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Introduction

Intimate partner violence and abuse (IPVA) has detrimen-
tal impacts on victim-survivors, including negative conse-
quences on physical and mental health (Stubbs & Szoeke, 
2022; White et al., 2024), and is therefore a public health 
priority (World Health Organization, 2021). IPVA is defined 
by the intimate partner relationship between victim-survi-
vors and perpetrators and covers a range of different rela-
tionship statuses, including married and dating couples, and 
current and former relationships. Prior studies have con-
trasted IPVA to violence and abuse committed by strangers 
or acquaintances (e.g. Hullenaar et al., 2022; Tarzia et al., 
2018), or focused on a particular type of relationship such as 
dating violence (e.g. Taquette & Monteiro, 2019). Few have 
looked at distinctions between intimate relationship types 
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Abstract
Purpose  Intimate partner violence and abuse has a detrimental impact on victim-survivors’ health and wellbeing. However, 
intimate partners include a range of different relationship types, which are rarely differentiated or contrasted in research. 
Here, we investigate whether different types of intimate partners commit different types of violence/abuse and whether the 
injury and wellbeing impact on victim-survivors varies by intimate partner relationship type.
Methods  We estimate models for victim-survivors’ emotional impact and injuries using the Crime Survey for England and 
Wales (2001–2020). Intimate partner relationships are differentiated into four groups (current versus former partner, and 
spouses/partners versus boy/girlfriends). Violence and abuse are grouped into physical violence/abuse, sexual violence/
abuse, threats, and economic crimes.
Results  For both men and women, offences committed by current partners are more likely to involve physical violence/
abuse than offences by former partners. Ordered logit models indicate that female victim-survivors of physical violence/
abuse or economic crimes experience more severe emotional impacts when the perpetrator is their current or former spouse/
partner compared to a current or former boy/girlfriend. Women’s risk of injuries from physical violence and economic 
offences are higher when committed by current compared to former partners. Few differences are identified for men’s emo-
tional impact and injuries.
Conclusion  The type of intimate partner relationship is associated with type of violence/abuse experienced, and for women, 
with the resulting emotional impact and injury. Future research and policies aimed at reducing harms from intimate partner 
violence and abuse and supporting victim-survivors should therefore consider distinctions in relationships to deliver more 
targeted interventions.
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in terms of the types of violence and abuse experienced and 
impacts on victim-survivors. However, relationship statuses 
distinguish the levels of legal and physical proximity that 
perpetrators have to victim-survivors, as well as levels of 
trust and intimacy in the couple. Different relationship sta-
tuses may therefore not only affect a victim-survivor’s abil-
ity to escape an abusive relationship, but may also influence 
the types of offences they experience and the extent of sub-
sequent wellbeing and health impacts.

Research on the wellbeing and health impact of IPVA is 
plentiful (Stubbs & Szoeke, 2022; White et al., 2024). How-
ever, existing typologies of IPVA do not generally address 
the relationship between partners, but instead classify the 
nature of the violence, the perpetrators, or the victim-survi-
vors (Ali et al., 2016; Bagwell-Gray et al., 2015). Notable 
exceptions include Wong et al. (2016) and Kyriacou et al. 
(1999), but both studies relied on clinical samples, thus 
overlooking victim-survivors who did not access health 
services.

In this study we investigate to what extent different types 
of intimate partner perpetrators commit different types of 
violence and abuse and to what extent the physical and emo-
tional impact on victim-survivors differs by these relation-
ship types. We expand on previous literature in three distinct 
ways. Firstly, we examine the nature of offending, physi-
cal and emotional impact of IPVA by type of relationship, 
specifically by whether the perpetrator was described as a 
(former) spouse or partner versus a (former) boyfriend or 
girlfriend, and whether the partners were separated at the 
time of the incident. Secondly, we investigate the conse-
quences of IPVA by whether this involved physical offences, 
sexual offences, threats, or economic crimes, all of which 
can have serious wellbeing and/or health impacts (Adams 
& Beeble, 2019; McManus et al., 2021; Voth Schrag et al., 
2018). We are unable to include additional forms of IPVA 
such as stalking, coercive control and economic abuse in 
our analysis as these offence types are not captured by the 
data. We investigate economic crimes through the offences 
of criminal damage, theft and burglary, which have been 
identified as tactics of abuse used by intimate partner per-
petrators (e.g. Hester, 2013; Kutin et al.,  2017), though 
acknowledge that these offences do not account for broader 
forms of economic abuse and control, such as restrict-
ing one’s use of and access to money and other resources. 
Lastly, we use nationally representative survey data (Crime 
Survey for England and Wales), which is not contingent on 
the reporting or disclosure of offences to service providers 
and criminal justice agencies such as healthcare settings, 
specialist services, or the police. All analyses are disaggre-
gated by gender to investigate gender-specific associations 
between types of IPVA, and physical and emotional impact.

Previous Literature and Theoretical 
Background

Relationship Types and the Emotional Wellbeing 
and Health Impact of IPVA

Research on what contributes to IPVA and its impact on 
victim-survivors has drawn on a range of theoretical mod-
els such as family violence and feminist perspectives, each 
offering unique insights into the causes and dynamics of 
IPVA (Lawson, 2012). A prominent model is the ecological 
model, which posits that IPV is a result of individual factors 
and relationship factors which are influenced by and impact 
on community and societal factors (Heise, 1998; Gibbs et 
al., 2020). Societal such as gender inequality, poverty, and 
the normalization of violence, have a trickle-down effect on 
relationship and individual factors, which also affect these 
larger societal processes, all of which elevate or inhibit 
IPVA (Heise, 1998; Gibbs et al., 2020). Although the eco-
logical model provides a comprehensive framework, empir-
ically researching it is challenging due to the complexity of 
interactions across the various levels. Consequently, empiri-
cal research often focuses on specific elements within the 
model, which is crucial for advancing our understanding of 
IPVA. Specific to our study we explore relationship factors, 
including relationship status and the gendered inequalities 
within relationships.

