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PREFACE 
 
The Need for Information 

 
A major impediment to tackling violence against women is the lack of accurate information to 
formulate and evaluate policies and laws to meet this objective. Meaningful comparisons with 
data in other countries are also not possible without a common set of indicators. In 2006, the 
United Nations General Assembly passed a resolution calling on all States to “ensure systematic 
collection and analysis of data on violence against women” (United Nations 2006). Singapore, as 
a member of the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN), is also committed to the 
collection and analysis of disaggregated data to better promote women’s rights.1 
 
The International Violence Against Women Survey (IVAWS) is an instrument designed to fill 
some of the gaps in data collection. It was developed in the late 1990s by the European Institute 
for Crime Prevention and Control (HEUNI), United Nations Interregional Crime and Justice 
Institute (UNICRI), and Statistics Canada (Johnson, Ollus and Nevala 2008). The instrument 
aims to provide a more reliable assessment of the extent of violence against women and enable 
international comparisons of data. Eleven locations have conducted the IVAWS between 2003 
and 2005: Australia, Costa Rica, Czech Republic, Denmark, Greece, Hong Kong, Italy, 
Mozambique, Philippines, Poland, and Switzerland.2 
 
Through a randomised population-based survey, the IVAWS seeks to uncover issues such as the 
prevalence and severity of violence against women, the characteristics and relationship of the 
respondent and the perpetrator, and the respondent’s help seeking responses. Information on 
victimisation is obtained based on three time frames: the respondent’s adult lifetime (defined as 
being since the respondent was 16 years old);3 the five year period preceding the survey; and the 
12 months preceding the survey. Further questions are asked about the incident when the 
victimisation occurred in the 12 months preceding the survey. 
 
In order to avoid any cultural misunderstanding or misinterpretation of what amounts to 
“abuse”, “assault” or acts such as “rape”, the IVAWS does not use such vague labels but asks 
questions about whether specific acts have been committed. For example, instead of asking the 
respondent whether she had been “molested” or “assaulted”, the IVAWS asks: 

 
Has any man ever touched you sexually when you did not want him to in a way that was 
distressing to you?

 
1 The terms of reference of the ASEAN Commission on the Promotion and Protection of the Rights of Women 
and Children (ASEAN Secretariat 2010), state, inter alia, that it is: 

5.8. To encourage ASEAN Member States on the collection and analysis of disaggregated data by sex, age, 
etc., related to the promotion and protection of the rights of women and children. 
5.9. To promote studies and research related to the situation and well-being of women and children with 
the view to fostering effective implementation of the rights of women and children in the region. 
… 
5.12. To propose and promote appropriate measures, mechanisms and strategies for the prevention and 
elimination of all forms of violation of the rights of women and children, including the protection of 
victims. 

2 Telephone interviews were used in five locations while face-to-face interviews were used in the remaining six. 
Sample sizes ranged from 25,000 in Italy to 908 in Costa Rica. Most places had a sample size of around 1,000 to 
2,000 respondents (Johnson, Ollus and Nevala 2008). 
3 The age cut-off fits well in the Singapore context since a special regime exists to protect those under 16 years-old 
in the Children and Young Persons Act (2001). 
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Experiences of male violence are sought from respondents for seven types of physical violence 
and five types of sexual violence, namely: 
 

Physical violence 
1. Threatened with hurt physically 
2. Thrown something or hit with something 
3. Pushed or grabbed, having arm twisted or hair pulled 
4. Slapped, kicked, bitten or hit with a fist 
5. Tried to strangle, suffocate, burn or scald 
6. Used or threatened to use a knife or gun 
7. Any other physical violence 

 
Sexual violence 
1. Forced into sexual intercourse 
2. Attempted to force into sexual intercourse 
3. Touched sexually 
4. Forced or attempted to force into sexual activity with someone else 
5. Any other sexual violence 
 

It must be noted that respondents are asked for their experiences of actual physical and sexual 
harm as well as threats of physical and sexual harm. Unwanted sexual touching (known in 
Singapore as “outrage of modesty” or “molest”) may also not be what is commonly thought of 
as “violence” by the public since there may not be the use of physical force but it is included in 
the IVAWS. However, other forms of conduct such as indecent exposure (“flashing”) and 
harassment (such as obscene phone calls and inappropriate comments about one’s body or sex 
life by a man) are excluded. 
 
Analysis of victimisation under the IVAWS is further made in terms of whether the violence is 
committed by a partner of the respondent or not. A partner is defined in the IVAWS as a person 
who is currently, or has been in the past, in an intimate relationship with the respondent such as 
a husband or boyfriend. A non-partner is a person who is not, and has not been, in an intimate 
relationship with the respondent such as a friend or stranger. 
 
Singapore 
 
Singapore is a small city state located near the equator at the southern tip of Peninsular Malaysia 
in Southeast Asia. Its total land area of 712 square kilometres supports a population of over 5 
million people comprising Singapore citizens, permanent residents and others who are in 
Singapore on a temporary basis such as foreigners on work or study passes and their dependents. 
The average population density of 7,257 persons per square kilometre in 2011 makes it one of 
the most heavily populated places in the world (Singapore Department of Statistics 2012). 
 
Singapore’s population is mainly descended from immigrants from China, the Malay Peninsula 
and the Indian sub-continent. In 2012, the Chinese made up 74.2 per cent of the resident 
population,4 Malays 13.3 per cent, Indians 9.2 per cent and the remaining 3.3 per cent from other 
ethnic groups (Singapore Department of Statistics 2012). Singapore residents aged 15 years and 

 
4 Official demographic data on Singapore are given in terms of the resident population. The resident population 
comprises Singapore citizens and permanent residents. The non-resident population has been increasing rapidly over 
the years due to Singapore’s economic growth and its reliance on foreign workers in most sectors of its economy. 
The non-resident population in 2012 comprised 28.1 per cent of the total Singapore population (Singapore 
Department of Statistics 2012). 
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above comprised 33.3 per cent Buddhists, 10.9 per cent Taoists, 18.3 per cent Christians, 14.7 
per cent Muslims, and 5.1 per cent Hindus5 (Singapore Department of Statistics 2011). This 
diversity translates into a multi-racial, multi-cultural and multi-religious society which can be seen 
in many aspects of life in the country.6 For example, although English is commonly spoken and 
is the language used in business transactions in Singapore, three other languages are also 
recognised as official languages, namely, Malay, Chinese (Mandarin) and Tamil. 
 
Despite its compact size, limited natural resources and a short history as a nation,7 Singapore has 
been able to provide a high standard of living for its population. In the five decades between 
1960 and 2012, Singapore’s per capita gross domestic product at current market prices grew by 
more than a hundred and twenty times. It reached US$52,051 in 2012 from US$428 in 1960 
(Singapore Department of Statistics 2013). Singapore’s per capita gross domestic product has 
been consistently assessed by organisations such as the International Monetary Fund and the 
World Bank as being among the highest in the world. Women in general in Singapore have 
benefitted from its rapid economic and social development as can be seen from a selection of 
key statistics below:8 
 

• With improved health care and better nutrition, life expectancy at birth has increased 
over the years. In 2011, life expectancy was 84.3 years for females and 79.6 years for 
males; in 1970, it was 67.8 years for females and 64.1 for males (Singapore Department 
of Statistics 2012); 

• The Gobal Gender Gap Report 20129 ranked Singapore 55th out of 135 countries 
(Hausmann, Tyson and Zahidi 2011); 

• The Third Billion Index 201210 ranked Singapore 37th out of 128 countries (Aguirre, 
Hoteit, Rupp and Sabbagh 2012); 

• According to the Human Development Report 2013,11 Singapore was ranked 18th 
overall out of 186 countries and 13th in terms of the Gender Inequality Index12 (United 
Nations 2013); 

• The State of the World’s Mothers Report 2013 ranked Singapore 15th out of 176 
countries in the Mother’s Index13 (Save the Children 2013). 

 
5 In addition, 17 per cent said they had no religion and 0.7 per cent had other religions. 
6 For example, while 98.7 per cent of Malays were Muslims in 2010, the religious composition of other ethnic groups 
was more mixed. Among the Indians, 58.9 per cent were Hindus, 21.7 per cent Muslims and 12.8 per cent 
Christians. Among the Chinese, 57.4 per cent were Buddhists or Taoists, 20.1 per cent Christians, and 21.8 per cent 
without a religion (Singapore Department of Statistics 2011). Various important religious observances have been 
recognised as official public holidays in Singapore. 
7 Singapore was founded in 1819 by the British to serve British interests in the Far East as a trading hub. Colonial 
rule lasted for nearly 140 years, with a brief interruption during the Second World War when Singapore was under 
Japanese Occupation. Singapore was granted self-government by the British in 1959. It joined the Federation of 
Malaysia in 1963, but separated in 1965 to become a fully independent nation thereafter. 
8 For general information on the legal, economic and social status of women in Singapore, see Wong and Leong, 
1993; Singapore Department of Statistics, 1998; Lee, Campbell and Chia, 1999; Mukhopadhaya, 2001. 
9 The Global Gender Gap Index focuses on gender equality in economic, political, education and health spheres. 
This index is designed to measure the gaps in access to resources and opportunities rather than actual levels of 
available resources and opportunities which are dependent on the state of development of a country. 
10 The Third Billion Index is a measure of women’s progress in achieving their full economic potential. 
11 The Human Development Index is a composite measure of life expectancy, educational attainment and gross 
national income per capita used to assess social and economic development. 
12 The Gender Inequality Index is a composite measure of inequality in achievement between men and women in 
the areas of reproductive health, empowerment and the labour market. 
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Violence Against Women in Singapore 
 

Singapore’s crime rate is one of the lowest in the world – 606 per 100,000 population in 2011 
(Singapore Police Force 2012).14 However, the true extent of violence against women is 
unknown since this usually occurs in private and is seldom reported. This is particularly so if the 
violence is committed by a husband or an intimate partner. In a 2005 study published by the 
World Health Organization based on a survey of 24,000 women in ten countries, it was found 
that between 55 per cent to 95 per cent of women who had been physically abused by their 
partners had never sought help from formal service providers (such as the police, hospitals, 
social services or shelters) or persons in a position of authority (such as local or religious leaders) 
(Garciá-Moreno, Jansen, Ellsberg, Heise and Watts 2005). Under-reporting is also well-known 
with respect to sexual violence. In a British study based on the 1998 and 2000 British Crime 
Surveys, it was found that many victims did not view, and thus did not report, incidents of rape 
or sexual assault as crimes (Myhill and Allen 2002). 
  
Publicly available police data on “crimes against persons” in Singapore are not disaggregated in 
terms of gender or the type of crime committed (Singapore Police Force, various years). Even 
when data on specific crimes are publicly released, such as rape and outrage of modesty in the 
crime statistics for 2009 and 2010 respectively, only the numbers of such offences are given.15 
No information is available on the age of the women, their marital status, their relationship with 
the perpetrator, location of the incident and so on. 
 
Other publicly available data in Singapore are similarly limited and collected on an ad hoc basis, 
such as: 
 

• Applications to the Family Court for protection orders against family violence (Ministry 
of Community Development, Youth and Sports 2009);16 

• Women who seek medical assistance in public hospitals in cases of violence (Ministry of 
Social and Family Development, n.d.).17 

 
In both sets of data, the information is collected only if the victims choose to come forward to 
seek some form of service. Incidents which may not be perceived to be “spousal violence”, 
“family violence” or are not severe enough to require medical attention are also not captured. 
 
Several small scale studies have appeared over the years in Singapore which attempt to give a 
picture of the socio-demographic profile of women (Seow, Poh, Yong, Anantharaman and Ooi 
1995; Subordinate Courts 1998; Lim 2002; Foo and Seow 2005; Basu 2009) and children (Nair 

 
13 Five indicators are used in this index: lifetime risk of maternal death, under-5 mortality rate, expected number of 
years of formal schooling, gross national income per capita and participation of women in national government. 
14 This figure is based on the total number of cases recorded per 100,000 of the population comprising Singapore 
residents and foreigners staying in Singapore for at least one year. 
15 The statistics provided on “rape” included cases of “statutory rape” (i.e. consensual sex with an underage girl) 
which raise different concerns from non-consensual sex.  
16 Protection orders are available to men as well as women. A female victim may also be abused by other women in 
the household such as their daughter or mother. Protection orders are only available against certain forms of 
conduct and the parties must be in, or have been in, a family relationship with each other. 
17 It is unknown how the term “violence” is defined – does it, for example, include threats to commit hurt? It is also 
not known if the data include unmarried women who are abused by a cohabiting partner. The data for 2006 are 
missing, further emphasizing the ad hoc nature of data collection. Consultations in private hospitals and with general 
practitioners are also not included in the data. 
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2006) who have experienced family violence.18 However, they are limited in scope as well since 
only those who actively seek help from public hospitals, the Family Court or a social service 
agency are covered. There has not been a systematic effort to uncover the true extent of male 
violence against women, the victims’ profiles and their experiences when seeking help from the 
police and so on through a victim survey. 
 
It is in the light of this background that the present study was conducted using the IVAWS. It is 
hoped that with the data collected, there will be greater understanding of the prevalence and 
types of violence against women in Singapore, the socio-demographic details of these victims, 
and issues such as the severity and perception of the violence, and their experience with the 
police and other support agencies. Even though any survey will inevitably suffer from some 
measurement errors (Cantor and Lynch 2000), it is hoped that the data will nevertheless be 
useful in three ways. Firstly, they offer a more accurate assessment than any previous studies; 
secondly, they serve as a baseline from which we can evaluate present laws and policies in 
Singapore; and thirdly, they make it possible to undertake cross cultural analyses of violence 
against women in other parts of the world. 
 
Methodology of the Singapore IVAWS 
 
A leading market research organisation, the Nielsen Company, was engaged to carry out the 
IVAWS in Singapore. Approval to conduct the research was granted by the National University 
of Singapore (NUS) Institutional Review Board (Approval Certificate NUS 663) on 30 
December 2008. The fieldwork was carried out between February and May 2009 and the project 
was funded by NUS’ Academic Research Fund (Tier 1) (WBS No. R-241-000-069-112). 
 
A total of 2006 women aged between 18 and 69 years were surveyed through a random sampling 
of Singapore households (mean age of respondents: 42.5 years). Only one woman aged between 
18 to 69 years-old (whose birthday was next) in each household was selected for the survey. Only 
female interviewers were used and all the interviews were conducted in person.  
 
The survey administered in Singapore followed the full IVAWS instrument, including the 
optional items on Childhood Victimisation. The survey comprised a total of 190 pre-coded 
questions which were administered in a face-to-face interview at the respondents’ homes.19  
 
The decision was taken to use the face-to-face interview method in order to reach as many 
women as possible from a wide social strata and different age groups which may not be possible 
via telephone interviews. For example, young women and those who have recently moved may 
not have telephone subscriptions. 
 
The interviewers were instructed to introduce the survey as a study on women’s personal safety 
rather than violence against women for three reasons. First, the respondent may not identify 
herself with being a victim of “violence”. Secondly, respondents may be more willing to 
cooperate in a survey on “personal safety” than “violence”. Thirdly, since the interviewer would 
not know if the respondent was currently living in an abusive relationship, it would protect the 
respondent by not identifying the survey as one on “violence”. 
 

 
18 See also the reflective works by the Society Against Family Violence (2008) and Kendra (2011). 
19 The actual number of questions that each respondent had to answer was considerably less, depending on whether 
she had been a victim of male violence and, if she had, details of the violence. 
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Selection of respondents was done using the Nielsen Residential Sampling Frame which spread 
the potential households across all the geographical locations and dwelling types in Singapore. 
Interviewers were also given a fixed route and a skip pattern for selection of households. If the 
identified woman in the household refused to take part in the survey or there was no eligible 
woman in the household, the interviewer would continue with the fixed route and skip pattern to 
select another household.20 If the identified woman in the household was not available, the 
interviewer will make an appointment to come back. A total of two re-visits were made before 
the household was replaced. No single interviewer was allowed to conduct more than 15 per cent 
of the sample size. Random call-backs were also carried out on selected respondents to monitor 
the performance of the interviewers and to ensure validity of the survey.  
 
Each question in the IVAWS was translated into Chinese (Mandarin) and Malay from the 
English version by Nielsen’s experienced translators.21 All the interviewers attended a training 
session prior to the fieldwork in accordance with IVAWS guidelines on understanding how 
violence can affect women and how to respond to potential emotional trauma caused by 
responding to the survey. A small information card containing the telephone numbers of 
helplines in Singapore was given to each respondent at the end of the interview in case she 
wished to confide in trained counsellors of her experience of violence. A debriefing session was 
also conducted midway through the fieldwork to support the interviewers and answer any 
questions which arose during the fieldwork. 
 
As a survey, the IVAWS is only able to capture experiences that respondents were prepared to 
share with the interviewers. The survey results are limited if respondents do not recall all the 
details of the incident, especially if the incident was minor. Those who are better educated and 
affluent may be potentially more likely than other groups to report minor incidents. Some 
respondents may also fail to report an incident because they thought it was irrelevant, shameful, 
or because they wished to quickly terminate the interview. 
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Corrigendum 
 
Parts of the Singapore IVAWS results had been reported in Wing-Cheong Chan, “Violence 
Against Women in Singapore: Initial Data from the International Violence Against Women 
Survey” published in Crime and Criminal Justice in Asia (Thilagaraj, Liu and Latha, eds) (New 
Delhi: Mittal Publications, 2012) and Handbook of Asian Criminology (Liu, Hebenton and Jou, eds) 
(New York: Springer, 2013). The calculation of violence in the last 12 months there was wrongly 
based on incidence of violence rather than on the prevalence of violence (i.e. multiple incidents 
were counted even though some victims were victimised repeatedly). This led to the wrong 
figure of 53 respondents being reported when it should be 22 unique victims only who 
experienced violence in the last 12 months. The correct figures are given in the present report. 
 
 

Brigitte Bouhours 
Chan Wing Cheong 
Benny Bong 
Suzanne Anderson 
 
28 June 2013 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The main findings of the International Violence Against Women Survey (IVAWS) conducted in 
Singapore are summarised below. 
 
Prevalence of Violence 

 
Overall findings on the prevalence of violence against women in Singapore are given below and 
further analyses are given in subsequent parts of this report. 

•   Nearly one in ten of the 2,006 female respondents surveyed (9.2%) reported having 
experienced at least one incident of violence by a man in their adult lifetime (i.e. since 
age 16 years). 

•   The most common forms of physical violence over the lifetime reported were: (1) being 
threatened with violence; (2) being pushed or grabbed, having arm twisted or hair 
pulled; (3) being slapped, kicked, bitten or hit with a fist; and (4) being thrown 
something or hit with something.  

•   The most common form of sexual violence over the lifetime was unwanted sexual 
touching. 

•   Women who were physically victimised were more prone to suffer from multiple 
victimisation as compared to those who were sexually victimised. 

•   The risk of victimisation decreased as the age of the women increased. 

•   Women living in HDB 1 and 2 room flats were more likely to report being victimised 
(which is not explained by age differences with other women). 

•   There was no statistically significant difference in the rate of violence between 
respondents from different ethnic groups, household income, those participating in the 
labour force, those having a personal income, or those having a say over how income is 
spent or not. 

•   Over one-third of victimised women (35.8%) received some injuries during the most 
recent incident perpetrated against them. For about one-quarter of the injured women 
(26.8%), the injuries were serious enough to require medical care. The most frequent 
types of injuries were bruises (90.1%), and cuts, scratches or burns (39.4%). 

•   More than one-third of victims (37.8%) felt that their life was in danger during the most 
recent incident of violence. 

 
Intimate Partner Violence 
 

Just over six per cent of 1,603 women with a current or former partner reported experiencing at 
least one form of violence by this partner in their adult lifetime. 

•   Physical violence (5.7%) was more frequent than sexual violence (1.2%) over the 
lifetime as well as in the past five years and 12 months.   

• More than one in five victims of intimate partner violence reported the abuse occurred 
once a week or more often.  

