radtke, H. L., Ateah, C. A., & Ursel, E. J.
(2017). Protective strategies of mothers abused by intimate partners:
Rethinking the deficit model. Violence Against Women, 23(11),
1271–1292.

Radford, L., & Hester, M. (2006).Mothering through domestic violence.
Philadelphia, PA: Jessica Kingsley Publishers.

Raz, M. (2017). Unintended consequences of expanded mandatory
reporting laws. Pediatrics, 139(2), e20163511 Retrieved from:
https://pediatrics.aappublications.org/content/139/4/e20163511.

Richie, A. J. (2017). Invisible no more: Police violence against Black
women and women of color. Boston, MA: Beacon Press.

Roberts, D. E. (1993). Racism and patriarchy in the meaning of mother-
hood. American University Journal of Gender, Social Policy, & the
Law, 1(1), 1–38.

Roberts, D. E. (2002). Shattered bonds: The color of child welfare. New
York, NY: Basic Books.

Roberts, D. E. (2012). Prison, foster care, and the systemic punishment of
Black mothers. UCLA Law Review, 59, 1474–1500.

Schechter, S., & Edleson, J. L. (1998). Effective intervention in domestic
violence and childmaltreatment cases: Guidelines for policy and

222 J Fam Viol (2020) 35:217–223

https://www.nytimes.com/2017/07/21/nyregion/foster-care-nyc-jane-crow.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2017/07/21/nyregion/foster-care-nyc-jane-crow.html
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0190-7409(03)00025-2
http://www.elsevier.com/locate/childyouth
http://www.elsevier.com/locate/childyouth
https://doi.org/10.1093/sw/51.2.167
https://doi.org/10.1093/sw/51.2.167
http://prospect.org/article/want-predict-future-surveillance-ask-poor-communities
http://prospect.org/article/want-predict-future-surveillance-ask-poor-communities
http://prospect.org/article/want-predict-future-surveillance-ask-poor-communities
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1939-3938.2007.tb00108.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-019-00040-8
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260519853401
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260519853401
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-007-9099-6
https://www.nytimes.com/2019/05/17/opinion/sunday/welfare-queen-myth-reagan.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2019/05/17/opinion/sunday/welfare-queen-myth-reagan.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2019/05/17/opinion/sunday/welfare-queen-myth-reagan.html
http://www.mass.gov/eohhs/docs/dcf/promising-approaches-publication.pdf
http://www.mass.gov/eohhs/docs/dcf/promising-approaches-publication.pdf
https://www.nytimes.com/2017/04/30/us/immigrants-deportation-sexual-abuse.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2017/04/30/us/immigrants-deportation-sexual-abuse.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2017/04/30/us/immigrants-deportation-sexual-abuse.html
https://doi.org/10.1177/1532708608321481
https://doi.org/10.1080/17530350.2016.1273843
https://doi.org/10.1002/car.2417
https://doi.org/10.1002/car.2417
https://pediatrics.aappublications.org/content/139/4/e20163511


practice. Reno, NV: National Council of Juvenile and Family Court
Judges Family Violence Department.

Semaan, I., Jasinski, J. L., & Bubriski-McKenzie, A. (2013). Subjection,
subjectivity, and agency: The power, meaning, and practice of moth-
ering among women experiencing intimate partner abuse. Violence
Against Women, 19 , 69–88. ht tps : / /doi .org/10 .1177/
1077801212475335.

Stylianou, A., Davis, S., & Washington, A. (2019). One organization’s
approach to balancing survivor empowerment with mandated child
abuse reporting. Journal of Family Violence. https://doi.org/10.
1007/s10896-020-00131

Sussman, A. (1974). Reporting Child Abuse: A Review of the Literature.
Family Law Quarterly, 8, 245–313.

Tummala-Narra, P. (2007). Conceptualizing trauma and resilience across
diverse contexts: A multicultural perspective. Journal of
Aggression, Maltreatment & Trauma, 14(1–2), 33–53. https://doi.
org/10.1300/J146v14n01_03.

Publisher’s Note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdic-
tional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

J Fam Viol (2020) 35:217–223 223

https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801212475335
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801212475335
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-020-00131
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-020-00131
https://doi.org/10.1300/J146v14n01_03
https://doi.org/10.1300/J146v14n01_03

	The...
	Abstract
	History of Mandated Reporting Laws
	Parenting Surveillance as a Context for Mandated Reporting
	Historical Legacies of Family Separation as a Context for Mandated Reporting
	Special �Section�Articles
	References