Relationship status is associated with experiencing IPVA, 
although evidence from existing research is mixed as to the 
nature of this association. For example, being married may 
increase the risk of victimization compared to being unmar-
ried but others do not find this association (Brownridge, 
2010; Capaldi et al., 2012; Kenney & McLanahan, 2006). 
These contradictions in the evidence base may be partially 
explained by the varying definitions of IPVA employed 
across different studies, and partially by the complex nature 
of interconnected risks associated with IPVA, which span 
individual, relationship, and societal levels (Gibbs et al., 
2020; Walker & Bowen, 2019). Increased risk may relate 
to the physical proximity of the perpetrator, with cohabita-
tion possibly increasing the likelihood of repeat victimiza-
tion (Temple et al., 2007). Increased risk may also relate 
to the legal proximity of the perpetrator. Early feminist 
research into domestic abuse largely focused on violence 
by husbands against wives (e.g. Dobash & Dobash, 1979), 
with IPVA said to directly relate to the “patriarchal and 
its sexually proprietary nature of marriage” (Brownridge, 
2010, p. 1266), with marriage even referred to as a ‘hitting 
license’ (Stets & Straus, 1989; Straus et al., 2017). Spouses 
have historically been treated with legal impunity e.g., rape 
within marriage was not recognized by the law in Eng-
land and Wales until 1991, and police and justice systems 
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were disinclined to prosecute intimate partner perpetrators 
(Edwards, 1986). Whilst many jurisdictions now recognize 
spouses (and intimate partners more broadly) as perpetra-
tors, gaps remain in the criminal justice response to IPVA 
compared to other types of violence, with lower convic-
tion rates and more lenient sentencing for rapes by intimate 
partner perpetrators compared to rapes by other perpetrators 
(e.g., Bielen et al., 2022; Sumalla et al., 2023).

Recent empirical research comparing IPVA by relation-
ship status showed a complex association between couple 
relationship types and IPVA. Cohabitors (living together but 
not married) are found to have a higher risk of intimate part-
ner violence compared to both married and not co-residing 
couples (Brown & Bulanda, 2008; Brownridge, 2010; Cid 
& Leguisamo, 2023; Manning et al., 2018; Stets & Straus, 
1989; Yakubovich et al., 2018). This heightened risk may 
be attributed to the greater relationship constraints of living 
together without the protective factors such as high inter-
personal commitment, greater time investment in the rela-
tionship, and higher levels of cooperation and relationship 
quality that are typically associated with marriage (Cid & 
Leguisamo, 2023; Manning et al., 2018). However, some 
studies revealed the difference in IPVA risk between mar-
ried and cohabiting couples disappeared when accounting 
for selection effects (Brownridge, 2010; Kenney & McLa-
nahan, 2006). Using a dedicated US nationally representa-
tive victimization survey, Cunningham and Anderson (2024) 
showed that cohabitors had a similar prevalence of IPVA as 
married couples, and that it was instead dating couples who 
were most likely to experience IPVA.

The harmful impact of IPVA on the health and wellbeing 
of victim-survivors has been established by prior research 
(Stubbs & Szoeke, 2022; White et al., 2024). However, 
prior research has not extensively explored differences in 
the injury and emotional wellbeing impact on victim-sur-
vivors by type of intimate partner perpetrator. Moreover, 
results from the few existing studies vary: a US health ser-
vice data based study found no differences in the (sever-
ity of) women’s injuries between those whose perpetrators 
were husbands or boyfriends (Kyriacou et al., 1999), while 
a Hong Kong health service data based study found higher 
risks of IPVA among cohabiting women compared to mar-
ried women (Wong et al., 2016). Furthermore, among IPVA 
cases appearing before a Canadian court, physical injury 
was not more common in marital or cohabiting relationships 
compared to dating relationships, but the use of weapons 
was more prevalent (Sutton & Dawson, 2021).

Relationship factors may affect the emotional wellbeing 
and health impact of intimate partner violence. Those in 
married or cohabiting relationships have on average higher 
relationship quality compared to couples not living together, 
and are characterized by higher levels of trust, commitment, 

sexual exclusivity, and relationship satisfaction (Brown et 
al., 2022; Forste & Tanfer, 1996; Wagner, 2019; Wiik et al., 
2012), although this is partially due to individuals in higher 
quality relationships being more inclined to marry and start 
cohabiting (Blom et al., 2023; Perelli-Harris & Blom, 2021; 
Wagner et al., 2019). Relationships characterized by higher 
levels of trust, commitment, and fidelity, lower levels of 
verbal conflict, and overall higher quality tend to experi-
ence lower levels of IPVA (Johnson et al., 2015; Manning et 
al., 2018; Novak & Furman, 2016; Stith et al., 2007). When 
there is conflict, these relationship resources may not only 
dampen the risk of intimate partner violence (Blake et al., 
2018), but potentially also dampen the subsequent risk of 
physical injury and extent of emotional wellbeing impact 
that any violence may have. We therefore hypothesize that 
violence and abuse by (former) boy/girlfriends is associated 
with higher risk of injury and emotional wellbeing impact 
compared to violence and abuse by (former) spouses or 
partners (Hypothesis 1a).