• Across their lifetime, women were more likely to have been victimised by a former 
partner (22.1%) than by a current partner (1.9%).  
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• Sexual violence by former boyfriends was significantly more frequent than by former 
husbands or de facto partners. 

• Women whose current partner used controlling or emotionally abusive behaviours 
reported significantly higher levels of victimisation by this partner over the past 5 years 
than women whose partner did not use such behaviours.   

• Men who got drunk two or more times a month and those who were violent outside of 
the family were also significantly more likely to be violent towards their partner than 
other men. 

• Two main risk factors for violence by current partners were the use of emotionally 
abusive behaviour by the male partner, and the female partner not choosing her own 
partner.   

• The payment of a dowry seemed to be a protective factor, linked to a lower likelihood 
of violence. 

• Of women abused by their current partner, half were injured and 44.4 per cent feared 
for their life in the most recent incident. Similar proportions of women abused by a 
former partner were injured (43.7%) or feared for their life (40.8%) during the incident. 

 
Non-Partner Violence 
 
Just over five per cent of respondents had experienced violence by a man other than an intimate 
partner in their adult lifetime.   

•   Perpetrators of non-partner violence were most likely to be strangers: 3.1 per cent of 
women experienced violence by strangers over their adult lifetime, 1.1 per cent by 
friends and acquaintances and 1.5 per cent by family members and relatives.   

•   Sexual violence was the most common form of violence by strangers and friends and 
acquaintances.  

•   Family members and relatives tended to use physical violence and sexual violence was 
relatively rare. 

•   Three factors were significant predictors of victimisation by non-partners: 

o Age: the likelihood of victimisation decreased with age. Women under 35 years 
were significantly more likely to have experienced violence by non-partners in 
the past 5 years than women aged 35 years and over. 

o Involvement in a previous intimate relationship: women who had previously 
been involved in an intimate relationship that had ended reported higher levels 
of victimisation than women who did not have a previous partner. 

o Housing type: women who were living in HDB 1 and 2 room flats and those 
living in condominiums were significantly more likely to be victimised by non-
partners than women living in other types of housing. 

 
Women’s Perceptions and Responses 
 
Victims of violence were asked to rate the seriousness of the most recent violent incident by a 
partner and a non-partner, whether they considered it was a crime, and their help-seeking 
behaviour. 
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•   About 60 per cent of all victims perceived the violence to be serious and the identity of 
the perpetrator – whether intimate partner or non-partner – made little difference.  

•   Rape was considered the most serious type of violence whether an intimate partner or a 
non-partner committed it. 

•   Women who had been injured or who feared for their life during their attack were more 
likely to say it was serious. 

•   Victims of violence were more likely to regard violence inflicted by non-partners as a 
crime than violence by intimate partners (44.1% and 20.2% respectively). The highest 
proportion of victims who considered the violent incident to be a crime were those 
attacked by strangers (58.6%). 

•   Less than one-quarter of victims reported the most recent incident to the police with a 
similar proportion doing so for partner (25.3%) and non-partner violence (21.6%).   

•   Physical violence was reported to the police more often than sexual violence (27.7% vs. 
17.1%).   

•   Victims were more likely to report to the police if they had been injured, if they felt 
their life was in danger, if they perceived the incident was serious, or if they regarded it 
as a crime.   

•   The main reasons for not contacting the police were that the victim and/or her family 
dealt with it and that the incident was too minor. 

•   Of the cases of intimate partner violence that were reported to the police, 12 per cent 
were charged and convicted.   

•   Of cases of non-partner violence reported to the police, 9.1 per cent were charged and 
convicted.   

•   Victims were unlikely to contact victim support agencies: only 13.1 per cent of victims 
of partner violence and 1 per cent of victims of non-partner violence did so. However, 
the majority of victims talked to and sought help and support from others, particularly 
their family and friends. 

 
Childhood Victimisation 
 
A strong relationship was found between childhood victimisation (i.e. before the age of 16) and 
subsequent victimisation in adulthood. 

•   Women who experienced abuse in childhood were about six times more likely to 
experience violence when they were adults. 

•   The correlation between childhood victimisation and subsequent adulthood 
victimisation was not affected by the type of abuse experienced in childhood (physical 
or sexual) or the identity of the perpetrator (father or mother). However, it should also 
be noted that slightly over half (52.5%) of women who were victimised as children 
reported that they did not experience any victimisation since the age of 16. 

•   A significant number of women who experienced violence in adulthood had witnessed 
parental violence in their childhood. 

•   When the intimate partners of the respondents had witnessed parental violence, they 
were significantly more likely to use violence themselves than those who had not 
witnessed such violence.  
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CHAPTER 1 

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SAMPLE 

 
A total of 2,006 interviews were successfully completed for the Singapore International Violence 
Against Women Survey (IVAWS). The final results were weighted in terms of age and ethnicity 
to reflect the female population aged between 18 to 69 years in Singapore (see Appendix A). The 
socio-demographic and other characteristics of the respondents were as follows. 
 
Table 1.1.  Characteristics of the 2009 Singapore IVAWS sample 

N=2,006 
% 

Unweighted 
% 

Weighted Difference 
Age in years     
 Age range 18-70 18-70 - 
 

18–24 10.4 13.4 +3.0 

25–34 19.2 21.9 +2.7 

35–44 25.0 21.0 -4.0 

45-54 22.7 18.9 -3.8 

55-64 16.7 12.8 -3.9 

65+ 6.0 12.0 +6.0 

Mean age (years) 42.9 42.5 -0.4 
 

Median age (years) 43.0 42.0 -1.0 

Relationship status    
 Marrieda 71.2 66.0 -5.2 

De-facto living 0.6 0.7 +0.1 

Dating 2.5 3.1 +0.6 

Single 25.7 30.2 +4.5 

Respondent lives with    
 Male partner & children of any age 48.5 43.1 -5.4 

Male partner only 7.9 8.8 +0.9 

Male partner, children or not & relatives 14.4 13.7 -0.7 

Relatives & with or without children 19.1 23.4 +4.3 

Alone with children of any age 6.5 6.8 +0.3 

 Alone or with non-family members 3.6 4.2 +0.6 

Ethnicity    

 Chinese 67.5 73.1 +5.6 

 Indian 15.1 8.2 -6.9 

 Malay 10.1 10.8 +0.7 

 Other (eg Japanese, Caucasian, Arab etc) 7.3 7.9 +0.6 
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Characteristics cont’d 
% 

Unweighted 
% 

Weighted Difference 

Religion    

 Buddhism/Taoism 37.5 40.0 +2.5 

 Christianity 20.2 21.1 +0.9 

 Islam 17.3 16.6 -0.7 

 Hinduism/Sikhism 10.8 6.1 -4.7 

 Other or no religion 14.3 16.3 +2.0 

Citizenship    

 Singaporean or PR 93.0 93.1 +0.1 

 Non Singaporean or non- PR 7.0 6.9 -0.1 

Highest level of educationb    

 Primary 21.1 22.9 +1.8 

 Junior secondary 38.2 35.4 -2.8 

 Senior secondary / Matriculation 7.5 7.6 +0.1 

 Tertiary  33.0 34.0 +1.0 

 Don’t know/refusal 0.2 0.1 -0.1 

Employment/income    

 Works for pay 52.9 52.1 -0.8 

 Has own income from other sources 16.1 17.8 +1.7 

 No personal income 31.0 30.1 -0.9 
 
Nett household monthly income after tax (SGD)    

 Nil income 0.3 0.6 +0.3 
 1–2,000 18.0 18.4 +0.4 

 2,001-3,500 26.6 25.6 -1.0 

 3,501-6,000 23.2 22.8 -0.4 

 6,000+ 21.7 20.9 -0.8 

 Don’t know/refusal 10.2 11.7 +1.5 

Notes a Includes 5 women who indicated they were married but currently separated from their  
  husband. 
b Educational categories are: primary (no formal education, some primary and completed 
primary education (PSLE or equivalent)); junior secondary (some secondary and 
completed secondary (GCE ‘N’ / ‘O’ or equivalent) education); senior 
secondary/matriculation (Pre U / Junior college (GCE ‘A’ or equivalent) education); 
tertiary (Polytechnic/Diploma, University degree, and postgraduate degree).   

 
The rest of this report will go into some detail on the responses given in the survey. The report 
is arranged as follows: 

• Chapter 2: Prevalence of Violence 
• Chapter 3: Intimate Partner Violence 
• Chapter 4: Non-Partner Violence 
• Chapter 5: Women’s Perceptions and Responses 
• Chapter 6: Childhood Victimisation. 
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CHAPTER 2 

PREVALENCE OF VIOLENCE 

 

Women’s Experiences of Violence 

Figure 2.1 presents a schematic picture of the number and proportion of Singaporean women 
who had experienced physical and/or sexual violence in their adult lifetime (since age 16), in the 
five years and in the year preceding the survey. This is a simple measure of the percentage of 
women who reported having experienced violence by men during the survey periods. Overall, 
9.2 per cent of the women surveyed reported having experienced at least one incident of 
violence by a man in their lifetime. The proportion of women who were the victims of violence 
by men in the five years preceding the survey reduces to 3.4 per cent, and in the year preceding 
the survey, to 1.1 per cent.  
 
Across the adult lifetime, 90.8 per cent of women did not experience any violence, and: 

• 5 per cent experienced physical violence only;  

• 2.3 per cent experienced sexual violence only; and 

• 1.9 per cent experienced both physical and sexual violence, in the same or separate 
incidents. 

 
In the five years preceding the survey, 96.6 per cent of the women did not experience any 
violence, and:  

• 2.2 per cent experienced physical violence only;  

• 0.6 per cent experienced sexual violence only; and 

• 0.6 per cent experienced both physical and sexual violence, in the same or separate 
incidents. 

 
In the past year (2008), 98.9 per cent of respondents did not report any violence against them, 
and: 

• 0.9 per cent experienced physical violence only; 

• 0.1 per cent experienced sexual violence only; and 

• 0.1 per cent experienced both physical and sexual violence, in the same or separate 
incidents. 

 
Across all three time periods, higher proportions of women reported that they experienced 
physical violence compared to sexual violence.  
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Figure 2.1. Women’s experiences of violence Singapore IVAWS (weighted data by age and 
ethnicity) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Physical violence 

The International Violence Against Women Survey (IVAWS) defines physical violence as a 
continuum ranging from threats of physical harm to actual harm, and including acts such as 
hitting, pushing, slapping, kicking, burning, attempting to strangle and using weapons. The most 
common forms of physical violence over the lifetime reported by respondents were (1) being 

Sexual violence 

N=84 
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6.8% 
Experienced violence in adult 

lifetime 

N=184 
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N=24 

1.2% 
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N=57 

2.8% 

Experienced violence in the 
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N=22 

1.1% Sexual violence 

N=7 

0.3% 

Physical violence 

N=19 

1.0% 

All female respondents 
 

N=2,006 
 

100% 

Never experienced violence 

N=1,817 

90.8% 
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threatened with violence (3.9%); (2) being pushed or grabbed, having arm twisted or hair pulled 
(3.8%); (3) being slapped, kicked, bitten or hit with a fist (3.7%); and (4) being thrown something 
or hit with something (3.5%). While the percentages differ depending on the time period 
considered, the relative frequency of each form of violence is similar (Table 2.1).  
 
Threats of violence were usually associated with actual physical violence. Indeed, the majority 
(63%) of the 138 women who reported one or more incidents of physical violence in their adult 
lifetime experienced more than one form of violence (Figure 2.2). Several forms of physical 
violence may occur during the same violent incident but it can also indicate a pattern of 
victimisation over time.  
 
Table 2.1.  Forms of physical violence in adult lifetime, past five years and one year (%) 

N=2,006 Lifetime Past 5 yearsb Past 1 yearb 

At least one form of physical violencea 6.8 2.8 1.0 

Threats to hurt physically 3.9 1.7 0.6 

Pushing, grabbing, twisting arm, pulling hair 3.8 1.2 0.4 

Slapping, kicking, biting or hitting with a fist 3.7 1.6 0.5 

Throwing/hitting with something 3.5 1.4 0.4 

Strangling, trying to suffocate, burning or scalding  0.7 0.2 0.1 

Using/threatening to use a knife or other weapon 0.6 0.3 0.0 

Other physical violence 0.1 0.1 0.1 
 

Notes a Totals may not add up to 100% because of multiple responses.   
b Five-year and one-year rates may be underestimated because a few respondents said 
they had been physically abused, but did not specify when the incident occurred. 

 
Figure 2.2.  Forms of violence experienced by women in their adult lifetime (%) 

 
Sexual violence 

The IVAWS’s definition of sexual violence includes forced intercourse and attempted forced 
intercourse (rape and attempted rape), unwanted sexual touching (“outrage of modesty”) and 
forced or attempted forced intercourse with another man for money or goods, i.e. forced 
prostitution, but excludes non-contact sexual victimisation such as indecent exposure.  
 
Just over 4 per cent of the Singapore IVAWS sample reported one or more incidents of sexual 
violence in their adult lifetime, reducing to 1.2 per cent in the past five years and 0.3 per cent in 
the past year. The most frequent form of sexual violence was unwanted sexual touching, 
reported by 3.8 per cent of women over their lifetime (1% and 0.3% in the previous five years 
and previous year respectively). Under 1 per cent of respondents indicated that since they turned 
16 years, a man forced or attempted to force them into sexual intercourse. No woman 
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mentioned having been forced to have intercourse with a third party for money (forced 
prostitution). Unlike physical violence, under 20 per cent of the women who reported sexual 
victimisation had been victims of multiple forms of abuse (Figure 2.2).  
 
Table 2.2.  Forms of sexual violence in adult lifetime, past five years and one year (%) 

N=2,006 Lifetime Past 5 yearsb Past 1 yearb 

At least one form of sexual violencea 4.2 1.2 0.3 

Unwanted sexual touching 3.8 1.0 0.3 

Forced sexual intercourse 0.7 0.3 0.1 

Attempted forced sexual intercourse 0.7 0.1 0.0 

Forced prostitution 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Other sexual violence 0.1 0.0 0.0 

Notes a Total may not add up to 100% because of multiple responses. 
b Five-year and one-year rates may be underestimated because a few respondents said 
they had been sexually abused, but did not specify when the incident occurred. 

 
Frequency of violence 

This section looks at how many times and how often women were victimised by their partners or 
other perpetrators. For each type of violent act and each type of perpetrator, two questions were 
asked of the women who reported one or more incidents of victimisation: how many times did it 
happen, and how often did it happen? In this section, we focus on the second question, how 
often did it happen and the next section focuses on how many times it happened. We consider 
the frequency of violence over the lifetime because, although the question was asked specifically 
with regards to the previous 12 months, the number of women victimised in the previous year 
and who answered the questions is too small to conduct meaningful analyses.  
 
Table 2.3 presents the frequency of victimisation by all types of violence over the adult lifetime. 
Of the victims of intimate partner violence, over one in five (22.5%) said that they were abused 
once a week or more; however, this was mainly due to frequent abuse by a former partner (29%) 
rather than a current partner (3.7%). This is consistent with subsequent findings (Chapter 3) that 
show that domestic violence was more likely to be perpetrated by former partners than by 
current partner, and was generally more severe. Yet, among the victims of violence by their 
current partner, over half said that they experienced repeated abuse by this partner, occurring 
between once to three times a month.  
 
Overall, violence by non-partners was less frequent than intimate partner violence, with nearly 80 
per cent of victims of non-partners saying it happened only once or rarely. As the closeness of 
the relationship between victim and perpetrator increased, so did the frequency of abuse. For 
example, 57.8 per cent of victims of violence by family members said the abuse happened once 
or rarely, compared to over three-quarters of victims of friends and acquaintances, and 90 per 
cent of victims of strangers (Table 2.3).  
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Table 2.3.  Frequency of violent victimisation by perpetrator in adult lifetime (%) 

 
Once a week 

or more 
1-3 times a 

month Once, rarely 

Intimate partner (N=66)a 22.5 45.4 32.1 

Current partner (N=17) 3.7 53.5 42.8 

Former partner (N=48) 29.0 44.7 26.3 

Non-partner (N=61)a 7.9 12.9 79.2 

Family members, relative (N=15) 11.3 30.9 57.8 

Friend, acquaintance (N=15) 3.0 20.6 76.4 

Stranger (N=41) 1.1 8.5 90.4 

Note a Ns exclude don’t know and refusals to answer, which represented about one-third of all  
  answers. 

Number of times victimised 
Women who said that they had been victimised were asked, for each specific act of physical or 
sexual violence, how many times it happened through their adult lifetime. Table 2.4 summarises 
their responses by type of violence and by perpetrator. The results in Table 2.4 include a variety 
of violent acts such as pushing, slapping or hitting for physical violence, and rape and unwanted 
touching for sexual violence. We do not know if these acts of violence occurred at different 
times or whether they occurred during the same incident. Nevertheless, we see that women who 
were victimised often suffered from several acts of violence, particularly with regards to physical 
violence. Women who were abused by their partner were particularly prone to multiple 
victimisation compared to women abused by non-partners. 
 
Table 2.4. Number of times women were victimised in their adult lifetime by any act of physical 

or sexual violence (%) 

 

Type of violencea Perpetratora 
All violence 

N=165 
Physicalb  
N=117 

Sexualb  
N=80 

 Partner 
N=83 

Non-partner 
N=94 

Once only 24.8 57.4 18.1 50.0 32.4 

2-4 times 35.0 30.0 30.1 38.3 32.9 

5-9 times 15.4 6.3 18.1 8.5 15.2 

10 times or more 24.8 6.3 33.7 3.2 19.5 
 

Notes a Ns by physical and sexual violence are higher than by partner/non partner because some  
  women were victimised through both physical and sexual violence by the same 
  perpetrator. Victims who did not know or refused to answer are excluded.   

b Physical and sexual violence include all the acts of violence surveyed (see Tables 2.1  
  and 2.2). 
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Correlates of Violence 

Previous research has found that the strongest factor associated with both physical and sexual 
victimisation is age: younger women are victimised more often than older women (Lauristen and 
White 2001; Mouzos and Makkai 2004; Tjaden and Thoennes 2000). Socio-economic factors 
such as marital status, level of education, income and participation in labour force have also been 
associated with risk of violent victimisation, but results are less consistent. This section examines 
how a number of factors – such as age, ethnicity and religion, relationship status, level of 
education, and work status and income – correlate with the likelihood of victimisation. Because 
the number of women who have been victimised is relatively small, we use the rate of 
victimisation in the past five years rather than in the past 12 months in order to have sufficient 
statistical power to test significant differences. 
 
Age 

Age was negatively associated with the likelihood of experiencing both physical and sexual 
violence; that is, risks of victimisation in the past five years decreased as respondents’ age 
increased (Figure 2.3). The group of women most at risk for all types of violence were those 
aged 18 to 24 years; risks then decreased for those aged between 25 and 45 years, and decreased 
again for older women (Table 2.5). Women who had been the victims of any violence in the past 
five years were on average 7 years younger than non-victims (35.1 years and 42.8 years 
respectively, p<.001); age differences were similar for physical and sexual violence.1 
 
Table 2.5.  Rates of physical and sexual violence by age group, past five years (%) 

N=2,006 
Physical 
violence Sexual violence Any violence 

18-24 years 5.2** 2.6* 5.6*** 

25-34 years 3.7 1.1 4.1 

35-44 years 3.6 1.4 4.5 

45-54 years 2.4 1.6 3.4 

55+ years 0.6 0.0 0.6 
* p<.05; ** p<.01; *** p<.001.  
 
The Hong Kong IVAWS reported similar findings with a sharp drop in the victimisation of 
women aged 35 years and above compared to younger women. For example, 9.2 per cent of 
Hong Kong respondents aged between 18 and 24 years reported that they had experienced 
physical or sexual victimisation in the past year, reducing to 6.3 per cent for women aged 25 to 
34 years, and just 2.8 per cent for the group aged 35 to 44 (Broadhurst, Bouhours and Bacon-
Shone 2012, pp. 27-28). The Australian IVAWS also found that being of younger age was a 
predictor of victimisation for the group aged 18 to 24 years, with rates dropping by more than 
half for the group aged 25-34 years (Mouzos and Makkai 2004, pp. 28-29). The decrease is not so 
sharp in Singapore, but this could be due to the small number of cases. 
 