However, married couples also possess factors that could 
potentially heighten the risk of (severe) emotional impact 
and injuries. Most married couples live together (Office for 
National Statistics [ONS], 2023) and this physical proxim-
ity may exacerbate the trauma of IPVA, if causing victim-
survivors to feel unsafe in their own homes and limiting 
their opportunities to escape violence and abuse. Victim-
survivors of IPVA may fear repeated incidents or continu-
ous victimization, due to frequent or continuous exposure to 
the perpetrator, particularly if living together (Temple et al., 
2007). Additionally, the consequences of union breakdown 
may be more challenging for co-residing relationships, with 
implications for potential dependents, wider family, shared 
assets, and the victim-survivor’s financial situation (Kreyen-
feld & Trappe, 2020). Victim-survivors that are married, in 
a legal partnership, or co-residing with the perpetrator may 
therefore be less able to leave abusive relationships than 
unmarried or not co-residing couples, potentially increasing 
their risk of repeat victimization and escalation of the vio-
lence and abuse. Our alternative hypothesis therefore reads: 
violence and abuse by (former) spouses or partners is asso-
ciated with higher risk of injury and emotional wellbeing 
impact compared to violence and abuse by (former) boy/
girlfriends (Hypothesis 1b).

Separation and the Emotional Wellbeing and Health 
Impact of IPVA

The risk of IPVA may differ between current and former 
partners, and the physical and emotional impact of IPVA 
may also differ by whether the perpetrator was a current 
or former partner. Some studies found that separated and 
divorced individuals had a higher risk of IPVA compared 
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while union dissolution is a risk factor for IPVA prevalence, 
violence and abuse in ongoing relationships may be more 
likely to result in physical injury and higher emotional well-
being impact (Hypothesis 2b).

Data, Measurement and Analytical Strategy

Data and Method

To study our hypotheses, we combined nineteen waves of 
cross-sectional data from the British Crime Survey and the 
Crime Survey for England and Wales (hence forth referred 
to as CSEW) covering the years 2001–2020 (ONS, 2021).1 
The CSEW is a household face-to-face victimization survey 
of about 35,000 to 46,000 respondents per survey wave rep-
resentative of England and Wales, which started biannually 
from 1982 before becoming an annual survey from 2001. 
The CSEW interviews respondents aged over 16, living in 
residential households, on their experiences of crimes in the 
twelve months prior to the interview. Because the survey 
targets residential households, those living in alternative 
accommodation e.g. refuges, prisons, and care homes are 
not included in data collection.

The CSEW consists of two modules: a face-to-face vic-
timization module and a self-completion module. While 
data related to IPVA is available in both parts of the sur-
vey, the face-to-face victimization module does not specifi-
cally ask respondents about their experiences of IPVA, but 
information is collected on the relationship between victim-
survivor and offender enabling the measurement of IPVA. 
The face-to-face module of the CSEW classifies incidents 
broadly in line with police recorded crime codes in Eng-
land and Wales (i.e. the Home Office Counting Rules for 
Recorded Crime), e.g. criminal damage, assault. Where 
multiple crime types are reported within the same inci-
dent, the CSEW offence coding system applies a prioritiza-
tion of certain crime types over others to determine which 
crime type is counted (see Pullerits & Phoenix, 2024 for 
a critique). Conversely, the IPVA module within the self-
completion part of the questionnaire was designed specifi-
cally to measure domestic violence and abuse, as well as 
stalking and sexual violence. A comparison of the two mod-
ules found that domestic violence is reported at a rate 3.8 
times higher in the self-completion module compared to the 
face-to-face module (Walby et al., 2014), thus government 
publications on the prevalence of IPVA (and domestic) as 
captured by the CSEW tend to report on the self-completion 
data. Further, analysis of the CSEW by Cooper and Obolen-
skaya (2021) shows that not only is the overall prevalence 

1   Combined using code provided by Blom (2023).

to married women (Capaldi et al., 2012; Rezey, 2020). 
Separation from an intimate partner has itself been identi-
fied as a risk factor for intimate partner violence (Almond 
et al., 2017), including intimate partner homicide (Spencer 
& Stith, 2020). After union dissolution, former cohabiting 
couples showed the highest levels of severe IPVA, followed 
by formerly married couples, while formerly dating cou-
ples had the lowest prevalence (Cunningham & Anderson, 
2024). Further, recent studies of police data have indicated 
that victim-survivors of ex-partners are more likely to report 
violence or abuse multiple times to the police than those of 
current partners (Weir, 2024).

Potentially, the higher prevalence of violence by former 
partners accompanies more violence that is likely to result in 
injury or higher levels of emotional distress. In current rela-
tionships, as discussed above, those with more commitment 
and less verbal conflict, as well as other positive relationship 
qualities, experience less IPVA (Blake et al., 2018; Johnson 
et al., 2015; Manning et al., 2018; Novak & Furman, 2016; 
Stith et al., 2007). These protective factors likely exert less 
influence following the dissolution of a relationship, result-
ing in a reduced mechanism ‘constraining’ the violence and 
abuse. Additionally, the link between violence and separa-
tion is bidirectional — i.e., violence during marriage is a 
risk factor for separation and in turn separation may lead to 
further experiences of IPVA (Fleury et al., 2000). The ongo-
ing or escalating violence and abuse after separation could 
therefore lead to more severe impacts on victim-survivors’ 
physical and mental health. Indeed, in a sample of hospital 
emergency department attendees, women with a recent for-
mer partner were at greater risk of injury due to domestic 
violence than women with current partners (Kyriacou et al., 
1999). Thus, we would hypothesize that violence and abuse 
by former partners is associated with more severe emotional 
wellbeing and physical injury consequences than violence 
and abuse by current partners (Hypothesis 2a).