 
1 A similar pattern between age and risk of victimisation in the past 12 months was present, but differences were not 
statistically significant. 
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Figure 2.3.  Physical and sexual violence by age group, past five years (%) 

 
Ethnicity and religion 

There were no statistically significant differences in rates of violence between ethnic groups 
although Malay respondents reported lower levels of victimisation in their lifetime and in the 
past 5 years than women from other ethnic groups (Table 2.6). 
 
Table 2.6.  Victimisation by respondent’s ethnicity (%) 

N=2,006 
Chinese 
N=1,467 

Malay 
N=216 

Indian 
N=164 

Other 
N=159 

Lifetime 9.8 6.5 9.1 6.9 

Past 5 years 3.5 2.3 3.7 3.1 

Past 12 months 1.2 1.4 1.2 0.0 
 
There are, however, significant differences in levels of victimisation depending on the religion of 
the respondent and the practice of that religion. Two variables relate to respondents’ religiosity:  
 

• “What is your religion?” - This question had possible answers: Christianity, 
Buddhism/Taoism, Islam, Hinduism/Sikhism and none/other religion.2 

• “Do you practice your religion?” - This question was asked of those who declared having a 
religion. 

As Figure 2.4 (left hand side) shows, Christian women and those with no religion reported 
higher levels of victimisation than women from the other three religions (differences statistically 
significant at p<.01 for Buddhism and Islam, not significant for Hinduism). Whether 
respondents practiced their religion or not was also significantly associated with increased 
victimisation (Figure 2.4, right hand side): 2.8 per cent of women who practised their religion 

 
2 Only one respondent said she had a different religion from the four listed but did not specify what it was.  This 
case was combined with the group saying they had no religion. 
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had been victimised in the past 5 years compared to 5.7 per cent of those who did not practice 
their religion and 4.9 per cent of those who said they did not have a religion (p<.05). 
 
Figure 2.4.  Victimisation by respondent’s religiosity, past five years (%) 

 

 
To assess which of the two factors (specific religion or practice of that religion) was most 
relevant, we ran the same analysis controlling for practice of religion (Figure 2.5). There were 
striking differences in the level of victimisation of practicing and non-practicing women of the 
Christian (5.3% practicing vs. 16% non-practising) and Islamic (1.5% practicing vs. 12.5% non-
practising) faiths. Whether they practiced their religion or not made no statistical difference for 
Buddhist/Taoist women; all Hindu/Sikh women were practising their religion. 
 
Figure 2.5.  Victimisation by respondent’s religion and practice, past five years (%) 

 
Although religion was related to the ethnic background, there was no correlation between 
respondents’ ethnic background and their level of victimisation because of the varying 
proportions of each ethnic group who did not practice their religion, and the fact that not all 
members of each ethnic group belonged to the same religion. The overwhelming majority of 
Malay respondents (98.1%) were Islamic and only 3.2 per cent did not practice their religion. Of 
Indian women, 67.5 per cent were Hindus or Sikhs, 24.5 per cent were Islamic and 8 per cent 
were Christian. Over half the Chinese women were Buddhist or Taoist (54.1%), 23.6 per cent 
were Christian, and nearly the same proportion (22.1%) did not follow a religion. 
 
We note, however, that there were also significant age differences between women of different 
religions as well as between those who practiced their religion or not. As shown in Figure 2.6, 

* 

* 
*p<.05. 

 Religion Practice of religion 

** * 

** 

** p<.01; *p<.05. 
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respondents who said they had no religion were on average 37.3 years-old, that is, significantly 
younger than all religious women (ranging from 40.1 years for Islamic women to 46.4 years for 
Buddhist women). On the other hand, Buddhist and Taoist women were significantly older than 
women from other religions as well as non-religious women. In addition, women who practiced 
their religion also tended to be significantly older than those who mentioned a religious 
affiliation but did not actively practice that religion (40.7 years compared to 43.8 years for those 
practicing, p<.05). 
 
Figure 2.6.  Respondent’s average age by religious affiliations and practice of religion 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
In summary, there were no statistical differences in risks of victimisation (for all violence in the 
past 5 years) by ethnicity of respondents, but there were significant differences between religions. 
Respondents whose religion was Buddhism/Taoism or Islam had lower levels of victimisation 
than women from other religions, particularly Christian women and those with no religion. 
Among respondents who had a religion, those who practiced that religion also had lower risks of 
victimisation than those who did not practice it. Finally, there was an interaction between 
religion and practice of that religion. Christian women were more likely to be victimised than 
women of other religions, but within the group of Christian women, practising their religion 
acted as a protective factor compared to those who did not practice it. Of all the religious 
groups, Islamic women were the least likely to be victimised; but, Islamic women who did not 
practice their faith had a higher rate of victimisation (12.5%) than all other women apart from 
non-practicing Christians (16%). However, as we will see when we explore predictors of violence 
for each type of perpetrators (intimate partners and non-partners), it is not the choice or practice 
of religion per se which is related to victimisation, but age, which is the mediating factor.  
 
Relationship status 

There were no significant differences in the risk of victimisation in the past 5 years between 
women who were in an intimate relationship and those who were not (3.4% vs. 3.5% 
respectively, for any violence). However, the type of relationships women were involved in was 
important. Women who were dating a boyfriend were much more likely to report physical or 
sexual violence (by any man, not necessarily their dating partner) in the past 5 years than married 
or single women (Table 2.7).  
 
Again there was an interaction between the women’s age and the type of relationships they were 
forming: women dating a boyfriend were on average 28.3 years-old, compared to 38.2 years-old 
for single women and 45.2 years for women who were married or living with a partner (p<.001). 

*** 

* p<.05 
*** p<.001 

*** 

* 

* 
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We explore these effects further in this section when we look at correlates of violence and in 
subsequent sections when we look next at different types of violence by intimate partners and 
non-partners. 
  
Like previous victimisation surveys (e.g. ABS 1996), we found that women who had been 
previously involved in an intimate relationship – i.e. who were separated or divorced – were 
more likely to report violence than those who had not (9.6% and 2.2% respectively, p<.001). 
 
Table 2.7.  Physical and sexual violence by type of intimate relationship, past five years (%) 

N=2,006 
Physical 
violence Sexual violence Any violence 

Relationship status    

Currently in an intimate relationship 3.5 1.4 3.4 

Not in an intimate relationship 2.5 0.8 3.5 

Type of intimate relationship    

Married/de facto 2.2 1.0 2.8 

Dating 9.7** 8.1*** 14.3*** 

Single  3.5 0.8 3.5 

Previous relationship(s)     

Yes 8.4*** 3.7*** 9.6*** 

No 1.8 0.7 2.2 
** p<.01; *** p<.001.  
 
Level of education 

As shown in Table 2.8, women who had university and postgraduate education were more likely 
to have been victimised in the past 5 years than women with lower educational attainment 
(statistically significant for physical violence and physical/sexual violence combined). While this 
result is somewhat surprising, it is partly explained by the fact that women with tertiary level 
education were on average aged 33.4 years, that is, they were significantly younger than those 
with lower levels of education (Table 2.8, right hand column). As we have seen above, younger 
women were at greater risks of victimisation than older women. 
 
Table 2.8.  Physical and sexual violence by level of education, past five years (%) 

N=2,006 
Physical 
violence 

Sexual 
violence Any violence 

Mean age 
(years) 

Highest level of educationa     

Primary 1.1 0.9 1.5 57.0 

Junior secondary 2.8 0.7 3.2 43.1 
Senior secondary/ 
matriculation 1.3 0.7 1.3 37.0 

Tertiary 4.4** 2.0 5.3** 33.4* 
* p<.05; ** p<.01.  
Note  a Educational categories are: primary (no formal education, some primary and completed  

  primary education (PSLE or equivalent)); junior secondary (some secondary and 
completed secondary (GCE ‘N’ / ‘O’ or equivalent) education); senior 
secondary/matriculation (Pre U / Junior college (GCE ‘A’ or equivalent) education); 
tertiary (Polytechnic/Diploma, University degree, and postgraduate degree).   
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Work status and income 

Consistent with the results of the Australian IVAWS (Mouzos and Makai 2004), we found no 
statistically significant differences in the likelihood of violent victimisation based on household 
income (not shown), participation in the labour force, having a personal income, or having a say 
over how income is spent in Singapore (Table 2.9). By contrast, the Hong Kong IVAWS found 
household income had no impact on the risk of victimisation, but women who worked, those 
who had their own personal income and those who did not have a say in how their income was 
spent had significantly higher risks of violent victimisation (Broadhurst, Bouhours and Bacon-
Shone 2012). 
 
Table 2.9.  Physical and sexual violence by work and income status, past five years (%) 

N=2,006 
Physical 
violence Sexual violence Any violence 

Labour force status    

Work for pay 3.0 1.3 3.6 

Does not work for pay 2.7 1.0 3.1 
Has own income from work or 
other sources    

Yes 2.9 1.1 3.6 

No 2.5 1.5 3.1 
Has a say in how her income is 
useda    

Yes 2.9 1.1 3.5 

No 3.6 0.0 3.6 

Note a Based on N=1,398 women with an income.  
 
Type of housing 

Two groups of respondents, those who lived in HDB 1 and 2 room flats and those who lived in 
condominiums had significantly higher levels of victimisation than other respondents (Table 
2.10). While women living in condominiums were younger by 4 years or more than other 
respondents (38.5 years compared to 42.0-48.1 years), which can explain their higher risk of 
victimisation, those living in smaller HDB 1 and 2 room flats were the oldest group of 
respondents (48.1 years). Further investigation on these findings is needed. A possible 
explanation is that there are other factors at play including socio-economic factors such as 
poverty and other stressors on women who live in HDB 1 and 2 room flats, which could explain 
their increased risk of victimisation. 
 
From the analyses above, we see that age is an important factor linked to women’s victimisation. 
The higher level of victimisation of younger women can be explained by lifestyle factors: young 
women tend to have increased contact with young men, i.e. those most likely to be violent; they 
are more likely to work and socialise outside of home; and also more likely to engage in risky 
behaviour such as getting drunk (e.g. see Krug, Dahlberg, Mercy, Zwi and Lozano 2002). In 
subsequent sections, we examine various types of victimisation by intimate partners and non-
partners and the correlates of victimisation by each kind of perpetrator, which will permit us to 
explore some of the current findings in more detail.  
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Table 2.10.  Physical and sexual violence by type of housing, past five years (%) 

N=2,006 
Physical 
violence 

Sexual 
violence Any violence 

Mean age 
(years) 

HDB 1 and 2 rooms 9.6*** 1.6 10.4*** 48.1 

HDB 3 rooms 2.8 1.1 3.6 42.0 

HDB 4 rooms 1.7 0.9 2.0 42.2 

HDB 5 rooms/ exec/ maisonette 1.6 1.2 1.9 43.4 

Exec condo/condo 6.0*** 2.6 7.7*** 38.5** 

Other typesa 2.8 0.0 2.8 45.6 
** p<.01; *** p<.001.   
Note a Includes terrace, semi-detached and bungalows. 
 

Severity of the most recent incident 

Respondents who had been the victims of physical or sexual violence were asked to describe the 
most recent incident perpetrated against them by an intimate partner or a non-partner. Overall, 
4.1 per cent of respondents mentioned a violent incident by an intimate partner, and 4.2 per cent 
reported a violent incident by a non-partner. Analyses in this section are based on N=201, that 
is, we include all violent incidents even if they involved the same victim. Just over one-third of 
victimised women (35.8%) received some injuries during the most recent incident (Table 2.11). 
For about one-quarter of injured women, the injuries were serious enough to require medical 
care. The most frequent types of injuries included bruises (90.1%) followed by cuts, scratches or 
burns (39.4%). Similar proportions of injured women received head injuries (12.5%) or 
internal/genital injuries (11.3%) and 2.8 per cent had broken bones. 
 
Table 2.11.  Severity of the most recent incident by type of violence and perpetrator (%) 

 

Type of violence Perpetrator 
All violence 

N=201 
Physical  
N=119 

Sexual  
N=82 

 Partner 
N=99 

Non-partner 
N=102 

Received physical 
injuries 46.2*** 20.7 45.5** 26.5 35.8 

% of women with 
injuries needing 
medical carea 27.3 25.0 29.5 22.2 26.8 

Felt her life was in 
danger 42.9 30.5 42.4 33.3 37.8 

Used medical 
drugs and/or 
alcohol to cope 
with the incident 12.6 8.5 15.1 6.9 11.0 

** p<.01; *** p<.001.   
Note  a Overall N=71 women were injured: 55 through physical violence and 16 through sexual  

   violence; 45 by current or former partners and 26 by non-partners. 
 
Of these 201 incidents, 59.2 per cent consisted of physical violence and 40.8 per cent of sexual 
violence. The majority of physical violence involved actual violence (89.9%) and the rest, threats 
of violence; most of the incidents of sexual violence were of unwanted sexual touching (75.6%). 
Physical violence was more likely to result in injuries than sexual violence (46.2% of incidents of 
physical violence resulted in injuries compared to 20.7% of all incidents of sexual violence); but 
among the incidents of sexual violence, half the rapes led to injuries compared to only 11.3 per 
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cent of incidents of unwanted sexual touching. Therefore, it is not surprising that physical 
violence resulted in injuries more often than sexual violence since three-quarters of the sexual 
violence consisted of unwanted sexual touching. Around half the incidents were committed by 
intimate partners (49.3%) and the same proportion (50.7%) by non-partners. Nearly half the 
victims of intimate partner violence were injured (45.5%) compared to around one-quarter of 
victims of non-partners (26.5%), although roughly the same proportions required medical care 
for these injuries (Table 2.11). 
 
Another measure of seriousness was whether women felt their life was in danger when faced 
with physical or sexual violence. Overall 37.8 per cent reported they did fear for their life during 
the most recent incident of violence. A higher proportion of women who experienced physical 
violence feared for their life than those who experienced sexual violence (42.9% compared to 
30.5%, not statistically significant). We examine the characteristics of the most recent violent 
incident in more detail when we focus on intimate partner violence and non-partner violence in 
the following chapters. 
 

Prevalence of Violence: Summary 

Of the 2,006 women interviewed in Singapore nearly one in ten (9.2%) reported having 
experienced at least one incident of violence by a man in their adult lifetime (i.e. since age 16). 
They were more likely to report physical violence (6.8%) than sexual violence (4.2%). The most 
common forms of physical violence were threats of physical harm (3.9%), being pushed or 
grabbed, having arm twisted or hair pulled (3.8%), being slapped, kicked, bitten or hit with a fist 
(3.7%), and being thrown something or hit with something (3.5%). Unwanted sexual touching 
was the most common form of sexual violence. 
 
Risks of violent victimisation varied with a number of socio-demographic factors, which 
included: 

•  Age: the risk of victimisation decreased as women’s age increased. 
•  Women who were in a dating relationship and those who had been previously involved 

in an intimate relationship reported higher levels of physical and sexual violence in their 
adult lifetime. 

•  Women living in HDB 1 and 2 room flats were more likely to report being victimised 
and this was not explained by age differences with other women. 

•  There was no statistically significant differences in the rate of violence between 
respondents from different ethnic groups, household income, those participating in the 
labour force, those having a personal income, or those having a say over how income is 
spent or not. 

 
Over one-third of victimised women received some injuries during the most recent incident 
perpetrated against them. The most frequent type of injuries was bruises. One-quarter of injured 
women required medical care. Nearly 40 per cent of abused women felt that their life was in 
danger during the most recent incident of violence. 
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CHAPTER 3 

 INTIMATE PARTNER VIOLENCE 

 

This chapter examines the prevalence, correlates, and severity of violence by intimate partners, 
current and former. First, we report the prevalence of intimate partner violence across the 
respondents’ adult lifetime and in the past five years and one year. The severity of the violence is 
analysed based on the women’s description of the most recent incident of violence by a partner. 
Then, we focus on violence by the current intimate partner and explore which characteristics of 
victims and their partners were associated with increased risks of victimisation. 

 
In the International Violence Against Women Survey (IVAWS), intimate partner violence is 
defined broadly as violence perpetrated by: 

• Husbands, current and former, including those who were separated but not divorced; 

• De facto partners, current and former; and 

• Boyfriends, current and former. 
 

Violence by an Intimate Partner 

In this section we focus on 1,603 women who indicated that at the time of the survey or in the 
past they had an intimate partner; i.e. women who were and had always been single are excluded 
from the analyses. Overall, 6.1 per cent of women who had an intimate partner at some stage in 
their adult life reported that they had experienced physical or sexual violence by a partner (Figure 
3.1). Rates reduce to 2.6 per cent in the past 5 years and 0.9 per cent in the past 12 months. 
Across their adult lifetime, partnered women were more prone to physical violence (5.7%) than 
sexual violence (1.2%) by a partner. As the time frame reduces, the gap decreases but rates 
remain higher for physical violence compared to sexual violence over the past 5 years (2.6 % vs. 
0.3%) and the past year (0.9% vs. 0.1%). 
 
Figure 3.1  Intimate partner violence: adult lifetime, past 5 years and 1 year 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Similar proportions of women reported threats of violence and actual physical violence, and 
most of the time threats and violence occurred together. Over the lifetime various forms of 
violence occurred at around the same rate (ranging from 3 to 3.7%, Table 3.1) except for 
strangling, trying to suffocate, burning or scalding and using or threatening to use a weapon or 
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knife, which under 1 per cent of respondents reported. Turning to sexual violence, we see that 
unwanted sexual touching was the most commonly reported form of sexual victimisation by 
intimate partners (0.8% over the lifetime), but rates are very small, which makes it difficult to 
assess whether these differences are significant. 
 
Table 3.1. Forms of physical and sexual violence by any intimate partner: adult lifetime, past five 

years and one year (%) 

N=1,603 Lifetime Past 5 yearsb Past 1 yearb 

At least one form of physical violencea 5.7 2.5 0.8 

Pushing, grabbing, twisting arm, pulling hair 3.7 1.2 0.4 

Slapping, kicking, biting or hitting with a fist 3.5 1.5 0.5 

Threats to hurt physically 3.3 1.5 0.6 

Throwing/hitting with something 3.0 1.5 0.4 

Strangling, trying to suffocate, burning or scalding  0.8 0.3 0.1 

Using/threatening to use a knife or other weapon 0.6 0.3 0.1 

Other physical violence 0.0 0.0 0.0 

At least one form of sexual violencea 1.2 0.3 0.1 

Unwanted sexual touching 0.8 0.2 0.1 

Forced sexual intercourse 0.6 0.2 0.1 

Attempted forced sexual intercourse 0.5 0.1 0.1 

Forced sex with someone else 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Other sexual violence 0.1 0.0 0.0 
 

Notes a Total may add up to more than 100% because of multiple responses.   
b Five-year and one-year rates may be underestimated because a few respondents said  
  they had been abused, but did not specify when the incident occurred. 

 
Previous research has shown that levels of violence by current partners are generally lower than 
by former partners (ABS 1996; Tjaden and Thoennes 2000). Figure 3.2 compares women’s 
experiences of violence in their current and former intimate relationships in the Singapore 
sample. The lifetime rate of violence by former partners (22.1%) was over ten times that of 
violence by current partners (1.9%), with a similar ratio for physical violence (20.3% and 1.8% 
respectively). The prevalence of sexual violence by former partner (5.4%) was also higher than 
sexual violence by current partner (0.1%). It is probable that violent relationships end more 
quickly than peaceful ones and that the violence indeed leads to the couple’s separation. Another 
plausible explanation is that after their experience with domestic violence, women have become 
more selective in potential partners, and/or have learned how to better manage conflicts in their 
relationships. The rather large difference1 in rates of violence by current and former partners 
could suggest that some women may not have been truthful about violence in their current 
relationship. Some partnered women could have been reluctant to admit to a third-party, or to 
themselves, that their relationship is violent. It may also be that because of the setting of the 
Singapore interviews – face to face – some women did not have enough privacy to be able reveal 
that they were the victims of violence by their partner.  