However, when IPVA occurs in ongoing relationships, 
the betrayal of trust and protection and the repeated expo-
sure to the perpetrator may put additional strain on the 
victim-survivor. As mentioned above, victim-survivors 
of IPVA by current partners may fear incidents will con-
tinue or happen again, especially if living together (Tem-
ple et al., 2007). This fear may place additional strain on 
the victim-survivor, increasing the impact. Indeed, female 
sexual violence victim-survivors experienced greater levels 
of Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD), stress, and dis-
sociation when the perpetrator was a current compared to 
a former partner (Temple et al., 2007). Furthermore, IPVA 
cases by former intimate partners coming before a Canadian 
court were less likely to involve physical injury or the use 
of a weapon compared with those in intact unions (Sutton 
& Dawson, 2021). Both studies point in the direction that, 
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and if so, how much they were emotionally affected by the 
event (‘a little’, ‘quite a lot’, ‘very much’). While not an 
ideal measurement of emotional wellbeing, it has previously 
been used to assess the emotional impact of crime, includ-
ing physical violence and sexual offences, and is the only 
available measure (Heeks et al., 2018; Iganski & Lagou, 
2015; Ignatans & Pease, 2019). Here, we analyze this self-
attributed wellbeing impact by analyzing whether respon-
dents had no emotional reaction (0), were a little affected 
(1), quite a lot affected (2), or very much affected (3). See 
Table 1 for the descriptive statistics of all variables. Addi-
tional analyses disaggregate internalized emotions (e.g. 
depression and anxiety) from externalized ones (e.g. anger) 
in Table 6 in the online Appendix.

The second dependent variable, physical injury, is mea-
sured by whether the perpetrator used any force against the 
respondent and if so, whether the respondent sustained any 
injury. From this we construct the variable: No force was 
used (0), force was used, did not lead to injury (1), and force 
was used, did lead to injury (2). Robustness analyses where 
cases where no force was used are excluded lead to similar 
conclusions.

Our first main independent variable is based on ques-
tions on relationship type between victim-survivor and per-
petrator, asking whether they knew the offender before the 
incident happened, and if so, what the offender’s relation-
ship was to the respondent. The answer categories include, 
amongst others: Husband, wife, or partner (1), current boy/
girlfriend (2), former husband, wife, or partner (3), and for-
mer boy/girlfriend (4). All other relationships or where the 
respondent did not know the perpetrator are categorized as 
‘any other or unknown perpetrator’ (5). If there are multiple 
perpetrators (which constitutes 4% of offences committed 
by a (former) intimate partner), we code the relationship as 
the closest relationship, prioritizing spouses/partners over 
boy/girlfriends and current over former relationships.

The second independent variable of interest is offence cat-
egory. After answering screener questions regarding victim-
ization, respondents are asked to provide a detailed account 
of each incident or series of incidents via a VF. Trained cod-
ers subsequently assess whether what was reported repre-
sents a crime and, if so, which one. In these VF’s, the most 
‘severe’ form of violence is registered following hierarchy 
rules (but see also Pullerits & Phoenix, 2024). We group the 
type of offence into four categories: physical violence (e.g. 
assault, serious wounding), sexual violence (e.g. attempted 
rape, rape, and indecent assault), threats (e.g. threats to kill/
assault, sexual threat), economic crimes (e.g. theft, crimi-
nal damage, burglary, excluding fraud module which was 
only asked in a few years). It is important to note that the 
CSEW uses a priority offence coding system where only 
one offence is coded even when more than one type of 

of violence under-estimated within the face-to-face data, 
but that this underestimation has greater impacts on the esti-
mates of violence against women, who are more likely to 
experience domestic and sexual violence. However, whilst 
eliciting greater disclosure rates, self-completion data are 
not suited for our analyses for two reasons. Firstly, in asking 
about the IPVA, respondents were not asked about the type 
of intimate partner relationship. Secondly, information on 
the emotional impact of partner violence and abuse is not 
regularly collected within the self-complete module.

We focused on respondents who reported being a victim-
survivor of an offence in the face-to-face module to assess 
the (self-assessed) emotional wellbeing impact and physi-
cal injury. By combining nineteen survey waves, covering 
the years 2001/2002 to 2019/2020, we ensured sufficient 
sample size to differentiate by the combination of type of 
intimate partner, the type of offence, and gender. Records, or 
victim forms (VFs) as they are referred to within the CSEW, 
that were suspended, invalid, or in short-form (omitting 
key variables) were excluded (6.8%). A further 11.5% of 
VFs were excluded, in line with ONS practice, because the 
offence fell outside the scope of the survey (i.e. occurring 
more than 12 months ago, occurring outside of England 
and Wales, duplicate VFs, or those coming from the fraud 
module). We selected observations with no missing values 
(excluding a further 2.0% of VFs).

We investigate emotional wellbeing and injury impacts 
of IPVA and contrast them with non-IPVA experiences. To 
investigate emotional impacts of IPVA for women, we ana-
lyzed 112,092 records of 85,057 women, which included 
4,651 records of IPVA of 3,850 women.2 For the analyses 
on men’s emotional impact, we studied 98,255 records of 
73,545 men, including 787 IPVA records of 710 men. To 
study likelihood of injuries, we focused on physical vio-
lence and abuse, and for women also sexual violence and 
economic crimes, because economic crimes by intimate 
partners against men and threats against women or men 
had limited injuries. This resulted in a sample of 101,837 
records of 79,698 women (3,563 IPVA records) and 12,232 
records of 10,874 men (475 IPVA records).

Measurement

Emotional wellbeing impact, our first dependent variable, is 
measured by the CSEW question that asks victim-survivors 
whether they had any emotional reactions immediately fol-
lowing the incident. The CSEW asks respondents whether 
they had any emotional reactions after the incident (anger, 
shock, fear, depression, anxiety/panic attacks, loss of confi-
dence, difficulty sleeping, crying, annoyance, and/or other) 

2   These numbers are high compared to other studies on the CSEW 
because we also included economic crimes.
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Analytical Strategy

We analyzed the emotional impact and presence of injury 
separately for women and men using ordinal logit models 
in Stata using pooled data from 20 waves of the CSEW. The 
unit of analysis are VFs and we clustered standard error by 
individual to account for some respondents having multiple 
VFs. We first analyze the emotional and physical injury 
impacts of different victim-survivor-perpetrator relation-
ship types for each form of IPVA separately (Tables 2 and 
3, and 4), before analyzing the association between relation-
ship type and emotional and physical injury impacts from 
offence types of IPVA (Table 5 in online Appendix), con-
trolling for a range of factors discussed above. Finally, we 
assess internalized and externalized emotional impacts of 
IPVA by relationship type (Table 6 in the online Appendix). 
We report the odds ratios (OR) and 95% confidence inter-
vals (CI) from these analyses. The cuts reported in Tables 2, 
3 and 4 indicate the cut points on the latent variable and are a 
standard feature of ordinal logistic regression and somewhat 
similar to the intercepts in logistic regression. The models 
are weighted by calibrated respondent weights which com-
pensate for unequal selection and response probabilities and 
differing responses by age, gender and regional sub-groups 
(ONS, 2020). The weights are subsequently centered around 
the value one per wave and reweighted to take the different 
sample sizes per year into account to ensure that each sur-
vey wave contributed similarly to the estimation.

Results

Type of Crime by Intimate Partner Perpetrator 
Category

In this section we describe the composition of offences com-
mitted by different types of intimate partners, by focusing 
on the incidence counts.5 Figure 1 showed that of the IPVA 
incidents experienced by women, 38.6% were perpetrated 
by a current spouse or partner, 5.0% by a current boy/girl-
friend, 31.5% by a former spouse or partner, and 24.9% by 
a former boy/girlfriend. The composition of IPVA incidents 
in terms of relationship type experienced by men was quite 
similar to women’s, although fewer men reported IPVA. 
Figure 1 indicated that 48.9% of the IPVA incidents experi-
enced by men were perpetrated by a current spouse or part-
ner, 6.4% by a current boy/girlfriend, 23.6% by a former 
spouse/partner and 21.1% by a former boy/girlfriend. Thus, 
43.6% of the incidents experienced by women and 55.3% 

5   Because one respondent can report on multiple VFs, and each VF 
can represent a series of similar incidents, the incidence count exceeds 
the total number of victim-survivors and VFs in the sample.

offence occurs in the same event, and this priority offence 
coding system prioritizes theft, burglary and criminal dam-
age over physical violence such other wounding and com-
mon assaults. This means that in instances where economic 
crimes occur simultaneously alongside the aforementioned 
types of physical violence, the incident is coded as an eco-
nomic crime only, despite also involving physical violence 
(Pullerits & Phoenix, 2024). Also note, that stalking and 
coercive control are not captured by the face-to-face vic-
timization module of this survey. Additionally, as the preva-
lence of sexual violence against men by intimate partners is 
low, sexual violence against men is not analyzed here.

We control for a range of incident and individual fac-
tors which are potentially both related to the type of offence, 
victim-survivors’ relationship to the perpetrators, and injury 
or emotional impact. We controlled for whether the incident 
was a series of similar IPVA events (categories: single event, 
two to four times, or five times or more), although we rec-
ognize that victim-survivors of IPVA often find it difficult 
to pinpoint the exact number incidents due to the ongoing 
and continuous nature of IPVA experiences.3 For demo-
graphic variables, we included age and age squared in the 
analyses to account for potential non-linear associations of 
age, as well as ethnicity (White, Mixed or multiple, Asian/
Asian British, Black/Black British, or other). For the family 
structure indicators, our models include current relationship 
status in three categories: (1) married, civil partnership, or 
cohabiting, (2) never married, never in civil partnership, or 
widowed and not cohabiting, (3) and separated, divorced, 
or formerly in civil partnership. The number of dependent 
children is included as none, one or two, and three or more. 
We further included an indicator of limiting disability or 
long-term illness (e.g. vision, mobility, learning, mental 
health), which includes respondents with at least one dis-
ability or health condition that was (severely) limiting 
day-to-day life.4Educational attainment (Higher education 
or equivalent, A-level or equivalent, GCSE or equivalent, 
or no or other type of education) and employment status 
(employed, unemployed, outside the labor force, or retired) 
were included to account for socioeconomic differences. 
Lastly, we use survey year and its square to account for non-
linear relationship of period effects. Age and survey years 
are mean-centered by gender.

3   Additional analyses with more categories (5 to 9, 10 to 19, 20 or 
more) for series did not alter our conclusions (results available upon 
request).
4   While disability was relatively strongly related to emotional and 
health impact of violence and abuse, excluding the variable did not 
alter our conclusions (results available upon request).
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economic crimes by non-intimate perpetrators had a rela-
tively small emotional wellbeing impact, additional analy-
ses indicated that economic crimes committed by intimate 
partners seemed to have a similar emotional impact as phys-
ical violence/abuse by intimate partners. Lastly, offences by 
non-intimate perpetrators had less emotional impact for all 
offence types than offences by current spouses/partners.

Additional analyses revealed that when we compared 
types of offences for women, sexual violence and abuse had 
a higher emotional wellbeing impact compared to physical 
violence, whereas threats and economic crime had a lower 
emotional impact than physical violence and abuse (Table 5, 
Model 0a in the Appendix). Furthermore, our findings 
regarding the emotional impact on women following vic-
timization were driven by internalized emotional reactions 
such as feelings of depression, shock, and anxiety, while 
we found no differences between type of intimate partner 
perpetrator in women’s externalized emotional impact (e.g. 
anger) (Table 6 in the Appendix).

The impact of IPVA on men’s emotional wellbeing by 
each type of violence and abuse – physical, threats and eco-
nomic was examined in models 2a, 2b and 2c in Table 3. 
In contrast to our findings for women, we found no differ-
ences in emotional wellbeing impact by intimate partner 
type among men. Importantly however, similar to our find-
ings for women, offences perpetrated against men by inti-
mate partners had significantly greater wellbeing impacts 
than offences committed by non-intimate perpetrators for 
all offence types. Additionally, comparing impacts of types 
of offences, physical violence and abuse had a higher emo-
tional wellbeing impact on men than economic crimes, 
and similar impacts as threats (Table  5, Model 0b in the 
Appendix).