 
1 The Hong Kong IVAWS (Broadhurst, Bouhours and Bacon-Shone 2012), it was also found that the rate of 
violence by a current partner was lower than the rate of violence by a former partner, but the difference was not as 
large as in Singapore: the lifetime rate of current partner violence was 5.3% compared to 9.4% for former partner 
violence, with similar ratios for physical and sexual violence. 
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Figure 3.2.  Types of intimate partner violence in adult lifetime 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 

Frequency of victimisation by perpetrator 
 
Table 3.2 summarises victims’ responses to the question “how often did it happen” for each 
perpetrator. Women who said they had been victimised were asked for each act of physical and 
sexual violence, “how often did it happen?” From this series of questions we can estimate more 
precisely the frequency of victimisation than with the question on “how many times it happened”. 
When victims said that they suffered several acts of violence and some occurred more frequently 
than others, we recorded the most frequent ones. For example, if a woman said she was hit by 
her partner once but was slapped 3 times a month, we recorded that she was physically abused 3 
times a month. 
 
Table 3.2 summarises the responses of victims of intimate partner violence. Over half of the 
women abused by their current partner said that abuses occurred between one to three times a 
month (55.6%) and 5.5 per cent, between one to three times a week. By contrast, nearly three-
quarters of women abused by a former partner said that abuses happened once a month or more 
often. This is consistent with other findings in this report that show that domestic violence was 
more likely to be perpetrated by former partners than by current partners, and violence by 
former partners was also generally more severe.  
 
Table 3.2.  Frequency of victimisation by intimate partner in the adult lifetime (%) 

 
Current partnera 

N=18 
Former partnera 

N=49 

Once or rarely 38.9 16.3 

Less than 3 times a month 0.0 10.2 

1-3 times a month 55.6 38.8 

1-3 times a week 5.5 24.5 

Everyday or nearly everyday 0.0 10.2 

Note a Victims who did not know or refused to answer are excluded. Figures combine victims’  
  answers for physical and sexual violence. When women suffered several acts of violence  
  we recorded the most frequent.  
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Violence by Current Intimate Partners 

A total of 1,400 respondents indicated that they currently had an intimate partner: 94.5 per cent 
were married, 1.1 per cent were living with a man but not married, and 4.5 per cent were dating. 
As Figure 3.3 shows that 2 per cent of women currently in a relationship had experienced 
violence by this partner in their adult lifetime, 1.4 per cent in the past 5 years and just 0.8 per 
cent in the past 12 months. The prevalence of physical violence was greater than sexual violence, 
which was reported by only two women. 
 
Figure 3.3.  Types of violence by current intimate partner: adult lifetime, past 5 years and 1 year 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 
It is difficult to comment on the various forms of violence that women experienced because of 
the small numbers who reported incidents of victimisation in the lifetime and even more so in 
the past 5 years and past 12 months (Table 3.3). Slapping, kicking, biting or hitting with a fist and 
pushing, grabbing, twisting arm or pulling hair were the most frequently reported forms of 
violence (by 1.2% and 1% of women respectively). Other forms of physical violence including 
threats were reported by less than 1 per cent of respondents (lifetime rate). For the same reason, 
we are not able to disaggregate rates of violence by specific current partner. 
 
In addition to their experiences of violence, respondents were asked about their current partner’s 
potential use of controlling and emotionally abusive behaviours. Controlling behaviours include 
insisting on knowing where and whom she is with, limiting contact with family and friends, and 
suspicion about fidelity. Emotionally abusive behaviours include name-calling and put downs, 
damaging or destroying property, threats of harm to themselves, their children or others and 
threats of suicide. Twelve items were used in the IVAWS with answers ranging from “never” to 
“all the time”.  
 
About three-quarter of respondents (74%) never experienced any of these behaviours (Figure 
3.4). Overall the prevalence of controlling behaviours was higher than that of emotionally 
abusive behaviours (22.4% and 7.1% respectively). The most frequent controlling behaviours 
reported by our respondents were that their partner was angry if they spoke to other men (15%) 
and that he insisted on knowing their whereabouts (11.2%). Nearly 7 per cent of partners had 
tried to limit respondents’ contact with their family and friends (6.7%); 6 per cent of respondents 
said that her partner insulted her or put her down at least sometimes and 2.1 per cent that he 
sometimes damaged or destroyed her property. Less than 1 per cent of respondents had 
experienced other emotionally abusive behaviours at some time in their current relationship. (See 
Appendix B for detailed results.) 
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Table 3.3. Forms of physical and sexual violence by current intimate partner: adult lifetime, past 
five years and one year (%) 

N=1,400 Lifetime Past 5 yearsb Past 1 yearb 

At least one form of physical violencea 1.9 1.3 0.7 

Slapping, kicking, biting or hitting with a fist 1.2 0.7 0.5 

Pushing, grabbing, twisting arm, pulling hair 1.0 0.6 0.3 

Throwing/hitting with something 0.8 0.6 0.3 

Threats to hurt physically 0.7 0.6 0.4 

Strangling, trying to suffocate, burning or scalding  0.2 0.1 0.1 

Using/threatening to use a knife or other weapon 0.1 0.1 0.1 

Other physical violence 0.0 0.0 0.0 

At least one form of sexual violencea 0.1 0.1 0.1 

Unwanted sexual touching 0.1 0.1 0.1 

Forced sexual intercourse 0.1 0.1 0.1 

Attempted forced sexual intercourse 0.1 0.1 0.1 

Forced sex with someone else 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Other sexual violence 0.0 0.0 0.0 
 

Notes a Total may add up to more than 100% because of multiple responses.   
b Five-year and one-year rates may be underestimated because a few respondents said  
  they had been sexually abused, but did not specify when the incident occurred. 

 
 
Figure 3.4.  Emotionally abusive and controlling behaviours by current intimate partner 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Note X axis not drawn to scale to be able to represent small percentages. 
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There were large and statistically significant differences in the behaviour of men who had been 
violent toward their partner in the course of the relationship and those who had not been (Figure 
3.5). Violent men were twice as likely to use one or more controlling behaviours (51.9%) than 
non-violent men (21.9%). They were also more than 10 times as likely to use one or more 
emotionally abusive behaviours (67.9%) than non-violent men (6.1%). The research literature 
argues that control over women is an inherent part of abuse (see e.g. Medina-Ariza and Barbaret 
2003); the findings of our study support that assertion. As Figure 3.6 shows, women whose 
current intimate partners used controlling and/or emotionally abusive behaviours experienced a 
significantly higher prevalence of violence over the past five years. Women who were subjected 
to controlling behaviours by their partner experienced about four times the level of violence by 
that partner than women who were not (3.2% and 0.8% respectively); women who had been 
emotionally abused by their partner were over ten times more likely to experience violence than 
women who had not (10.8% and 0.6% respectively). 
 
The diversity of negative behaviours by the current partner also had a significant impact on the 
likelihood that the partner would use violence: of the men who did not use controlling nor 
emotionally abusive behaviours, 0.5 per cent had been violent toward their female partner during 
the past five years; of those who used only controlling or only emotionally abusive behaviours, 
2.5 per cent had also been violent; however, of those who used both controlling and emotionally 
abusive behaviours, 13.5 per cent also used violence (p<.001). 
 
A subsequent question also related to control by the male partner asked respondents, “do you have 
a say in how all or part of your personal income is spent?”. Just 4 per cent of 979 partnered women with 
a personal income said that they did not have a say in how their income was spent. This item did 
not correlate with women’s experiences of violence by their partner, nor did it correlate with the 
use of controlling behaviour by the partner.2 
 
Finally, one positive item was included in the survey: “is your partner supportive of your work or studies 
or other activities taking place outside of the home?” Nearly three-quarters of respondents (70.9%) 
indicated that their partner was supportive “all the time” or “frequently” and this constituted a 
protective factor against the use of violence. Men who always or frequently showed support for 
their partner’s activities were significantly less likely to resort to violence than men who rarely or 
never showed such support: 0.9 per cent of supportive partners had been violent in the past five 
years compared to 2.5 per cent of less supportive partners (p<.05). 
 

 
2 We note, however, that both the number of women with no control over their income (N=39) and the number of 
women victimised in the past 5 years by their intimate partner (N=13) are small and the analysis may not have 
enough statistical power. 
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Figure 3.5. Controlling and emotionally abusive behaviours of violent former partners and violent 
and non-violent current partners 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Note Use of behaviour combines “frequently”, “sometimes” and “all the time”. Intimate partner 

violence is based on lifetime rate. All differences between violent and non-violent current 
partners are statistically significant at p<.05 or above. 
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Figure 3.6. Violence by current intimate partners by controlling and emotionally abusive 
behaviours, past 5 years 

 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

Note Based on N=1,400 women currently with an intimate partner; all differences are 
statistically significant at p<.05 or below. 

 

Violence by Former Intimate Partners 

A total of 319 respondents indicated that they had been in an intimate relationship in the past. 
Most (68.7%) had been married, 2.5 per cent lived with a partner without being married and 28.8 
per cent were dating. Over one in five women (22.1%) with former partners had experienced 
violence from that partner in their adult lifetime: 20.3 per cent, physical violence and 5.4 per 
cent, sexual violence (Figure 3.7). The overall rates of violence reduced to 7.1 per cent in the past 
5 years and just one per cent in the past 12 months.  
 
Respondents experienced higher levels of violence by ex-boyfriends and ex-de facto partners 
than by ex-husbands over the lifetime and the past 5 years (Figure 3.8). This was particularly so 
for sexual violence perpetrated by 10.9 per cent of former boyfriends in their lifetime compared 
to 3.2 per cent of former husbands and no former de facto partners (p<.05). There were no 
differences in violence over the past 12 months but this is to be expected since rates of violence 
by a former partner will be low in the past 12 months because most women would have little 
contact with their former partners during this time, although abuse can continue after separation.
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Figure 3.7.  Violence by former intimate partner: adult lifetime, past 5 years and 1 year 
 

 
 
Figure 3.8.  Type of violence by former partner: lifetime and past 5 years 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
As Table 3.4 shows, former partners were as likely to use actual violence, such as pushing, 
slapping and hitting with fists, as threats of violence and they often accompanied each other. The 
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most frequent form of sexual violence was unwanted sexual touching experienced by 3.6 per 
cent of women, followed by forced intercourse (2.5%) and attempted forced intercourse (2.1%). 
Of women abused by a former partner, 16.9 per cent experienced both physical and sexual 
violence and 72.5 per cent experienced multiple forms, suggesting a pattern of repeated 
victimisation. 
 

Table 3.4. Forms of physical and sexual violence by former intimate partner: adult lifetime, past 
five years and one year (%) 

N=319 Lifetime Past 5 yearsb Past 1 yearb 

At least one form of physical violencea 20.3 7.1 1.0 

Pushing, grabbing, twisting arm, pulling hair 13.8 3.3 0.3 

Threats to hurt physically 12.7 4.9 1.0 

Slapping, kicking, biting or hitting with a fist 11.9 4.1 0.3 

Throwing/hitting with something 11.2 4.6 0.3 

Strangling, trying to suffocate, burning or scalding  2.9 0.7 0.0 

Using/threatening to use a knife or other weapon 2.1 1.1 0.0 

Other physical violence 0.0 0.0 0.0 

At least one form of sexual violence a 5.4 1.0 0.0 

Unwanted sexual touching 3.6 0.7 0.0 

Forced sexual intercourse 2.5 0.7 0.0 

Attempted forced sexual intercourse 2.1 0.3 0.0 

Forced sex with someone else 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Other sexual violence 0.3 0.0 0.0 
 

Notes a Total may add up to more than 100% because of multiple responses.   
b Five-year and one-year rates may be underestimated because a few respondents said  
  they had been abused, but did not specify when the incident occurred. 

 
Only women with a violent former partner were asked about the characteristics and behaviours 
of that partner. Although we cannot compare the behaviour of violent former partners with non-
violent former partners, we see in Figure 3.9 that relatively large proportions of these men 
behaved in controlling and/or emotionally abusive ways toward their female partners. Overall, 
85.8 per cent of violent former partners used controlling behaviours and 75.6 per cent used 
emotionally abusive behaviours. Comparing these results with Figure 3.4, which described the 
behaviours of violent and non-violent current partners, we see that for all controlling behaviours 
and most of emotionally abusive behaviours former partners ranked higher than both violent 
and non-violent current partners. The abusive behaviour of former partners may have 
contributed to ending that relationship, and/or women have become better at recognising 
abusive tendencies in potential partners; respondents may also tend to minimise the negative 
behaviour of current partners towards themselves. 
 
In terms of other characteristics, the violent former and violent current partners were 
comparable: 14.1 per cent of violent former partners and 14.7 per cent of violent current 
partners got drunk twice a month or more often; and 19.1 per cent of violent former partners 
and 13.3 per cent of current partners were violent outside of the family. 
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Figure 3.9.  Controlling and emotionally abusive behaviours by former intimate partner 

 
Correlates of Violence by Current Intimate Partners 

Analyses in this section draw on the characteristics of both female and male partners and are 
based on 1,400 married, de facto and dating couples. Because of the small numbers who 
experienced violence, we use the 5-year rate, where possible, or the lifetime rate, and combine 
physical and sexual violence. 
 
Age of intimate partners and age difference 

There were no significant differences in risk of victimisation by the current partner based on the 
age of the female partner or the male partner on the 5-year rate or the lifetime rate of violence 
(Table 3.5). 
 
Table 3.5.  Violence by current partner by age of female and male partner, past 5 years (%) 

Age group (N=1,400) Female partner Male partner 
18-24 years 0.0 0.0 
25-34 years 0.9 0.9 
35-44 years 2.4 2.7 
45-54 years 1.9 1.6 
55 + years 0.6 0.5 

 
Because control over women is considered to be an inherent part of domestic violence, we tested 
whether couples with a large age difference and particularly couples with a much older male 
partner had a higher prevalence of violence than those where partners were of a similar age. 
Most couples were of a similar age group: 90 per cent of couples had 8 or fewer years age 
difference; in 9.7 per cent of couples, the male partner was older by more than 8 years than the 
female partner; and in 0.3 per cent of couples, the female partner was older by more than 8 years 
than the male partner. It was found that age difference did not impact on the likelihood of 
violence. 
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Relationship status and length 

There were no statistically significant differences in the prevalence of victimisation by an 
intimate partner in the past 5 years based on the type of relationship (married couples, 1.5%; de 
facto couples, 0.0%; dating couples, 0.0%). 
 
The length of the relationship also did not impact on the likelihood of violence (mean length of 
relationship in violent couples, 21 years; of non-violent couples, 23 years, which is not 
statistically significant). 
 
Level of education 

No correlation was found between the female partner’s or male partner’s level of education; 
however, there were differences in the prevalence of violence in the past 5 years depending on 
differential educational attainment of the partners (Table 3.6). Over two-thirds of couples (69%) 
had a similar level of education attainment, but in one in five couples (20.8%) the man had 
achieved a higher level of education than his female partner and in nearly 10 per cent (9.9%) of 
couples, the woman had a higher level of education than her partner. The latter couples were 
significantly more likely than others to have a violent relationship.  
 
Table 3.6.  Violence by difference in level of education, past 5 years 

Age group (N=1,384) 
Any violence 

% 
Mean age of female 

partner (years) 
Same level of education 1.5 43.3 
Man is more educated 0.3 47.5** 
Woman is more educated 3.6* 43.9 

*<p.05; **p<.01. 
 
Table 3.6 shows that women with a lesser level of education than their partner were on average 
older than those with similar or higher level of education (47.5 years vs. 43.3 years and 43.9 years 
respectively). However, it is unlikely that age is a mediating factor because (1) we saw above that 
there were no significant differences in the likelihood of violence based on the age of the female 
or the male partner; and (2) women with similar level of education and those with higher level of 
education than their partner were of comparable age; yet, women with a higher level of 
education seemed more at risk of victimisation. 
 
Work status and income 

There were no differences in the risk of intimate partner violence depending on whether each 
partner worked for pay, had his/her own source of income, had a say in how each other’s 
income was spent, or by household monthly income. 
 
Former partners 

The literature on violence against women suggests that women who had been physically or 
sexually abused in previous relationships are more prone to intimate partner violence in their 
current relationship (ABS 1996; Tjaden and Thoennes 2000). In our sample, we found no 
significant difference in the prevalence of victimisation against previously victimised women 
compared to those not previously victimised. Women who had previously been involved in an 
intimate relationship (whether violent or not) reported a higher level of victimisation (4.2%) than 
women who had no previous partner (1.8%), but the difference was only approaching statistical 
significance (p=.069). 
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Behaviour of male partner 

There was a strong correlation between the male partner’s drinking habits and the risk that he 
engaged in violence: 19 per cent of men who got drunk two or more times per month had 
abused their partner in the past 5 years compared to 1.7 per cent of those who drink moderately 
(Table 3.7). There was no effect of regular drug use but only two men used illicit drugs. In the 
majority of incidents (73.1%), however, the male partner had used neither alcohol nor drugs 
prior to the most recent incident of violence. 
 
Men who were violent outside the family were around 13 times more likely to have abused their 
partner in the past 5 years than men who were not violent outside of the family (22.2% and 1.7% 
respectively, p<.001).  
 
Table 3.7.  Violence by current partner by behaviour of the male partner, past year (%) 

N=1,400 Male partner 

Drinking level  

Gets drunk two or more times a month 19.0*** 
Does not drink, never gets drunk, or gets drunk 
less than twice a month 1.7 

Violence towards others outside of family  

Violent toward others 22.2*** 

Not violent toward others 1.7 
*** p<.001. 
 
Ethnicity of partners and citizenship 

From Table 3.8 we see no significant relationships between the ethnicity of the female or the 
male partner and the likelihood of violence in the past 5 years or the adult lifetime. 
 
Table 3.8. Violence by ethnicity of female and male intimate partners, lifetime and past 5 years 

(%) 

 Female partner Male partner 

N=1,400 Lifetime Past 5 years Lifetime Past 5 years 

Chinese 1.6 1.3 1.6 1.2 

Malay  3.1 3.1 1.6 1.6 

Indian 3.3 1.7 4.6 3.3 

Other 1.8 0.0 2.7 0.0 

Note No differences are statistically significant at p=0.05 level or below. 
 
We tested whether ethnically heterogeneous couples were more violence-prone that 
homogeneous couples, but found no statistically significant differences. The majority of couples 
(91.6%) in our sample were of the same ethnicity and 8.4 per cent were of mixed ethnicity. The 
rate of violence in ethnically homogeneous couples was 1.9 per cent across the adult lifetime 
reducing to 1.3 per cent in the past 5 years; for heterogeneous couples, it was 2.5 per cent across 
the lifetime and in the past 5 years (p=.67 and p=.29 respectively).  
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There was no relationship between respondents’ citizenship – i.e. Singaporean 
citizen/permanent resident or not – and the level of violence they experienced from an intimate 
partner.3 
 
Religion of partners  

There were no significant relationships between the religion of the female partner or the male 
partner, or the practice of that religion, and the likelihood of violence in the past 5 years or the 
adult lifetime. We also tested whether a couple with different religions, different levels of 
practice, or where one partner did not have a religion while the other did, were more at risk of 
intimate partner violence but found no significant differences. 
 
Choice of partner and dowry 

Respondents were asked whether they themselves chose their partner or whether their partner 
was chosen by others such as parents and relatives. Over 80 per cent (81.1%) of respondents 
said that they had chosen their partner and 18.9 per cent that someone else chose for them. A 
subsequent question related to whether the relationship involved payment of a dowry or bride-
price and 55.3 per cent of partnered women indicated that their relationship did involve the 
payment of a dowry. Table 3.9 presents the differences in the way in which partners were chosen 
and payment of dowry by respondents’ ethnicity. Nearly 55 per cent of Indian partnered women 
had not chosen their intimate partner themselves, which was significantly higher than women of 
other ethnicities. Payment of a dowry, on the other hand, was much more likely for Chinese and 
Malay respondents. There was no relationship between the payment of a dowry and who chose 
the partner. 
 