Physical Injuries

The results from the ordered logit models on physical injury 
caused by IPVA are shown in Table 4. Given the sample size 
constraints, we reported on injury from physical, sexual and 
economic IPVA for women (models 3a to 3c) and physi-
cal violence and abuse only for men (model 4). Model 3a 
showed that physical violence and abuse against women 
by current spouses/partners had higher odds of physical 
injury than physical violence/abuse by former spouses/part-
ners and former boy/girlfriends (OR = 0.599, p = 0.001, CI 
[0.445, 0.805] and OR = 0.630, p = 0.008, CI [0.449, 0.884], 
respectively). Meanwhile sexual violence/abuse perpetrated 
by former spouses or partners had higher odds of physical 
injury than those perpetrated by current spouses or partners 
(model 3b, OR = 3.192, p = 0.023, CI [1.176, 8.660]). Eco-
nomic crimes by current spouses/partners against women 
were associated with higher odds of physical injury than 

experienced by men were in the context of an ongoing 
relationship, and 70.1 and 72.5% by a (current or former) 
spouse or partner for women and men respectively.

Figure  2 showed the composition of IPVA incidents 
by the type of intimate partner perpetrator and the type of 
offence. IPVA against women by current spouses/partners 
and boy/girlfriends was relatively more often physical vio-
lence/abuse (48.7% and 63.0%, respectively) compared 
to IPVA by former partners (22.0 and 35.8% of IPVA by 
former spouses/partners and boy/girlfriends, respectively). 
Additionally, for women a greater proportion of incidents 
of IPVA perpetrated by current spouses/partners was sexual 
violence (9.1%) compared to violence/abuse by other types 
of intimate partners. Instead, IPVA against women by for-
mer partners was relatively more likely to involve threats 
and economic crimes. A similar picture arises for men: about 
three-quarters of IPVA perpetrated by current partners was 
physical violence/abuse, while threats and economic crimes 
were more prevalent among IPVA incidents perpetrated by 
former spouses/partners or boy/girlfriends.

Emotional Wellbeing

Next, we analyzed the emotional impact of physical violence 
and abuse, sexual violence and abuse (for women only), 
threats, and economic crimes. Results for these analyses are 
shown in Table 2 for women and Table 3 for men. When 
examining women’s emotional impact by type of IPVA, 
victim-survivors of physical violence and abuse (Table  2, 
model 1a) by current boy/girlfriends reported lower emo-
tional impact than those who were victim-survivors of cur-
rent spouses or partners (OR = 0.572, p = 0.001, CI [0.416, 
0.787]). Women who experienced physical violence/abuse 
by former boy/girlfriends also had a lower emotional 
impact than those committed by current spouses/partners 
(OR = 0.702, p = 0.017, CI [0.525, 0.939]). The results 
indicated no difference in the emotional impact of physi-
cal violence and abuse between acts perpetrated by current 
versus former spouses or partners. Next, no differences in 
the emotional impact of sexual violence and abuse (model 
1c) and threats (model 1d) were found between different 
types of intimate partner perpetrators. Regarding economic 
crimes, model 1d for women showed that economic crimes 
perpetrated by current boy/girlfriends had a lower impact 
on women’s emotional wellbeing than economic crimes 
committed by current spouses or partners (OR = 0.474, 
p = 0.002, CI [0.293, 0.767]). No differences between the 
other intimate partner types were found. Overall, these 
analyses indicated that for women, physical violence/abuse 
and economic crimes by current spouses or partners had 
a higher emotional wellbeing impact than those commit-
ted by current boy/girlfriends. Noteworthy was that while 
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partner, and not by relationship type (spouse/partner versus 
boy/girlfriend).

Importantly, for women offences by any type of intimate 
perpetrator had a higher likelihood of leading to injuries 
than those committed by non-intimate perpetrators. This 
finding was consistent across all offence types. Lastly, in 

economic crimes by former spouses/partner or former boy/
girlfriends (model 3c, OR = 0.418, p < 0.001, [0.279, 0.627] 
and OR = 0.459, p < 0.001, CI [0.307, 0.686]). In contrast 
to the findings for emotional wellbeing impact, differences 
in women’s physical impact of IPVA appeared to be driven 
by whether the offence is committed by a current or former 

Table 4  Self-attributed physical injury of intimate partner violence and abuse by gender and offence category. Ordered logit models, odds ratios 
reported (OR), 95% confidence interval (CI)

Women Men
M3a: Physical VA M3b: Sexual VA M3c: Economic crimes M4: Physical VA
OR CI OR CI OR CI OR CI

Victim-Perpetrator relation-
ship (Ref = Current spouse/
partner)
Current boy/girlfriend 0.813 [0.525, 1.259] 1.680 [0.414, 6.815] 0.819 [0.441, 1.519] 1.359 [0.571, 3.238]
Former spouse/partner 0.599*** [0.445, 0.805] 3.192* [1.176, 8.660] 0.418*** [0.279, 0.627] 0.610 [0.315, 1.182]
Former boy/girlfriend 0.630** [0.449, 0.884] 1.230 [0.493, 3.066] 0.459*** [0.307, 0.686] 0.609 [0.331, 1.121]
Any other or unknown 0.336*** [0.280, 0.403] 0.381*** [0.215, 0.674] 0.015*** [0.011, 0.021] 0.467*** [0.351, 0.621]
Single or repeated events 
(Ref = Single event)
Repeated 2–4 times 0.931 [0.812, 1.067] 1.021 [0.646, 1.615] 1.283** [1.100, 1.496] 0.787*** [0.693, 0.894]
Repeated 5 + times 1.023 [0.844, 1.241] 1.246 [0.621, 2.500] 3.316*** [2.623, 4.192] 0.873 [0.716, 1.065]
Age 0.990*** [0.985, 0.995] 0.976* [0.955, 0.997] 0.990*** [0.984, 0.996] 0.987*** [0.982, 0.991]
Age squared 1.000 [0.999, 1.000] 0.998** [0.997, 0.999] 1.000 [0.999, 1.000] 1.000*** [0.999, 1.000]
Ethnicity (Ref = White)
Mixed or Multiple 0.834 [0.562, 1.236] 0.997 [0.518, 1.917] 1.237 [0.843, 1.816] 0.761 [0.482, 1.201]
Asian/Asian British 0.745* [0.555, 1.000] 0.992 [0.365, 2.699] 0.818 [0.607, 1.103] 0.652*** [0.530, 0.802]
Black/Black British 0.848 [0.595, 1.209] 1.075 [0.437, 2.641] 1.228 [0.876, 1.721] 0.667** [0.491, 0.907]
Other 0.452* [0.234, 0.872] 0.717 [0.251, 2.046] 1.287 [0.720, 2.302] 0.852 [0.582, 1.248]
Relationship status 
(Ref = Co-residential 
relationship)
Never married or widowed 1.296*** [1.133, 1.481] 1.549* [1.024, 2.344] 1.399*** [1.194, 1.639] 1.392*** [1.228, 1.579]
Separated or divorced 1.422*** [1.219, 1.659] 1.354 [0.811, 2.262] 1.571*** [1.339, 1.843] 1.374*** [1.176, 1.606]
Nr of children (Ref = None)
One or two 1.047 [0.928, 1.181] 1.145 [0.787, 1.664] 1.044 [0.905, 1.204] 0.918 [0.825, 1.022]
Three or more 0.902 [0.725, 1.121] 1.201 [0.655, 2.200] 1.135 [0.910, 1.416] 1.082 [0.871, 1.344]
Disability (Ref = None)
One or more 1.149* [1.004, 1.315] 1.485 [0.991, 2.225] 1.510*** [1.298, 1.757] 1.213** [1.058, 1.390]
Education (Ref = Higher)
A-Level 1.130 [0.970, 1.317] 1.153 [0.747, 1.780] 0.989 [0.828, 1.180] 1.318*** [1.161, 1.496]
GCSE 1.200* [1.022, 1.409] 1.106 [0.681, 1.795] 1.139 [0.952, 1.362] 1.448*** [1.274, 1.646]
No or other 1.325** [1.100, 1.597] 2.075* [1.109, 3.882] 1.270* [1.051, 1.536] 1.583*** [1.358, 1.845]
Employment status 
(Ref = Employed)
Unemployed 1.042 [0.803, 1.353] 1.921* [1.054, 3.502] 1.678*** [1.268, 2.220] 1.094 [0.915, 1.307]
Outside labour force 0.960 [0.831, 1.108] 0.977 [0.635, 1.503] 1.216* [1.045, 1.415] 0.999 [0.866, 1.151]
Retired 0.895 [0.649, 1.235] 1.699 [0.444, 6.509] 0.830 [0.599, 1.149] 1.173 [0.884, 1.556]
Survey year 0.994 [0.983, 1.005] 0.978 [0.943, 1.013] 1.026*** [1.014, 1.038] 0.990* [0.981, 0.999]
Survey year squared 1.000 [0.998, 1.002] 0.999 [0.993, 1.005] 1.003** [1.001, 1.006] 0.999 [0.997, 1.001]
Cut point 1 0.061*** [0.048, 0.078] 0.109*** [0.051, 0.232] 1.449 [1.000, 2.101] 0.075*** [0.055, 0.103]
Cut point 2 0.495*** [0.390, 0.627] 1.592 [0.745, 3.403] 5.777*** [3.992, 8.359] 0.720* [0.529, 0.980]
Observations 8,778 1,060 91,999 12,232
Notes. Based on Crime Surveys for England and Wales and British Crime Surveys, 2001–2020. *** p < 0.001, ** p < 0.01, * p < 0.05. VA = vio-
lence and abuse. M = model. Threats against women and sexual, threats and economic offences against men are not included due to too few 
respondents reporting injuries following these offences
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Discussion and Conclusion

Intimate partner violence and abuse (IPVA) has extensive 
wellbeing and health impacts on victim-survivors (Stubbs & 
Szoeke, 2022; White et al., 2024). However, prior research 
has analyzed intimate partner perpetrators largely as one 
group, overlooking diversity among intimate victim-survi-
vors-perpetrator relationships. Here, we aimed to introduce 
this diversity by examining the physical injury and emo-
tional wellbeing impact of IPVA by whether the victim-sur-
vivor described the perpetrator as a spouse or partner versus 
boy/girlfriend, and whether the victim–survivor was in an 
ongoing relationship with the perpetrator at the time of the 

line with what might be expected, additional analyses com-
paring types of offences indicate that physical violence/
abuse had a higher likelihood of resulting in an injury than 
sexual violence/abuse and economic crimes (Table 5 in the 
online Appendix, Model 0c).

Findings for men reported in Table 4 (model 4) showed 
that physical violence and abuse against men by current 
spouses/partner was associated with greater physical injury 
than physical violence and abuse by non-intimate perpetra-
tors (OR = 0.467, p < 0.001, CI [0.351, 0.621]). No differ-
ences between intimate partner types were found in the odds 
of injury by physical violence/abuse.