Table 3.9.  Choice of partner and dowry payment by ethnicity (%) 

N=1,400 Chinese Malay Indian Other 

Choice of partner     

Others chose partner 15.8 15.5 54.6*** 13.4 

Dowry payment     

Relationship involved 
payment of dowry 60.3*** 60.9*** 29.4 31.3 

***p<.001. 
 
There were differences in the rate of lifetime violence by the current intimate partner, but not 
the 5-year rate, according to whether the respondent chose her partner herself and whether a 
dowry was paid (Table 3.10). Respondents who had chosen their partner themselves were 
significantly less likely to have been victimised by this partner in their adult lifetime than 
respondents who did not choose their partner themselves (1.6% vs. 3.8%). If we look only at the 
past 5 years, however, the rates are similar (1.5% vs. 1.4%), which may be due to the small 
number of cases. This finding is consistent with the results presented in Table 3.8 above, where 
the lifetime rate of victimisation of Indian women as well as the lifetime rate of abuse by Indian 
men are higher than for other ethnicities, albeit not significantly. Over half the Indian women in 
our sample did not choose their partner (Table 3.10), and this matches their higher rate of 
victimisation.4 

 
3 The IVAWS did not ask about the citizenship of the male current or former partners. 
4 An item in the survey asked women who did not choose their partner themselves whether they were asked by their 
family if they consented to the union.  Of the 266 women who did not choose their partner, 85 per cent were asked 
for their consent.  This factor had no bearing on the likelihood of victimisation by this partner. 
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Table 3.10.  Violence by choice of partner and dowry payment, lifetime and past 5 years (%) 

N=1,400 Adult lifetime Past 5 years 
Partner chosen by   

Respondent herself 1.6 1.5 
Others 3.8* 1.4 

Dowry payment   
Yes 1.3 1.0 
No 2.9* 1.8 

* p<.05. 
 
Regarding the payment of a dowry, again there is a significant difference in the lifetime rate of 
victimisation of women whose relationship did not involve a dowry (2.9% had been victimised) 
compared to the ones whose relationship involved a dowry (1.3%). If we consider the rate of 
violence over the past 5 years, there is a slight difference, which does not reach statistical 
significance. Again this finding is consistent with the figures presented in Table 3.9. A dowry 
payment was made in about one-third of relationships involving Indian women, compared to 
over 60 per cent of relationships involving Chinese or Malay women; since violence was less 
likely to occur in relationships that involved a dowry payment, Indian women would be at greater 
risk of intimate partner violence. 
 
Living conditions and housing 

The household composition of the respondents had no bearing on the risk of victimisation by 
her partner; for example, the presence of other family members, such as the women’s parents or 
parents-in-law, did not increase or reduce the risk of victimisation. 
 
There was no correlation between the respondent’s type of housing and the reported level of 
victimisation.  
 

Predictors of Intimate Partner Violence 

Based on the bi-variate analyses above and the research on violence against women cited above, 
we conducted logistic regressions to assess the relative influence of each predictor, controlling 
for other factors, on the risk of becoming a victim of partner violence. Because of the relatively 
small number of women who had experienced intimate violence in the last 12 months and 5 
years, we conducted the analyses on the rate of combined physical and sexual violence by a 
current partner over the adult lifetime. Three sets of variables were included in the regression: 
 
Characteristics of the female partner 

• Age: continuous variable from younger to older 
• Woman’s level of education: 1=woman is more educated than her partner; and 

0=similar educational attainment or man is more educated. 
 

Characteristics of the male partner 

• Male partner’s controlling behaviours toward female partner: 1=displayed one or more 
controlling behaviours “all the time”, “frequently” or “sometimes”; and 0=never 
displayed any of these behaviours 
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• Male partner’s emotionally abusive behaviours toward female partner: 1=displayed one 
or more emotionally abusive behaviours “all the time”, “frequently” or “sometimes”; 
and 0=never displayed any of these behaviours 

• Male partner’s drinking habits: 1=gets drunk twice a month or more often; and 
0=never drinks, never gets drunk, or gets drunk less often than twice a month 

• Male partner’s violent behaviour outside of family: 1=male partner is violent outside of 
the family, and 0=male partner is not violent outside the family 

 

Characteristics of the relationship 

• Choice of partner: 1=woman did not choose partner; and 0=woman chose her partner 
• Dowry: 1=relationship involved dowry payment; and 0=relationship did not involve 

dowry payment. 
 
Two predictors were significant: the male partner’s use of emotionally abusive behaviours and 
the payment of a dowry (Table 3.11). The regression indicates that when a woman’s intimate 
partner engaged in emotionally abusive behaviours, her risk of experiencing violence by this 
partner increased by a factor of 26. On the other hand, if the couple’s relationship involved the 
payment of a dowry, the risk of violence decreased by more than half. One other variable, also 
related to the relationship, approached statistical significance (p=.07) and related to the way in 
which the male partner was chosen: the risk of intimate partner violence was over twice as high 
for women who did not choose their partner themselves. Once other factors are controlled for, 
the impact of educational difference; use of controlling behaviours, drinking habits and general 
violence by the male partner disappear.  
 
Analyses of the Australian IVAWS data found that the strongest risk factors for intimate partner 
violence were associated with the men’s behaviour: use of controlling behaviour, drinking habits 
and violence outside of the family (Mouzos and Makkai 2004, pp. 61-62). However, the 
Australian IVAWS combined five items measuring the male’s controlling and emotionally 
abusive behaviour: three were related to control (tracking the woman’s whereabouts, limiting her 
contacts, and jealousy) and two, to emotional abuse (name calling and insults and 
destroying/damaging her property). Because the Singapore IVAWS contained a larger number of 
items, we were able to differentiate the influence of controlling and emotionally abusive 
behaviours, and found that, when controlling for other variables, the use of emotionally abusive 
behaviours had a greater influence on the risk of intimate partner violence than the use of 
controlling behaviours.5 
 

 
5 The Hong Kong IVAWS also included a wide range of controlling and emotionally abusive behaviours, and it was 
also found that the use of emotionally abusive behaviours by the male partner had a greater impact on the risk of 
intimate partner violence than the use of controlling behaviours (Broadhurst, Bouhours and Bacon-Shone 2012, p. 
44). 
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Table 3.11.  Predictors of violence by current intimate partner, adult lifetime  

N=1,400 β 
Standard 

Error 
Exp(β) 

(odds ratio) p 

Characteristics of female partner    
 

Age, younger to older 0.17 0.019 1.02 .37 

Female partner more educated than male 
partner 0.42 0.57 1.53 .47 

Characteristics of male partner     

Uses controlling behaviours 0.47 0.45 1.60 .30 

Uses emotionally abusive behaviours  3.26 0.47 26.11 .000 

Gets drunk twice a month or more often 1.17 0.81 3.23 .15 

Violent outside of the family 1.37 0.87 3.93 .11 

Characteristics of the relationship     

Others than respondent chose male partner 0.90 0.48 2.45 .07 

Relationship involved dowry payment -.93 0.45 0.40 .04 

Model Chi square 86.38   .000 

Notes Nagelkerke pseudo R2=.34; 98.2% of cases classified correctly; Hosmer and Lemeshow 
test of the model was not statistically significant indicating the model fits the data well. 

 
Analyses presented above showed binary relationships between the likelihood of violent 
victimisation and 1) the male partner’s violent behaviour outside of the family; 2) the male 
partner drinking habits; and 3) the female partner having a higher level of education than her 
male partner. Yet, the influence of these three factors disappears in the logistic regression. 
Further analyses suggest that these factors in themselves do not bring unique variance to account 
for the outcome but their effect is mediated by the use of emotionally abusive behaviour as 
shown below:  

• The male partner’s violent behaviour outside of family: 38.9% of men who were violent 
outside the family also displayed emotionally abusive behaviours compared to 6.9% of 
men who were not violent outside of the family (p<.001); 

• The male partner’s drinking habits: 35% of men who got drunk twice a month or more 
often also displayed emotionally abusive behaviours compared to 6.9% of men who got 
drunk less often (p<.001); 

• The female partner being more educated than the male partner: 14.5% of men in a 
relationship with a woman who was more educated than them displayed emotionally 
abusive behaviours toward her compared to 6.6% of men whose female partner had a 
similar or lower level of education than them (p<.01). 

 
This suggests that the effect of the three factors above is mediated by the use of emotionally 
abusive behaviours and dissipates when entered in the logistic regression because they do not 
bring unique variance to account for the outcome. 
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Severity of Violence by Intimate Partners 

This section analyses what women said about the latest incident of violence by a current or 
former partner. We include 99 respondents who experienced such violence: 28 by a current 
partner and 71 by a former partner. Most of the incidents were of physical violence (83.8%); 
however, one-third of incidents perpetrated by former boyfriends involved sexual violence, and 
this was significantly higher than the proportion of sexual incidents perpetrated by current or 
former husbands/de facto partner (Table 3.12) 
 
Table 3.12.  Most recent partner incident by perpetrator and type of violence (%) 

 Physical violence Sexual violence 
Current husband/de facto (N=28) 92.9 7.1 
Current boyfriend (N=0) 0.0 0.0 
Former husband/de facto (N=37) 91.9 8.1 
Former boyfriend (N=34) 67.6 32.4** 
   
Current partner (N=28) 92.9 7.1 
Former partner (N=71) 80.3 19.7 
   
Any partner (N=99) 83.8 16.2 

**p<.01.  
 
Around half the women victimised by an intimate partner sustained injuries and there was little 
difference between current or former partners: 50 per cent were injured by current partners and 
43.7 per cent were injured by former partners (Table 3.13). Injuries were as frequent during 
incidents of physical violence (44.6%) as sexual violence (50%), from both current and former 
partners. The most common types of injury were bruises and swelling, sustained by 93.3 per cent 
of injured women; 40 per cent received some cuts or burns. Of the 45 women who were injured, 
just under 30 per cent required medical care. 
 
Table 3.13.  Severity of violence in the most recent partner incident (%) 

 
Current partner 

N=28 
Former partner 

N=71 
Any partner 

N=99 
Physical injuries 50.0 43.7 45.5 
Women with injuries needing medical 
carea 21.4 32.3 28.9 
Felt her life was in danger 44.4 40.8 41.8 
Pregnant at time of incident 3.6 0.0 1.0 

Used medication and/or alcohol to cope 
with the incident 14.8 15.3 15.1 

Note a Overall N=45 women were injured: 14 by their current partner and 31 by their former  
   partner. 
 
A similar proportion of women felt that their life was in danger when abused by a former partner 
(40.8%) and by a current partner (44.4%). One woman was pregnant at the time of the most 
recent incident of partner violence. Around 15 per cent of victims needed medication or/and 
used alcohol to help them cope with the incident. 
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Intimate Partner Violence: Summary 
 
To summarise the findings of the IVAWS in relation to intimate partner violence in Singapore: 

• Just over 6 per cent of 1,603 women with a current or former partner reported 
experiencing at least one form of violence by this partner in their adult lifetime. Physical 
violence (5.7%) was more frequent than sexual violence (1.2%) over the lifetime as well 
as in the past 5 years and 12 months.  

• Across their lifetime, women were more likely to have been victimised by a former 
partner (22.1%) than by a current partner (1.9%). Sexual violence by former boyfriends 
was significantly more frequent than by former husbands or de facto partners. 

• Women whose current partner used controlling or emotionally abusive behaviours 
reported significantly higher levels of violent victimisation by this partner over the past 
5 years than women whose partner did not use such behaviours. Men who got drunk 
two or more times a month and those who were violent outside of the family were also 
significantly more likely to be violent toward their partner than other men. 

• A logistic regression showed that the two main risk factors for violence by current 
partners were the use of emotionally abusive behaviour by the male partner and the 
female partner not choosing her partner. In addition, the payment of a dowry seemed 
to be a protective factor, linked to a lower likelihood of violence. 

• Of women abused by their current partner, half were injured and 44.4 per cent feared 
for their life in the most recent incident. Similar proportions of women abused by a 
former partner were injured (43.7%) or feared for their life (40.8%) during the incident. 
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CHAPTER 4 

Non-Partner Violence 

 
This chapter examines violence by men other than intimate partners, including: 

• Family members, e.g. fathers, brothers and other relatives such as uncles or cousins; 

• Known men, e.g. friends, work colleagues, neighbours, teachers; and 

• Strangers. 

We examine the prevalence of violence by any non-partner across the adult lifetime, the past 5 
years and the past 12 months. We look at correlates of violence and explore whether some 
factors are associated with higher risks of victimisation. Drawing from what victims said about 
the most recent incident of non-partner violence, we estimate the severity of violence by any 
non-partner. 
 

Violence by any Non-Partner 

Just over 5 per cent of all the women who participated in the Singapore International Violence 
Against Women Survey (IVAWS) had experienced violence by a non-partner since the age of 16: 
2.4 per cent reported one or more incidents of physical violence and 3.3 per cent, one or more 
incidents of sexual violence (Figure 4.1). Rates for all violence reduced to 1.6 per cent in the past 
5 years and less than one per cent in the past 12 months. Over their adult lifetime, women were 
more likely to experience sexual violence than physical violence, but differences disappear when 
timeframes reduce. In the adult lifetime 0.6 per cent of women had experienced both physical 
and sexual violence, in the same or separate incidents. 
 
Figure 4.1.  Types of non-partner violence: adult lifetime, past 5 years and 1 year 

 
 
The most frequent form of physical violence over the adult lifetime were threats of violence 
(1.4%), followed by throwing or hitting with something (1.1%) (Table 4.1). Unwanted sexual 
touching was by far the most common form of sexual violence by non-partners (3.2%). Other 
forms of sexual violence were less frequent but were often accompanied by unwanted sexual 
touching. 
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Table 4.1. Forms of physical and sexual violence by non-partners: adult lifetime, past five years 
and one year (%) 

N=2,006 Lifetime Past 5 yearsb Past 1 yearb 

At least one form of physical violencea 2.4 0.9 0.4 

Threats to hurt physically 1.4 0.5 0.2 

Throwing/hitting with something 1.1 0.2 0.1 

Slapping, kicking, biting or hitting with a fist 0.9 0.4 0.1 

Pushing, grabbing, twisting arm, pulling hair 0.9 0.3 0.1 

Using/threatening to use a knife or other 
weapon 0.1 0.0 0.0 

Strangling, trying to suffocate or strangle, 
burning or scalding on purpose 0.1 0.1 0.1 

Other physical violence 0.1 0.0 0.0 

At least one form of sexual violencea 3.3 0.9 0.2 

Unwanted sexual touching 3.2 0.9 0.2 

Attempted forced sexual intercourse 0.4 0.0 0.0 

Forced sexual intercourse 0.3 0.0 0.0 

Forced sex with someone else 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Other sexual violence 0.0 0.0 0.0 
 

Notes a Total may not add up to 100% because of multiple responses.   
b Five-year and one-year rates may be underestimated because a few respondents said  
  they had been abused, but did not specify when the incident occurred. 

 
Figure 4.2.  Non-partner violence by type of non-partner, adult lifetime 

Perpetrators of non-partner violence were more likely to be strangers than men known to the 
victim: since age 16, 3.1 per cent of respondents said they had experienced violence by a stranger 
compared to 1.5 per cent by family members and relatives and 1.1 per cent by friends and 
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acquaintances (Figure 4.2). Most of the violence by family members and relatives was physical 
but most of the violence by strangers and by friends and acquaintances was sexual. 
 
In the next sections we focus on each group of perpetrators and examine whether the type and 
severity of the violence vary depending on the closeness of the relationship between the victim 
and the offender. The numbers of women who reported experiencing violence by different types 
of non-partners are small and we limit our analyses to violence that occurred across the lifetime. 
 

Violence by Family Members and Relatives 

Overall 1.5 per cent of women experienced some kind of violence by a family member or a 
relative since the age of 16. Rates reduce to 0.3 per cent in the past 5 years and 0.2 per cent in the 
past 12 months. Violence by family members was more likely to involve physical violence (1.2%) 
than sexual violence (0.3%) (Table 4.2). Counts are too small to provide meaningful comparisons 
of the forms of violence perpetrated by family members. 
 
Table 4.2.  Forms of physical and sexual violence by type of non-partners in adult lifetime (%) 

N=2,006 

Family 
member & 

relative 
Friend & 

acquaintance Stranger 

At least one form of physical violencea 1.2 0.3 1.1 

Slapping, kicking, biting or hitting with a fist 0.4 0.3 0.2 

Pushing, grabbing, twisting arm, pulling hair 0.1 0.1 0.5 

Threats to hurt physically 0.6 0.1 0.7 

Throwing/hitting with something 0.8 0.1 0.3 

Strangling, trying to suffocate, burning or scalding  0.1 0.1 0.1 

Using/threatening to use a knife or other weapon 0.1 0.0 0.1 

Other physical violence 0.0 0.1 0.0 

At least one form of sexual violencea 0.3 0.9 2.2 

Unwanted sexual touching 0.3 0.9 2.2 

Forced sexual intercourse 0.0 0.2 0.1 

Attempted forced sexual intercourse 0.2 0.2 0.0 

Forced sex with someone else 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Other sexual violence 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Note  a Total may not add up to 100% because of multiple responses. 
 

Violence by Other Known Males 

Just over one per cent (1.1%) of women had experienced violence by men they knew other than 
family members and relatives, with rates reducing to 0.4 per cent and 0.3 per cent in the past 5 
years and 12 months respectively. Violence by friends and acquaintances was sexual more often 
than physical (Figure 4.2). 
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Violence by Strangers 

Just over 3 per cent (3.1%) of the sample reported violence by strangers in their adult lifetime; 1 
per cent in the past 5 years; and just 0.7 per cent in the past year. The rate of sexual violence by 
strangers was double that of physical violence (2.2% and 1.2%, Figure 4.2), which is similar to 
what was noted in the Hong Kong IVAWS (Broadhurst, Bouhours and Bacon-Shone 2012, 
p.50) but different from the Australian IVAWS, where respondents reported higher rates of 
physical violence than sexual violence by strangers (Mouzos and Makkai 2004, p.70). The most 
frequent form of violence by strangers was unwanted sexual touching (Table 4.2). 
 
Frequency of Victimisation by Perpetrator 
 
Table 4.3 summarises victims’ responses to the question “how often did it happen” for each 
perpetrator. Women who said they had been victimised were asked for each act of physical and 
sexual violence, “how often did it happen?”. From this series of questions we can estimate more 
precisely the frequency of victimisation than with the question on “how many times it happened”. 
When victims said that they suffered several acts of violence and some occurred more frequently 
than others, we recorded the most frequent ones. For example, if a woman said she was hit by a 
family member once but was slapped 3 times a month, we recorded that she was physically 
abused 3 times a month. 
 
On average, victimisation by non-partners was less frequent than victimisation by intimate 
partners (compare Tables 3.2 and 4.3). There were differences between types of non-partners. 
While half the victims of intra-familial violence and 64.3 per cent of women abused by friends or 
acquaintances said that it happened once a month or more often, repeat victimisation by 
strangers was rare with 83.3 per cent of women victimised physically or sexually by a stranger 
reporting that it only happened once. 
 
Table 4.3.  Frequency of victimisation by non-partners in the adult lifetime (%) 

 

Family members 
and relatives a 

N=14 

Friends and 
acquaintances a 

N=14 
Strangers a 

N=42 

Once or rarely 50.0 35.7 83.3 

Less than 3 times a month 0.0 0.0 2.4 

1-3 times a month 35.7 35.7 9.5 

1-3 times a week 14.3 28.6 4.8 

Everyday or nearly everyday 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Note a Victims who did not know or refused to answer are excluded. Figures combine victims’  
  answers for physical and sexual violence. When women suffered several acts of violence  
  we recorded the most frequent.  

 

Severity of Violence by Non-Partners 

In this section, we draw on 102 cases of the most recent incident of violence by a non-partner. 
Nearly two-thirds of incidents involved sexual violence (64.4%) and the rest (35.6%), physical 
violence. The majority of incidents involved unwanted sexual touching (54.6%). Over half of the 
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incidents were perpetrated by strangers (56.9%), and similar proportions by family members and 
relatives (23.1%) or friends and acquaintances (20%). 
 
Injuries were sustained by one-quarter of victims. They were significantly more likely to be due 
to physical violence than sexual violence: 48.6 per cent of women who experienced physical 
violence by non-partners were injured compared to 13.3 per cent of victims of sexual violence 
(p<.001). Violence by family members and relatives was also significantly more likely to lead to 
injuries than that by other perpetrators: nearly half the incidents by family members resulted in 
injuries compared to 30 per cent of those by friends/acquaintances and 15 per cent of those by 
strangers (Table 4.4). This result is not surprising since women experienced mainly physical 
violence from relatives and unwanted sexual touching, which was less likely to result in injuries, 
from strangers. 
 
A more surprising result is that of all women injured by family members/relatives, none said that 
their injuries required medical care, although some victims mentioned internal injuries and head 
injuries; however, half those injured by strangers, did. The majority of injuries included bruises 
and swelling (84.6%) and cuts, scratches and burns (38.5%). 
 
Table 4.4.  Severity of the most recent incident of violence by non-partners (%) 

 

Family 
member & 

relative 
N=21 

Friend & 
acquaintance 

N=23 
Stranger 

N=58 

Any non-
partner 
N=102 

Physical injuries 47.8* 30.0 15.5 25.7 

% of women with injuries needing 
medical care a  0.0 16.7 50.0* 22.2 

Felt her life was in danger 43.5 25.0 33.9 34.3 
 
Used medicine and/or alcohol to cope 
with the incident 12.5 4.8 5.1 6.8 

* p<.05.   
Note a Overall N=26 women were injured: 11 by family members or relatives, 6 by friends or  

  acquaintances and 9 by strangers. 
 
Consistent with the prevalence of injuries, over 40 per cent of women abused by family 
members/relatives feared for their lives during the most recent incident, compared to one-
quarter by friends/acquaintances and one-third by strangers. A slightly larger proportion of 
victims of family violence used medicines and/or alcohol to help them cope with the incident 
than victims of friends/acquaintances or strangers. 
 

Correlates of Violence by Non-Partners 
Characteristics of the most recent incident by non-partners 

Location 

In contrast to violence by intimate partners, which occurred mainly in private residences, only 
about 30 per cent of violence by non-partners occurred in private residences. There were, 
however, differences in the location of the violence depending on the perpetrators (Figure 4.3a). 
Violence by family members and relatives occurred exclusively in private residences (comparable 
to 88.8% of incidents by intimate partners), but three-quarters of incidents by strangers occurred 
in public locations. The location of violent incidents by friends and acquaintances was more 
varied with similar proportions occurring in the various locations. The majority of physical 
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violence took place at a private location but most sexual violence happened in public spaces 
(Figure 4.3b). 
 
Figure 4.3.  Location of the most recent incident by non-partner 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Number of perpetrators 

The majority of incidents involved just one perpetrator, regardless of the type of violence: 95.8 
per cent of violence by family members/relatives, all violence by friends/acquaintances and 93.2 
per cent of violence by strangers. Only one incident of physical violence by family members 
involved three or more perpetrators and two attacks by strangers. 
 
Use of alcohol or drug at time of incident 

The numbers are too small to be able to estimate the proportion of violence that involved the 
use of drug or alcohol by perpetrators. In addition, respondents often did not know of such use, 
particularly in cases of violence by strangers. 
 
Characteristics of victims of violence by non-partners 

The number of women who have been victimised by non-partners is relatively small; therefore, 
we use the rate of victimisation in the 5 past years rather than in the past 12 months. Although 
this is problematic because some characteristics of respondents may have changed in the past 5 
years (e.g. respondent may have only recently completed a higher degree or may not have been in 
a dating relationship 5 years before the time of the survey), it is the only way to sufficiently 
increase the statistical power and test whether differences are significant or not. 

*** 

*** 

*** 

*** 

(a) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(b) 
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Age 

Women from the two younger age groups (18-24 years and 25-34 years) were more prone to 
violence by non-partners than those aged 35 years and over (Table 4.5): 5.5 per cent of women 
aged 18 to 34 years had experienced at least one incident of violence in the past 5 years 
compared to 3 per cent of women 35 years and over. On average, victims of violence were 35.1 
years; non-victims were significantly older (42.8 years, p<.001). 
 
Table 4.5.  Rates of non-partner physical and sexual violence by age group, past 5 years (%) 

N=2,006 
Physical 
violence Sexual violence Any violence 

18-24 years (N=268) 1.5** 1.9 3.0** 

25-34 years (N=438) 2.1** 1.1 2.5** 

35-44 years (N=421) 0.5 1.2 1.7 

45-54 years (N=380) 0.5 0.8 1.3 

55+ years (N=499) 0.0 0.0 0.0 
** p<.01.  
 
Ethnicity, citizenship and religion 

There are no statistically significant differences in rates of violence by non-partners between 
ethnic groups although we note that Malay respondents reported no incidents of victimisation in 
the past 5 years (Table 4.6). 
 
Table 4.6. Non-partner victimisation by respondent’s ethnicity, past 5 years (%) 

N=2,006 
Chinese 
N=1,467 

Malay 
N=216 

Indian 
N=164 

Othera 
N=159 

Past 5 years 1.8 0.0 0.6 1.9 

Note a The group “other” includes other Asians (N=77), Arabs (N=33), Caucasians (N=12) and  
  other ethnicities (N=37). The 5-year rate of violence for the small group of Caucasian  
  respondents was 16.7% (N=2), which is higher than for other groups; however, rates  
  based on such small numbers are not reliable and we cannot be sure that the difference  
  is meaningful. 

 
There were no differences in the rate of victimisation by non-partners depending on whether 
respondents were citizens or permanent residents of Singapore or not: 1.6 per cent of Singapore 
citizens had experienced violence in the past 5 years compared to 1.4 per cent of non-
citizens/permanent residents. 
 
While ethnicity did not correlate with various rates of victimisation, religion and the practice of 
that religion did. As Table 4.7 shows, women with no religion had a significantly higher rate of 
victimisation (3.1%) than women who said they had a religion. Whether respondents practiced or 
not their religion was also significantly associated with risks of victimisation: 1.2 per cent of 
women who practised their religion had been victimised in the past 5 years compared to 3.2 per 
cent of those who did not practice their religion (p<.05). 
 
Table 4.7 (right hand column) shows the average age of respondents by religion. We see that 
women who said they had no religion were significantly younger than women who had a religion 
(37.3 years-old compared to 40.1-46.4 years-old). Women who said they had a religion but did 
not practice it were also significantly younger than those who practiced (40.7 vs. 43.8 years-old).  
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Table 4.7.  Non-partner victimisation and mean age by respondent’s religion, past 5 years 

N=2,006 
Victimised 

% 
Mean age  
(years) 

No religion (N=327) 3.1** 37.3*** 

Christianity (N=422) 2.4 41.5 

Buddhism/Taoism (N=802) 1.2 46.4 

Hinduism/Sikhism (N=123) 0.0 41.1 

Islam (N=332) 0.0 40.1 

   

Practices religion (N=1,521) 1.2 43.8 

Does not practice religion (N=158) 3.2* 40.7* 
* p<.05; ** p<.01; *** p<.001.  

 
Relationship status 

Although the rate of victimisation by non-partners of single women (1.3%) was double that of 
women currently in an intimate relationship (0.6%), the difference was not statistically significant 
(Table 4.8). Women who were dating a boyfriend were much more likely to report violent 
victimisation by a man other than their dating partner in the past 5 years than married or single 
women (6.3% compared to 1.3%-1.7%).  
 
Again there was an interaction between the women’s age and the type of relationships they were 
forming: women dating a boyfriend were on average 28.5 years-old, compared to 39.7 years-old 
for single women and 45.7 years-old for women who were married or living with a partner 
(p<.001).  
 
Table 4.8.  Non-partner victimisation and age by type of intimate relationship, past five years 

N=2,006 
Victimised 

% 
Mean age 
(years) 

Relationship status   

Currently in an intimate relationship 0.6 44.4 

Not in an intimate relationship 1.3 38.3*** 

Type of intimate relationship   

Married/de factoa 1.3 45.7 

Dating 6.3** 28.5*** 

Single  1.7 39.7 

Previous relationship(s)    

Yes 3.1* 48.8 

No 1.2 41.4*** 
* p<.05; ** p<.01; *** p<.001.   
Note a The 5-year rate of violence for the small group of women living in a de facto relationship  

  (N=15) was 6.7% (N=1), which is higher than for other groups; however, rates based on  
  such small numbers are not reliable and it is doubtful that the difference is meaningful.  
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Women who had been involved in an intimate relationship before their current one reported 
significantly higher level of victimisation than women with no former partner (3.1% and 1.2% 
respectively). The higher risk of victimisation was not related to the younger age of respondents 
because as Table 4.8 (right hand column) shows, women who had previously been partnered 
were around 8 years older. We explore these effects further and try to tease out the effect of age 
and other factors below when we look at the predictors of violence. 
 
Level of education 

As shown in Table 4.9, women who had university and postgraduate education were significantly 
more likely to have been victimised in the past 5 years than women with a lower educational 
attainment. While this result is somewhat surprising, it is partly explained by the fact that women 
with tertiary level education were also significantly younger than those with lower levels of 
education (Table 4.9, right hand column). As we have seen above, younger women were at 
greater risks of victimisation than older women. 
 
Table 4.9.  Non-partner victimisation and age by level of education, past five years 

N=2,006 
Any violence 

% 
Mean age 
(years)a 

Highest level of educationb   

Primary 0.7 57.0 

Junior secondary 1.3 43.1 

Senior secondary/matriculation 1.3 37.0 

Tertiary 2.6* 33.4 
* p<.05.   
Notes a Age differences between levels of education are all significant at p<.001. 

b Educational categories are: primary (no formal education, some primary and completed 
primary education (PSLE or equivalent)); junior secondary (some secondary and 
completed secondary (GCE ‘N’ / ‘O’ or equivalent) education); senior 
secondary/matriculation (Pre U / Junior college (GCE ‘A’ or equivalent) education); 
tertiary (Polytechnic/Diploma, University degree, and postgraduate degree).   

 
Work status and income 

Like the Australian IVAWS (Mouzos and Makkai 2004, p.77-81), we found no statistically 
significant differences in the likelihood of violence victimisation by non-partners based on 
household income (not shown), participation in the labour force, having a personal income, or 
having a say over how income is spent (Table 4.10). The Hong Kong IVAWS, however, reported 
that working women had a significantly higher risk of violent victimisation by non-partners, as 
did women not having a say in how their income was used (Broadhurst, Bouhours and Bacon-
Shone 2012, p.53). 
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Table 4.10.  Non-partner victimisation by work and income status, past five years (%) 

N=2,006 Any violence 

Labour force status  

Works for pay 1.4 

Does not work for pay 1.8 
Has own income from work or 
other sources  

Yes 1.6 

No 1.7 
Has a say in how her income is 
useda  

Yes 1.5 

No 1.8 

Note a Based on N=1,398 women with an income.  
 

Type of housing 

Two groups of respondents, those who lived in HDB 1 and 2 room flats and those who lived in 
condominiums had significantly higher levels of victimisation than other respondents (Table 
4.11). While women living in condominiums were younger by 4 years or more than other 
respondents (38.5 years-old compared to 42.0-48.1 years-old), which can explain their higher risk 
of victimisation, those living in small HDB 1 and 2 room flats were the oldest group of 
respondents (48.1 years). Further investigation on these findings is needed. A possible 
explanation is that there are other factors at play including socio-economic factors such as 
poverty and other stressors on women who live in HDB 1 and 2 room flats that can account for 
their increased risk of victimisation. 
 
Table 4.11.  Non-partner victimisation and age by type of housing, past 5 years 

N=2,006 
Victimised 

% 
Mean age 
(years) 

HDB 1and 2 rooms 4.8** 48.1 

HDB 3 rooms 1.7 42.0 

HDB 4 rooms 0.9 42.2 

HDB 5 rooms/ exec/ maisonette 0.9 43.4 

Exec condo/condo 3.4** 38.5** 

Other typesa 0.0 45.6 
** p<.01.   
Note a Includes terrace houses, semi-detached houses and bungalows.  
 
From the analyses above, we see that age is an important factor linked to women’s victimisation. 
The higher level of victimisation of younger women is generally explained by lifestyle factors: 
young women tend to have increased contact with young men, i.e. those most likely to be 
violent; they are more likely to work and socialise outside of home; and also more likely to 
engage in risky behaviour such as getting drunk (e.g. see Krug, Dahlberg, Mercy, Zwi and 
Lozano 2002).  
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Predictors of violence by non-partners 

Because there was an interaction between age and the other factors linked to victimisation (e.g. 
religion, education) we conducted a logistic regression to assess whether age was the dominant 
factor linked to higher risks of violent victimisation or whether there was also a unique 
contribution from the other relevant variables. To increase the power of the statistical analysis, 
we conducted it on the rate of combined physical and sexual violence in the past 5 years. We 
included in the regression analysis the following variables: 
 

• Age: a continuous variable from younger to older 

• Relationship: 1=dating, 0=married, de facto, single 

• Former relationship: 1=former partner, 0=no former partner 

• Religion: 0=no religion or does not practice religion, 1= Christianity, 2= Buddhism, 
3=Islam; 4=Hinduism 

• Education: 1=tertiary and postgraduate, 0=primary up to senior secondary 

• Housing type: 1=HDB 1 and 2 room flats, 2=executive condominium /condominium, 
3=other types 

The results are shown in Table 4.12. Three factors were significant predictors of violent 
victimisation by a non-partner: age, having a former partner, and type of housing. Women who 
were younger had an increased risk of victimisation than older women; women who had 
previously been in a relationship were about 2.5 times more likely to be victimised than women 
with no previous relationships; women who were living in HDB 1 and 2 room flats were over 5 
times more likely to be victimised than those living in other types of housing apart from 
condominiums; and those living in condominiums were over twice as likely to be victimised than 
those living in a HDB 3 room or larger flats. 
 
Table 4.12.  Predictors of violence by non-partners, past 5 years 

Predictors β 
Standard 

Error 
Exp(β) 

(odds ratio) p 

Age, younger to older -0.06 0.17 0.95 .001 

Dating a boyfriend 0.12 0.67 1.12 .86 

Former partner 0.91 0.44 2.49 .038 

No religion or does not practice 0.46 0.39 1.59 .24 

Tertiary educated 0.48 0.41 1.61 .29 

Housing type, HDB 1-2 rooms 1.72 0.56 5.60 .002 

Housing type, exec condo/condo 1.00 0.44 2.71 .024 

Model Chi square 39.85   .000 

Notes   Nagelkerke pseudo R2=.133; 98.4% of cases classified correctly. 
 
The logistic regression shows that the respondent’s level of education, the type of relationship 
they were involved in and their religiosity did not predict their risk of victimisation. Although 
there were significant binary relationships between these variables and victimisation, these were 



Chapter 4: Non-Partner Violence 

 46 

mediated by age. Findings about the impact of the respondent’s type of housing are difficult to 
understand. The increased risk of victimisation of women living in HDB 1 and 2 room flats 
could be explained by socio-economic factors including poverty; however, the increased risk of 
victimisation of women living in condominiums is surprising but this could perhaps be explained 
by their younger age. 
 

Non-Partner Violence: Summary 

Just over five per cent of respondents had experienced violence by a man other than an intimate 
partner since the age of 16 years, with rates reducing to 0.5 per cent in the previous 12 months. 
Perpetrators of non-partner violence were most likely to be strangers: 3.1 per cent of women 
experienced violence by strangers over their adult lifetime, 1.1 per cent by friends and 
acquaintances and 1.5 per cent by family members and relatives. Sexual violence was the most 
common form of violence by strangers and friends and acquaintances. Family members and 
relatives tended to use physical violence and sexual violence was relatively rare. 
 
Three factors were significant predictors of victimisation by non-partners: 

• Age: the likelihood of victimisation decreased with age. Women under 35 years were 
significantly more likely to have experienced violence by non-partners in the past 5 
years than women aged 35 years and over. 

• Involvement in a previous intimate relationship: women who had previously been 
involved in an intimate relationship that had ended reported higher levels of 
victimisation than women who did not have a previous partner. 

• Housing type: women who were living in a HDB 1 and 2 room flats and those living in 
condominiums were significantly more likely to be victimised by non-partners than 
women living in other types of housing. 
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CHAPTER 5 

Women’s Perceptions and Responses 

 
In this chapter we examine the reactions of the women who have been the victims of violence by 
men. First, we consider the victims’ perception of the violence in terms of seriousness and 
whether they believed the incident constituted a crime. Then we examine if the incident was 
reported to the police and, if it was not, the reasons why not. We look at what happened to the 
incidents that were reported to the police, that is, whether a perpetrator was charged and 
convicted, and whether the victim was satisfied with the response of the police. Finally, we 
conduct analyses drawing on what victimised women said about the most recent incident of 
violence by an intimate partner and a non-partner. Analyses are based on 201 women who 
described the most recent incident of physical or sexual violence. 
 

Victims’ Perception of Seriousness 

Women who had experienced violence were asked to rate the seriousness of the most recent 
incident as “very serious”, “somewhat serious” or “not very serious”. In the following analyses 
we combine “very serious” and “somewhat serious” into a single “serious” category. Overall, 
59.7 per cent of the 201 victims rated their victimisation as “serious” and 40.3 per cent as “not 
very serious”. Similar proportions of victims ranked incidents by a non-partner as “serious” 
(59.2%) compared to incidents by intimate partners (60.6%) (Figure 5.1). 
 
Figure 5.1.  Victims’ perception of the seriousness of the most recent incident by perpetrator 

 

 
 
The victims’ rating of seriousness was not affected by the identity of the perpetrator. Among 
victims of intimate partners, 64.3 per cent rated violence by their current partner as serious 
compared to 59.2 per cent of violence by a former partner. Two-thirds of victims of family 
members and relatives rated the incident as serious (66.7%); slightly smaller proportions rated 
incidents by friends/acquaintances (57.1%) and strangers (56.9%) as serious. 
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There was also little difference in the perception of seriousness of physical and sexual violence 
(60.5% and 58.5% of victims rated them as serious respectively). Threats of physical violence 
and actual physical violence were also rated as serious by the same proportions of victims (61.5% 
and 60.4% respectively) but victims had different perceptions of sexual violence: 95 per cent of 
rape or attempted rape victims said the incident was serious, but less than half (47.5%) the 
victims of unwanted sexual touching did so (p<.05). 
 
Figure 5.2 describes how victims of intimate partners and non-partners perceived various acts of 
violence against them. Although the differences are not statistically significant, slightly lower 
proportions of women abused by intimate partners rated the incident as serious compared to 
victims of non-partners; however, regardless of the perpetrator, women were significantly more 
likely to say rapes were serious compared to other forms of physical or sexual violence. One-
third of victims of unwanted sexual touching by an intimate partner said the incident was serious 
but nearly half the victims of non-partners did so. 
 
Figure 5.2.  Victims’ perception of seriousness of the most recent incident by type of violence 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
** p<.01.  
 
As we see on Table 5.1, women who had been injured in the most recent incident of violence by 
a partner or a non-partner were significantly more likely to rate the abuse as serious than non-
injured women. The same pattern is present when women feared for their life during the abuse. 
The presence of children who witnessed the violence tended to increase the seriousness of the 
abuse by intimate partners: of the 69 victimised women with children, 70.3 per cent said the 
incident was serious when it was witnessed by children compared to 56.2 per cent of those 
whose children did not witness the violence (the difference is not statistically significant).1  
 

 
1 We cannot tell if being pregnant at the time of the assault by an intimate partner changed women’s perception of 
seriousness because only one respondent said she was pregnant. 

Intimate partners 
(N=99) 

Non-partners 
(N=102) ** 

** 
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Table 5.1.  Women’s perception of the most recent incident as serious by injuries and fear (%) 

 
Partner 
violence 

Non-partner 
violence All violence 

Injuries    

Yes 80.0*** 81.5** 80.6*** 

No 44.4 51.3 48.1 

Feared for her life    

Yes 90.5*** 80.0** 85.5*** 

No 38.6 48.5 44.0 

Children witnessed violencea    

Yes 70.3 - - 

No 56.2 - - 
** p<.01; *** p<.001.   
Note a Based on N=69 women with children.   
 

Victims’ Perception of Violence as a Crime 

Respondents who had been victimised were also asked whether the most recent incident was “a 
crime”, “wrong but not a crime” or “something that just happened”. Just under one-third 
(32.3%) of all victims considered the violent attack was a crime, 37.6 per cent that it was wrong 
but did not constitute a crime and 27.8 per cent said that it was just something that happened 
(2.3% did not know or preferred not to answer). Victims of intimate partners and non-partners 
had significantly different perceptions of the abuse: about one in five victims of an intimate 
partner considered the incident was a crime compared to nearly half the victims of non-partners 
(44.1%, p<.001; Figure 5.3). 
 
Figure 5.3.  Victims’ perception of the most recent incident as a crime, by perpetrator 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Among victims of intimate partner violence, there was some difference, albeit not statistically 
significant, whether the perpetrator was a current or a former partner: just over 10 per cent of 
victims believed abuse by their current partner constituted a crime compared to nearly 24 per 
cent of women victimised by a former partner. Among victims of violence by non-partners a 
significantly larger proportion of women abused by a stranger said it was a crime (58.6%) 
compared to about one-quarter of women abused by a family member/relative (25%) or a 
friend/acquaintance (23.8%).  

*** 

** *** p<.001.   
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Victims’ perceptions also varied depending on the specific act of violence perpetrated against 
them. Generally, victims of sexual violence, particularly rape or attempted rape, were significantly 
more likely to label the incident a crime than victims of physical violence: 60 per cent of rape 
victims and 45.9 per cent of victims of unwanted sexual touching said it was a crime, but only 
20.8 per cent of victims of physical violence did so (p<.001). As Figure 5.4 shows, rape and 
attempted rape was considered a crime by the majority of victims of both intimate partners and 
non-partners (54.5% and 70% respectively, p<.01). However, while half the victims of unwanted 
sexual touching by non-partners considered it was a crime, none of intimate partners’ victims 
considered it was a crime. This is consistent with the above findings that abuse perpetrated by 
strangers were more likely to be considered crimes than abuse perpetrated by known men, and 
unwanted sexual touching was most likely to be perpetrated by strangers. 
 
Figure 5.4.  Victims’ perception of the most recent incident as a crime, by type of violent act 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
The presence of injuries altered victims’ perception of the incident for intimate partner but not 
for non-partner violence (Table 5.2). For intimate partner violence, 33.3 per cent of women who 
were injured perceived the incident as a crime compared to 9.3 per cent of those not injured 
(p<.01). For non-partner violence, however, the difference in perception is not statistically 
significant. Women who feared for their life in the most recent incident of both intimate partner 
and non-partner violence were significantly more likely to consider the abuse as a crime than 
those who did not have such fear. Finally, women who considered the most recent incident was 
serious were also more likely to say that it was a crime than those who thought it was not very 
serious, whether the perpetrator was an intimate partner or a non-partner. 
 

Intimate partners 
(N=99) 

Non-partners 
(N=102) 

** 

** 
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Table 5.2.  Women’s perception of the most recent incident as a crime by injuries and fear (%) 

N=201 
Partner 
violence 

Non-partner 
violence All violence 

Injuries    

Yes 33.3** 37.0 33.8 

No 9.3 46.7 31.0 

Feared for her life    

Yes 40.5*** 62.9** 50.0*** 

No 5.3 33.8 21.0 

Children witnessed violence a    

Yes 25.0 - - 

No 15.6 - - 

Seriousness    

Serious 33.3*** 55.7** 45.0*** 

Not very serious 0.0 26.2 13.6 
** p<.01; *** p<.001.   
Note  a Based on N=69 women with children.  
 

Reporting to Police and Satisfaction with Police Response 

Previous research has shown that only a small proportion of violence against women is reported 
to the police. Generally, the closer the relationship between victim and offender, the less likely 
the violence is reported to the police (Gartner and Macmillan 1995). This is particularly true for 
sexual violence. In a review of victimisation surveys conducted since 1992 in five English-
speaking countries, Daly and Bouhours (2010) estimated that on average only 14 per cent of 
sexual assault victimisation is reported to the police. In the International Violence Against 
Women Survey (IVAWS), victims of violence by partners and non-partners were asked whether 
they, or someone else, reported the most recent incident to the police, and what happened once 
they had reported (i.e. were charges laid? Were victims satisfied with the police intervention?). If 
the incident was not reported to the police, women were asked the reasons why it was not 
reported. 
 
Reporting violent victimisation to the police 

Overall, less than one-quarter of victims (23.4%) reported the most recent incident to the police 
(Table 5.3). Incidents involving physical violence tended to be reported more often than those 
involving sexual violence (27.7% and 17.1% respectively) but the difference was not statistically 
significant. There were few incidents of sexual violence by family members/relatives and none 
were reported to the police. 
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Table 5.3.  Most recent incident reported to the police by perpetrator and type of violence (%) 

 All violence Physical violence Sexual violence 

All incidents (N=201) 23.4 27.7 17.1 

Partner violence (N=99) 25.3 26.5 18.8 

Current partner 21.4 19.2 50.0 

Former partner 26.8 29.8 14.3 

Non-partner violence (N=102) 21.6 29.7 16.7 

Family member and relative 17.4 23.5 0.0 

Friend and acquaintance 30.0 50.0 29.4 

Stranger 19.0 31.3 16.3 
 
When we look at the specific acts of violence, we see that incidents of physical violence and 
those of rape or attempted rape were equally likely to be reported (27.7% and 28.6% 
respectively) but both were more likely to be reported than incidents of unwanted sexual 
touching (13.1%, p=.08 approaching significance). None of the incidents of unwanted sexual 
touching involving intimate partners were reported to the police (Table 5.4). 
 
Table 5.4.  Most recent incident reported to the police by perpetrator and acts of violence (%) 

 Physical violence 
Rape and 
attempted 

Unwanted sexual 
touching 

All incidents (N=201) 27.7 28.6 13.1 

Partner violence (N=99) 26.5 27.3 0.0 

Current partner 19.2 50.0 0.0 

Former partner 29.8 22.2 0.0 

Non Partner violence (N=102) 29.7 30.0 14.3 

Family member and relative 23.5 0.0 0.0 

Friend and acquaintance 50.0 66.7 15.4 

Stranger 31.3 33.3 15.0 
 
As shown on Table 5.5, the severity, actual and perceived, of the violent incident correlated with 
the likelihood that it was reported to the police. Over one-third of all incidents in which women 
were injured or feared for their life were reported to the police, but only around 15 per cent of 
those with no injury or where the victims did not fear for their life were reported. The 
perception by victims that the incident was very or somewhat serious also significantly increased 
the likelihood that it was reported to the police. For non-partner violence, 34.1 per cent of 
incidents which the victim believed was a crime were reported compared to 10.5 per cent of 
those not perceived as a crime and the difference was statistically significant; however, the belief 
that the incident constituted a crime did not translate in significantly higher reporting rates for 
violence by intimate partners. As we have seen previously, women were more likely to be injured 
during incidents of physical than sexual violence, and this goes some way toward explaining why 
a larger proportion of incidents of physical violence were reported to the police. Yet, women 
were also more likely to be injured during intimate partner violence, but this did not translate in a 
higher reporting rate for incidents of intimate partner violence. Finally, in cases of intimate 
partner violence, the presence of children witnessing the violence resulted in higher levels of 
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reporting to the police: 44.4 per cent of women whose children witnessed the violence reported 
to the police compared to 18.8 per cent when there with no child witness (p<.01). 
 
Table 5.5.  Most recent incident reported to police by perpetrator and severity of violence (%) 

 
All incidents 

N=201 
Partner violence 

N=99 

Non-partner 
violence 
N=102 

Victim was injured    

Yes 36.6** 31.1 48.1*** 

No 15.5 20.4 12.0 

Victim felt her life was in danger    

Yes 36.8*** 38.1* 35.3* 

No 14.5 15.8 13.4 

Victim’s perception of seriousness    

Serious 35.0*** 37.3*** 32.8** 

Not very serious 5.0 5.1 4.8 

Victim’s perception that the 
incident was a crime    

A crime 35.4** 35.0 34.1** 

Not a crime 16.9 21.8 10.5 

Children witnessed violence a    

Yes  44.4**  

No  18.8  
* p<.05; ** p<.01; *** p<.001.   
Note a Based on N=69 women with children. 
 
Reasons for not reporting to the police 

The main reason put forward by over half (51.9%) the victims who did not report was that they 
or their family dealt with it; the second most common reason (37.7%) was that the incident was 
not serious enough; and nearly one in five victims (18.2%) said they wanted to keep the matter 
private (Table 5.6). Victims of partner and non-partner violence invoked similar reasons for not 
reporting. One difference, however, was that a higher proportion of victims of intimate partner 
violence than non-partner violence said they did not report because they did not want their 
partner arrested (13.5% vs. 6.3%). 
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Table 5.6.  Reasons for not reporting the most recent incident to the police by perpetrator (%) 

Reasons for not reporting a 
All violence  

N=154 

Intimate partner 
violence 

N=74 

Non-partner 
violence 

N=80 

I/my family dealt with it 51.9 60.8 43.8 

Not serious enough, too minor 37.7 32.4 42.5 

Wanted to keep it private 18.2 17.6 18.8 

Did not think police could do anything 11.7 6.8 16.3 

Shame, embarrassment 11.3 9.5 12.5 

Did not want offender arrested 9.7 13.5 6.3 

Fear of offender 7.1 5.4 8.8 

Did not think police would do anything 6.5 2.7 10.0 

Would not be believed 3.2 2.7 3.8 

Reported to someone else 1.9 1.4 2.5 

Other reasons 7.8 4.1 11.3 

Note a Multiple responses allowed; totals may not add up to 100%. 
 
Attrition through the criminal justice system 

A total of 47 cases (25 by intimate partners and 22 by non-partners) were reported to the police. 
We now look at what happened to these cases as they entered the criminal justice system (Figure 
5.5).2 Police filed a report in 83 per cent of cases that were reported to them, and there was no 
significant difference whether the case involved a partner or a non-partner (Table 5.7). In 29.8 
per cent of cases that were reported, police gave a warning to the violent man, but this only 
happened in cases of violence by a former partner or in cases involving family members. Charges 
were laid in 12 per cent (N=3) of reported cases of intimate partner violence and 18.2 per cent 
(N=4) of cases of non-partner violence. All cases of intimate partner violence and 2 cases of 
non-partner violence ended up in conviction; that is, 12 per cent of reported cases of intimate 
partner violence were convicted and 9.1 per cent of cases of non-partner violence. 
 

 
2 This section draws on what victims said happened to the case they reported to the police.  It is possible that some 
victims were not aware of, or could not remember, the actions taken by the police or the court. 



Chapter 5: Women’s Perceptions and Responses 
 

 55 

Table 5.7.  Judicial response to the most recent incident by perpetrator (%) 

 

Intimate partner 
violence 

N=25 

Non-partner 
violence 

N=22 

Police took a report 91.7 81.0 

Police gave a warning 44.0* 13.6 

Charges were laid 12.0 18.2 

Case convicted in court 12.0 9.1 
* p<.05. 
 

Figure 5.5.  The journey of the most recent incident through the criminal justice system 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Among cases by non-partners, police tended to treat violence by friends and strangers more 
formally than violence by family members: police filed a report in all cases of violence by friends 
or acquaintances that were reported to them and in 81.8 per cent of violence by strangers but 
reports were filed in only 40 per cent of cases by family members and relatives, a significantly 
lower rate. In three-quarters of cases by family members, police gave a warning to the 
perpetrator, but no charges were laid against family members or relatives. One case of violence 
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by a friend/acquaintance was charged and convicted; two cases of violence by strangers were 
charged and one was convicted. 
 
Among intimate partner cases, police filed a report in 83.3 per cent of cases by a current partner 
and 94.7 per cent of cases by a former partner. In over half the cases of violence by a former 
partner (57.9%) police had given a warning to the perpetrator, but never to the current partner. 
No cases by a current partner were charged and convicted; three former partners had been 
charged and all were also convicted. 
 
Apart from the giving of warnings, cases of physical and sexual violence were treated in similar 
ways through the criminal justice system (Table 5.8). Police filed a report in 81.8 per cent of 
cases of physical violence reported to them and in 92.9 per cent of cases of sexual violence. 
Warnings were given significantly more often in cases of physical violence (39.4%) than in cases 
of sexual violence (7.1%). Of reported cases of physical violence, 12.1 per cent were charged 
(N=4) and 3 were convicted in court. Of reported cases of sexual violence, 21.7 per cent were 
charged (N=3) and 2 were convicted in court. 
 
Table 5.8.  Judicial response to the most recent incident by type of violence (%) 

 
Physical violence 

N=33 
Sexual violence 

N=14 

Police took a report 81.8 92.9 

Police gave a warning 39.4* 7.1 

Charges were laid 12.1 21.7 

Case convicted in court 9.1 14.3 
* p<.05. 
 
The severity of the case had no significant impact on the police decision to take a report or 
charge a suspect: police filed a report in 92.3 per cent of cases where the victim was injured 
compared to 80 per cent of cases with no injury; the perpetrator was warned in 26.9 per cent of 
cases with injuries and 30 per cent of cases with no injuries; and a suspect was charged in 15.4 
per cent of reported cases that involved injuries and 10 per cent of cases with no injury. 
 
In cases involving intimate partner violence, the police, in addition to judicial responses, also 
suggested support services that the victim could access (in 21.3% of cases); followed through and 
assisted with the legal process (in 10.6% of cases); or offered protection to the victim (in 28% of 
cases). 
 
Satisfaction with police response 

The majority of the 47 victims who reported their violent victimisation to the police were 
satisfied with the response of the police: 12.8 per cent were very satisfied with the police 
response and 46.8 per cent, satisfied. Over one-third were not satisfied: 17 per cent were 
dissatisfied and 19.1, very dissatisfied (4.3% did not know or refused to answer). However, there 
were significant differences between the level of satisfaction of victims of intimate partner 
violence (76% said they were satisfied or very satisfied with the police response) and victims of 
non-partner violence (40.9% were satisfied or very satisfied, p<.05).3 There were also significant 

 
3 The level of satisfaction with police was comparable whether the perpetrator was a current or former partner, or a 
friend, family member or stranger. 
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differences between victims of physical violence – 69.7% were satisfied or very satisfied – and 
victims of sexual violence – only 35.7% were satisfied or very satisfied, p<.05. The victims of 
unwanted sexual touching were the least likely to be satisfied with the police response (only 25% 
said they were satisfied or very satisfied). 
 
Victims who said they were dissatisfied with the police response were not asked specifically why 
they were not satisfied, but all victims who reported to the police were asked to suggest ways in 
which the police could have been more helpful. Over one-quarter (27.7%) of victims said that 
the police should have charged the perpetrator, and a similar proportion (25.5%) said that the 
police should have taken their complaint more seriously and been more supportive. Nearly one 
in five victims (19.1%) expected the police to respond more quickly than they did; 15 per cent 
would have liked more information about the progress of the case, or would have liked more 
information and support on the legal procedure; 8.5 per cent said police should have given them 
protection. 
 

Seeking Help Outside the Criminal Justice System 

Besides contacting the police, 14 women contacted a specialised agency following their 
victimisation. Victims of intimate partner violence were significantly more likely to seek help 
than victims of non-partner violence (13.1% compared to just 1% respectively, p<.05). Victims 
of physical violence were also more likely to contact an agency than victims of sexual violence 
(9.2% vs. 3.7%). Victims who contacted a specialised agency generally found it helpful.4 
 
Table 5.9.  Victims of partner and non-partner violence who talked to someone about the 

incident (%) 

 
All violence  

N=201 

Intimate partner 
violence 

N=99 

Non-partner 
violence 
N=102 

Victim talked to someone about the 
incident 81.0 79.4 82.5 

Talked to:a    

Immediate family members 53.7 51.5 55.9 

Friend/neighbour 47.8 43.3 52.0 

Other relative 10.4 13.1 7.8 

Co-worker/co-student 10.0 4.0 15.7 

Victim support agency 7.1 13.1 1.0 

Doctor/psychologist/counsellor 3.0 4.0 2.0 

Religious leader/worker 1.0 2.0 0.0 

Other persons 1.5 0.0 2.9 
**p<.01.  
Note a Multiple responses allowed; totals may not add up to 100%. We do not include victims  

  who reported to the police because all those who did also talked to someone else about  
  the incident. 

 
The majority of victims (81%) also talked to and sought help from others, mostly their 
immediate family and friends (Table 5.9). Victims of intimate partner violence and non-partner 
violence were as likely to talk to others about what happened (79.4% and 82.5% respectively). 

 
4 Three victims contacted Samaritans of Singapore and 67% said that was “very” or “somewhat” helpful; 8 victims 
contacted a Family Service Centre and 75% found it helpful; 8 victims contacted the Family Court and 62.5% said it 
was helpful; 2 victims contacted other unspecified agencies and found them helpful. 
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Women abused by a family member or a friend were more likely to talk to others about it than 
those abused by a stranger: 90.5 per cent of women abused by a friend/acquaintance and 95.7 
per cent of women abused by a family member talked about it; only 75.9 per cent of women 
abused by a stranger talked about it (approaching significance at p=.06). Of the victims of 
physical violence, 86.6 per cent talked about it to others but only 73.8 per cent of victims of 
sexual violence did so (p<.05); victims of rape were least likely to mention the incident to 
someone (66.7% did), as compared to 76.7 per cent of victims of unwanted sexual touching who 
did so. 
 
As shown in Table 5.10 the severity of the violence did not impact on the likelihood that victims 
would talk about it to others; however, women who perceived the incident to be serious were 
significantly more likely to talk about it, but only in relation to intimate partner violence: 86.4 per 
cent of victims abused by an intimate partner who considered the incident was serious disclosed 
it to someone compared to 68.4 per cent of those who did not consider the incident was serious 
(p<.05). 
 
Table 5.10.  Victims of partner and non-partner violence who talked to someone and severity of 

the most recent incident (%) 

 
All violence  

N=201  

Intimate partner 
violence 

N=99 

Non-partner 
violence 
N=102 

Victim was injured    

Yes 86.1 84.4 88.9 

No 78.1 75.5 80.0 

Victim felt her life was in danger    

Yes 84.2 85.7 82.9 

No 79.0 75.0 82.4 

Victim’s perception of seriousness    

Serious 86.8* 86.4* 86.9 

Not very serious 72.2 68.4 75.6 

Victim’s perception that the 
incident was a crime    

Yes, a crime 81.7 80.0 82.2 

Not a crime 80.5 79.2 82.8 
*p<.05.  
Note Table includes victims who contacted a specialised agency as all victims who contacted an 

agency also talked to other people.  
 

Perceptions of and Responses to Violence: Summary 

Victims of violence were asked to rate the seriousness of the most recent violent incident by a 
partner and a non-partner, and whether they considered it was a crime. About 60 per cent of all 
victims perceived the violence to be serious and the identity of the perpetrator – whether 
intimate partner or non-partner – made little difference. Rape was considered the most serious 
type of violence whether it was committed by an intimate partner or a non-partner. Women who 
had been injured or who feared for their life during their attack were more likely to say it was 
serious. 
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Victims of violence were more likely to regard violence inflicted by non-partners as a crime than 
violence by intimate partners (44.1% and 20.2% respectively). As the closeness of the 
relationship (relational proximity) decreased, women were increasingly likely to consider the 
violence as a crime and the highest proportion of victims who considered the violent incident 
was a crime were those attacked by strangers (58.6%). 
 
Less than one-quarter of victims reported the most recent incident to the police with a similar 
proportion doing so for partner (25.3%) and non-partner violence (21.6%). Physical violence was 
reported more often than sexual violence (27.7% vs. 17.1%). Victims were more likely to report 
to the police if they had been injured, if they felt their lives were in danger, if they perceived the 
incident was serious, or if they regarded it as a crime. The main reasons for not contacting the 
police were that that the victim and/or her family dealt with it or that the incident was too 
minor. 
 
Of the cases of intimate partner violence that were reported to the police, 12 per cent were 
charged and convicted. Of cases of non-partner violence reported to the police, 9.1 per cent 
were charged and convicted. Cases of physical and sexual violence seemed to have been treated 
in similar ways through the criminal justice system. 
 
Victims were unlikely to contact victim support agencies: only 13.1 per cent of victims of partner 
violence and 1 per cent of victims of non-partner violence did so. However, the majority of 
victims (81%) talked to and sought help and support from others, particularly their family and 
friends.
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CHAPTER 6 

Childhood Victimisation 

 
This chapter reports on the optional section of the International Violence Against Women 
Survey (IVAWS) that examines childhood abuse; it was conducted in Australia and Singapore 
but not in Hong Kong. All respondents were asked about their childhood (i.e. before age 16) 
experiences of physical abuse by parents and sexual abuse by parents and others. Parents include 
biological, step and foster father and mother, as well as any parental figures such as a parent’s 
partners. In addition, all respondents were asked whether their father (or father figure) had ever 
been violent toward their mother (or mother figure). Those who indicated they had a current 
partner were asked whether their partner’s father had ever been violent toward their partner’s 
mother; when women had indicated that they had a former partner, similar questions were asked 
about the former partner’s father. 
 

Prevalence and Severity of Childhood Victimisation 

Overall, 3.5 per cent of respondents said that they had been physically or sexually abused before 
they turned 16 (Figure 6.1). Physical abuse (3%) was more frequent than sexual abuse (0.6%). 
Comparable proportions of women had been physically abused by their father (1.5%) and their 
mother (2%), and 0.5 per cent had been abused by both their father and mother. 
 
Figure 6.1.  Women’s experience of childhood abuse 

 
No woman reported being sexually abused by a parent: one respondent was sexually abused by 
her brother; six, by relatives; and another six, by acquaintances or others. Among the women 
who had been physically abused by their father or mother in childhood, 6.7 per cent had also 
been abused sexually, but not by their parents. 
 
The majority of the respondents who had been physically abused by their father or mother 
before age 16 said the abuse occurred several times (63.4%). By contrast, only one victim of 
childhood sexual abuse said the abuse happened more than once. Of respondents who had been 
physically abused by their parents, around one-third said that the abuse was very serious and 
similar proportions said that it was somewhat serious (Table 6.1). There were no differences in 
perceptions of seriousness between physical violence by father or by mother. Nearly 60 per cent 
of victims of sexual abuse considered the abuse was very serious. 
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Table 6.1.  Seriousness of childhood abuse (%) 

 

Physical abuse 
Sexual abuse 

N=13 
By mother  

N=41  
By father 

N=30 

Very serious 32.2 38.1 58.0 

Somewhat serious 30.6 29.0 6.5 

Not very serious 35.5 37.1 32.9 
 

Relationship between Childhood Victimisation and Adult Victimisation 

Questions on childhood victimisation in the IVAWS provide an opportunity to test the 
hypothesis that a relationship between childhood victimisation and subsequent victimisation in 
adulthood exists. Consistent with previous research and the findings of the Australian IVAWS,1 
we found that women who had been physically or sexually abused in childhood had far greater 
risks of experiencing violence as adults (Figure 6.2). Women who had experienced abuse in 
childhood were about six times more likely to experience violence in adulthood than those who 
did not experience any childhood abuse (47.8% compared to 7.8% respectively, p<.001). The 
correlation was present regardless of the type of violence experienced in adulthood (i.e. physical 
or sexual). 
 
Figure 6.2.  Women’s experiences of adult victimisation by victimisation in childhood 

 
 
As Table 6.2 shows, neither the type of abuse experienced in childhood (physical or sexual) nor 
the perpetrator (father or mother) affected the correlation. Regardless of the type of abuse or the 
perpetrator, women who experienced violence in childhood were significantly more likely to also 
experience violence in their adult lifetime than those who were not abused in childhood. 
Differences were particularly large when respondents had experienced childhood sexual violence. 
For example, women who reported childhood sexual abuse were nine times more likely than 
women who did not experience such abuse to be victimised as an adult (76.9% and 8.7% 
respectively); by comparison, women who had been physically abused in childhood were five 

 
1 See the Australian IVAWS (Mouzos and Makkai 2004), Australian Bureau of Statistics (1996), and Roodman and 
Clum (2001). 
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times more likely to be victimised as adult than those who did not experience childhood physical 
abuse (42.8% and 8.1% respectively). 
 
The relationship between experiences of victimisation in childhood and in adulthood was found 
to exist for physical and sexual violence in the past 5 years and the past 12 months. It also held 
for both violence by intimate partners and by non-partners (Table 6.3). While the above analyses 
suggest that women who have been abused in childhood are more susceptible to victimisation as 
adults, we note that not all women who had experienced childhood violence reported 
experiencing subsequent violence as adult; over half (52.2%) the women who were victimised as 
children did not report any physical and/or sexual victimisation after the age of 16. This could 
depend on the severity or frequency of violence experienced as a child. We explored whether 
women who described their childhood experiences of violence as “very serious” or “somewhat 
serious” were more likely to also experience violence in adulthood than those who described 
their childhood victimisation as “not very serious” but found no differences. 
 
Table 6.2. Women’s experiences of childhood victimisation and subsequent victimisation over the 

adult lifetime (%) 

 Any violence  Physical violence Sexual violence 

Physical abuse by a parent    

Yes 42.8 35.0 16.7 

No 8.1 6.0 3.8 

Physical abuse by father    

Yes 48.4 36.7 23.3 

No 8.6 3.9 6.4 

Physical abuse by mother    

Yes 46.3 39.0 15.0 

No 8.4 6.2 3.9 

Sexual abuse by any person    

Yes 76.9 69.2 33.3 

No 8.7 6.5 4.0 

Note All differences significant at p<.001.  
 
Table 6.3. Women’s experiences of childhood victimisation and subsequent victimisation by 

intimate partners and non-partners in the past 12 months (%) 

 Any man 
Intimate 
partner Non-partner 

Childhood physical and/or sexual 
abuse     

Yes 5.8*** 2.9* 2.9** 

No 0.9 0.6 0.4 
*p<.05, **p<.01; ***p<.001.  
 

Partners’ Childhood Experiences and Witnessing Violence as a Child 

In addition to direct experiences of violence, previous research suggests that witnessing violence 
increases the likelihood of subsequent victimisation as an adult (Berman, Hardesty and 
Humphreys 2004). The IVAWS includes a series of questions to explore this: all respondents 
were asked whether their father (or father figure) was ever violent toward their mother (or 
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mother figure); respondents currently in an intimate relationship were asked whether their 
partner’s father was ever violent toward their partner’s mother or toward their partner himself; 
finally, respondents with a former partner were asked whether their former partner’s father was 
ever violent toward their former partner’s mother or toward their former partner himself. 
 
Among the women currently in an intimate relationship, 1.7 per cent indicated that their current 
partner’s father was violent toward him in childhood; among women with a former partner, 1.8 
per cent said that their former partner’s father was violent toward him in childhood.2 Former 
partners who had been victimised in childhood were significantly more likely to use violence 
toward their female partner in adulthood than those who had not been abused: 66.7 per cent of 
abused former partners had been violent toward the respondents compared to 18.8 per cent of 
those who had not been abused in childhood (p<.01). For current partners, however, a similar 
trend was present but the differences did not reach statistical significance: 4.8 per cent of current 
partners who had been abused in childhood were violent toward the respondents compared to 
1.8 per cent of those who had not been abused (p=.31). 
 
Among all the women in the sample, 4.3 per cent indicated that their father (or father figure) 
used to be violent toward their mother (or mother figure). Of women currently in an intimate 
relationship, 3.3 per cent said that their current partner’s father was violent toward his female 
partner. Of women with a former partner, 5.1 per cent indicated that their former partner’s 
father was violent toward his female partner. In all cases, fathers who were violent toward their 
female partner were significantly more likely to also be violent toward their children than non-
violent fathers. 
 
For both respondents and their intimate partners, witnessing violence by their father toward 
their mother in childhood seemed to affect their risk of experiencing or using violence in 
adulthood (Table 6.4). Women who had witnessed parental violence in their childhood were 
significantly more likely to experience violence in adulthood by both intimate partners and non-
partners (14.1% and 18.6% respectively compared to 4.5% for women who did not witness 
violence). Men who had witnessed parental violence were significantly more likely to use violence 
themselves than those who had not witnessed such violence. The difference was particularly 
large for former partners: 61.5 per cent of former partners who had witnessed parental violence 
in childhood used violence in adulthood toward their female partner compared to 16.5 per cent 
of those who had not witnessed violence. 
 

 
2 Percentages are based on 1,259 women with a current partner and 268 women with a former partner; that is, 
excluding women who did not know about or refused to answer questions on their partner’s childhood. 
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Table 6.4. Witnessing violence in childhood and experience or use of violence in adult lifetime 
(%) 

 
Partner 
violence 

Non partner 
violence 

Violent toward 
female partner 

Respondent witnessed parental 
violence    

Yes 14.1*** 18.6*** - 

No 4.5 4.5 - 
Current partner witnessed 
parental violence    

Yes - - 7.3** 

No - - 1.6 
Former partner witnessed 
parental violence    

Yes - - 61.5*** 

No - - 16.5 
**p<.01; ***p<.001.  
 
Childhood Victimisation: Summary 

A strong relationship was found between childhood victimisation (i.e. before the age of 16) and 
subsequent victimisation in adulthood. 

•   Women who experienced abuse in childhood were about six times more likely to 
experience violence when they were adults. 

•   The correlation between childhood victimisation and subsequent adulthood 
victimisation was not affected by the type of abuse experienced in childhood (physical 
or sexual) or the identity of the perpetrator (father or mother). However, it should also 
be noted that slightly over half (52.5%) of women who were victimised as children 
reported that they did not experience any victimisation since the age of 16. 

•   A significant number of women who experienced violence in adulthood had witnessed 
parental violence in their childhood. 

•   When the intimate partners of the respondents had witnessed parental violence, they 
were significantly more likely to use violence themselves than those who had not 
witnessed such violence.  
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APPENDIX A 

Weighting of the Singapore IVAWS data, 2008 

 
In 2008, the total population of Singapore was 4,462,290 residents and non-residents, excluding 
maids and construction workers.1 The female population aged 18 and over was 1,722,400. Table 
A.1 presents the breakdown of the female population in terms of ethnicity and age. Chinese 
women represented 73.15 per cent of the total female population; Malay women 10.76 per cent; 
and Indian women, 8.15 per cent. 
 
Table A.1.  Singapore female population by ethnicity and age group  

Age groups 
(years) 

Chinese 
% 

Malay 
% 

Indian 
% 

Other  
 % 

Total 
% 

18 - 24 9.01 1.83 1.23 1.31 13.38 
25 - 29 7.37 1.03 1.12 1.48 11.00 
30 - 34 7.58 0.96 1.08 1.23 10.84 
35 - 39 7.51 1.04 0.90 1.06 10.52 
40 - 44 7.45 1.28 0.85 0.89 10.46 
45 - 49 7.45 1.28 0.78 0.57 10.08 
50 - 54 6.88 1.05 0.61 0.29 8.83 
55 - 59 5.92 0.77 0.50 0.26 7.46 
60 - 64 4.18 0.47 0.35 0.30 5.30 
65+ 9.81 1.04 0.73 0.55 12.13 

Total 73.15 10.76 8.15 7.94 100.00 
 
Table A.2 describes the Singapore IVAWS sample (N=2,006) by ethnicity and age. The last 
column on the right shows the differences in terms of age between the female Singapore 
population and the sample; the bottom row shows the differences in terms of ethnicity between 
the female Singapore population and the sample. For age, the younger age groups 18-24 and 25-
29 years were under-represented in the sample. The age group 65 and over was also under-
represented. For ethnicity, we see that the Chinese population was under-represented and the 
Indian population, over-represented (this was to be expected, since Indian women were 
deliberately over-sampled). 
 
  

 
1 The demographic data used for the Singapore IVAWS is derived from the Neilsen Company for Singapore’s total 
population as at June 2008. Official data unfortunately provide demographic details for the resident population only 
(i.e. Singapore citizens and persons with permanent residence status in Singapore). Non-residents (i.e. persons who 
are in Singapore on study or work purposes and their dependents) are excluded. 
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Table A.2.  Singapore IVAWS sample by ethnicity and age group (N=2,006)  

Age group 
(years) 

Chinese 
% 

Malay 
% 

Indian 
% 

Others 
% 

Total 
% 

Difference agea   
% 

18 - 24 6.53 1.40 1.45 1.00 10.37 -3.01 
25 - 29 4.49 1.00 2.39 1.45 9.32 -1.68 
30 - 34 5.68 0.80 2.29 1.15 9.92 -0.92 
35 - 39 8.57 1.35 1.94 0.95 12.81 +2.39 
40 - 44 8.57 1.10 1.74 0.80 12.21 +1.75 
45 - 49 7.88 1.45 1.30 0.65 11.27 +1.19 
50 - 54 8.18 1.20 1.55 0.55 11.47 +2.64 
55 - 59 6.83 0.80 0.95 0.30 8.87 +1.41 
60 - 64 6.43 0.50 0.70 0.20 7.83 +2.53 
65+ 4.39 0.55 0.75 0.25 5.93 -6.20 
Total 18+ 67.55 10.12 15.05 7.28 100.00  

Difference 
ethnicityb % -5.60 -0.64 +6.90 -0.66   
 

Notes   a Difference between IVAWS sample and population for age.   
 b Difference between IVAWS sample and population for ethnicity.   
 
In Table A.1, each cell indicates the proportion of the female population in Singapore that each 
age group by ethnicity represents. For example, 9.01 per cent of the female Singapore population 
are Chinese aged 18 to 24 years; 1.08 per cent of the female Singapore population are Indian 
females aged 30 to 34 years. Ideally, if the sample was perfectly representative of the population, 
each cell in Table A.2 (the sample breakdown by age and ethnicity) should match the 
corresponding cell in Table A.1. As we see, this is not the case: in the IVAWS sample, only 6.53 
per cent of respondents are Chinese aged 18 to 24 years (under-representation), but 2.29 per cent 
are Indian aged 30 to 34 years (over-representation). We need to weight the data to adjust for the 
discrepancies. For each (age x ethnicity) subgroup (i.e. each cell in Tables A.1 and A.2), weights 
are calculated as the ratio of the female population distribution by age group and ethnicity 
compared to that of the sample using the formula: 
 

Weight = proportion of female population / proportion in sample 
 
Because this procedure often results in a slightly different N in the sample, weights are then 
adjusted based on what Ns would be in a perfectly representative sample of 2,006 respondents. 
Table A.3 presents the weights calculated according to the above formula. 
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Table A.3.  Weights used in the Singapore IVAWS 

Age groups Chinese Malay Indian Others 
18 - 24 1.3750 1.3111 0.8508 1.3139 
25 - 29 1.6418 1.0365 0.4668 1.0249 
30 - 34 1.3335 1.1981 0.4729 1.0695 
35 - 39 0.8762 0.7756 0.4644 1.1174 
40 - 44 0.8650 1.1668 0.4855 1.1108 
45 - 49 0.9462 0.8887 0.5985 0.8798 
50 - 54 0.8413 0.8793 0.3960 0.5262 
55 - 59 0.8670 0.9652 0.5327 0.8774 
60 - 64 0.6501 0.9515 0.4958 1.5228 
65+ 2.2300 1.8963 0.9752 2.2082 
 
The specific weights for each (age x ethnicity) subgroup are then transferred to SPSS (variable 
called “weight”). When doing analyses, the program will use these weights to adjust the response 
for each case according to its under- or over-representation in the sample. Table A.4 describes 
the characteristics of the IVAWS sample after the weighting is applied. There are some very 
minor differences in the proportion of each (age x ethnicity) subgroup compared to the 
population (Table A.1), but the weighted sample closely represents the whole female population 
in Singapore. 
 
Table A.4.  Singapore IVAWS sample by ethnicity and age group with weighting (N=2,006) 

Age group 
(years) 

Chinese Malay Indian Others Total 
% N % N % N % N % N 

18 - 24 9.0 180 1.8 37 1.2 25 1.3 26 13.4 268 
25 - 29 7.4 148 1.0 21 1.1 22 1.5 30 11.0 221 
30 - 34 7.6 152 0.9 19 1.1 22 1.2 25 10.9 218 
35 – 39 7.5 151 1.0 21 0.9 18 1.0 21 10.5 211 
40 - 44 7.4 149 1.3 26 0.8 17 0.9 18 10.5 210 
45 - 49 7.4 149 1.3 26 0.8 16 0.9 11 10.1 202 
50 - 54 6.9 138 1.0 21 0.6 12 0.3 6 8.8 177 
55 - 59 5.9 119 0.7 15 0.5 10 0.2 5 7.4 149 
60 - 64 4.2 84 0.5 10 0.3 7 0.3 6 5.3 107 
65+ 9.8 196 1.0 21 0.7 15 0.5 11 12.1 243 
total 18+ 73.1 1466 10.5 217 8.0 164 8.1 159 100.0 2006 
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APPENDIX B 

Behaviour of male partners 

 
Table B.1.  Behaviour of male partners toward female partners (%)  

A - CURRENT INTIMATE PARTNER (N=1,395) 

 Never Sometimes Frequently All the time 
At least 

sometimes 

Angry if she speaks to other men 85.0 12.4 1.8 0.8 15.0 

Insists on knowing where and with whom 
she is 88.8 9.2 1.1 0.9 11.2 

Limits contact with her family and friends 93.3 5.5 0.7 0.5 6.7 

Tracks her whereabouts 96.2 2.6 0.7 0.6 3.8 

Suspicious of her being unfaithful 97.1 2.5 0.3 0.1 2.9 

Any controlling behaviour - - - - 22.4 

Uses insults, name calling and put downs 94.0 5.7 0.2 0.1 6.0 

Damages/destroys her property 97.9 1.9 0.1 0.1 2.1 

Harms/threatens to harm her children 99.3 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.7 

Threatens to kill himself 99.5 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.5 

Threatens to kill her 99.6 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.4 

Threatens to hurt her or her children if she 
leaves him 99.8 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.2 

Harms/threatens to harm those close to her 99.8 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.2 

Any emotionally abusive behaviour - - - - 7.1 

Any controlling OR emotionally abusive 
behaviour - - - - 26.0 
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B - FORMER VIOLENT INTIMATE PARTNER (N=57) 

 Never Sometimes Frequently All the time 
At least 

sometimes 
Insists on knowing where and with whom 
she is 88.8 9.2 1.1 0.9 11.2 

Angry if she speaks to other men 85.0 12.4 1.8 0.8 15.0 

Limits contact with her family and friends 93.3 5.5 0.7 0.5 6.7 

Tracks her whereabouts 96.2 2.6 0.7 0.6 3.8 

Suspicious of her being unfaithful 97.1 2.5 0.3 0.1 2.9 

Any controlling behaviour - - - - 22.4 

Uses insults, name calling and put downs 94.0 5.7 0.2 0.1 6.0 

Damages/destroys her property 97.9 1.9 0.1 0.1 2.1 

Threatens to kill himself 99.5 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.5 

Harms/threatens to harm her children 99.3 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.7 

Threatens to hurt her or her children if she 
leaves him 99.8 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.2 

Threatens to kill her 99.6 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.4 

Harms/threatens to harm those close to her 99.8 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.2 

Any emotionally abusive behaviour - - - - 7.1 

Any controlling OR emotionally abusive 
behaviour - - - - 26.0 

 
 
 