Fig. 2  Composition of intimate 
partner violence and abuse 
incidents by intimate partner per-
petrator and type of offence expe-
rienced by women (N = 20,429) 
and men (2,668). Percentages 
shown in bars. * Sexual violence/
abuse against men is excluded 
due to very low incidences

 

Fig. 1  Composition of intimate 
partner violence and abuse inci-
dents by victim-perpetrator rela-
tionship experienced by women 
(N = 20,429) and men (2,668). 
Percentages shown in bars
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2022; Wiik et al., 2012), and this emotional proximity may 
lead to higher feelings of betrayal.

Our findings also indicate that for women, physical vio-
lence by current partners had a higher risk of leading to 
injury than physical violence by former partners, but no 
differences were found by relationship type (spouse/partner 
versus boy/girlfriend). The physical proximity of the cur-
rent partners may increase the risk of escalation or repetition 
(Boxall & Lawler, 2021) as victim-survivors are exposed 
continuously or frequently to the perpetrator, particularly 
if they are in a co-residential relationship (Temple et al., 
2007). Physical violence and abuse by current partners was 
thus associated with higher risks of physical injuries. The 
opposite was found for risk of physical injury following 
sexual violence; sexual violence by former spouses/part-
ners had a higher risk of physical injury than sexual vio-
lence by current spouses/partners. This indicates that sexual 
and physical violence may have different dynamics and risk 
profiles. The high impact of sexual violence by intimate 
partners makes the lower conviction rates and more lenient 
sentencing of these perpetrators particularly concerning 
(Bielen et al., 2022; Sumalla et al., 2023). Further research 
is needed to explore the mechanisms of how violence and 
abuse impact wellbeing differently by different dimensions 
of partner relationships, and why this differs between injury 
and mental wellbeing and offence type.

Economic crimes such as theft, criminal damage and 
burglary by intimate partners were strongly associated with 
emotional impact and moderately with the risk of physical 
injury among women. The latter is partially because eco-
nomic crimes by intimate partners reported to the CSEW 
can also include physical force (Pullerits & Phoenix, 2024). 
Additionally, these crimes by intimate partners may be expe-
rienced substantially differently to thefts, criminal damage 
or burglary by others. This highlights the need to assess the 
risk of victim-survivors of economic crimes by intimate 
partners for potential repetition or escalation. Additionally, 
the prioritization of economic crimes over some forms of 
physical violence and threats by data collectors results in 
undercounting especially the emotional and health impacts 
of IPVA victim-survivors (Pullerits & Phoenix, 2024). It is 
notable that IPVA has a more detrimental emotional impact 
and poses a higher risk of injury than violence and abuse 
by other perpetrator types, which has also been indicated 
by previous research (e.g. Hullenaar et al., 2022; Tarzia, et, 
2018). This heightened impact on victim-survivors may be 
attributed to the physical, legal, and emotional proximity 
between the victim-survivor and the perpetrator in intimate 
relationships.

While we found that for women the emotional and physi-
cal injury impact of violence and abuse differed by relation-
ship type, this was not the case among men. Potentially the 

incident. Overall this paper highlights the nuanced and com-
plex nature of IPVA and underscores the importance of dis-
tinguishing different relationship types to better understand 
and address the diverse impacts on victim-survivors.

Our findings indicate that of all examined forms of 
IPVA (physical and sexual offences, threats, and economic 
crimes) experienced by women and men, about half took 
place in the context of an ongoing relationship, either by 
a current spouse/partner or a current boy/girlfriend. Look-
ing along whether the perpetrator was a current or former 
spouse/partner or boy/girlfriend, around 70% of IPVA inci-
dents were committed by current or former spouses/partners 
and 30% by current or former boy/girlfriends. The types of 
IPVA experienced by the respondents differed depending on 
the victim-survivor-perpetrator relationship type. Victim-
survivors of current partners were more likely to experi-
ence physical violence/abuse than those of former partners. 
In contrast, threats and economic offences occurred more 
in the context of former relationships, potentially indicat-
ing attempts by former perpetrators to continue exercising 
control and instilling fear in their prior partners (e.g. Hester, 
2013; Kutin et al.,  2017). Sexual violence was relatively 
more commonly perpetrated by current spouses and part-
ners compared to other types of intimate partners. This sug-
gests that physical proximity and potentially longer lasting 
relationships carry a higher risk of sexual violence, possibly 
due to the sexual proprietary nature of ongoing relationships 
(Brownridge et al., 2008; Brownridge, 2010).

While IPVA is generally broadly defined by the relation-
ship between the victim-survivor and perpetrator being cur-
rently/formerly intimate in nature, our results indicated that 
IPVA within different intimate partner relationships had dif-
fering emotional impact and risk of injuries. The emotional 
impact of physical violence and economic crimes by current 
spouses or partners against women was greater than those 
perpetrated by current or former boy/girlfriends. No dif-
ference was found in women’s emotional impact between 
offences committed by current versus former spousal per-
petrators. This may indicate that in both current and former 
relationships, the legal and physical proximity of marriage/
legal partnership and co-residence may lead to greater 
emotional impacts for female victim-survivors of IPVA. 
This may be because these relationship types are typically 
characterized by continuous physical proximity to perpe-
trators, additional barriers to leaving the relationship, as 
well as creating fear and feelings of unsafety in one’s own 
home (Boxall & Lawler, 2021; Kreyenfeld & Trappe, 2020; 
Petersson & Thunberg, 2022; Scheffer Lindgren & Renck, 
2008). Besides proximity, married couples tend to be char-
acterized by higher levels of trust and commitment during 
the relationship compared to dating couples (Brown et al., 

1 3



Journal of Family Violence

how relationship type interacts with other factors, e.g. gen-
der inequality and other societal, relationship, and individ-
ual factors (Gibbs et al., 2020), to reveal the complexities of 
IPVA and its impact on individuals.

Overall, this paper highlights the need to differentiate 
intimate partner violence and abuse by not only the type 
of violence/abuse, but also by the type of intimate partner 
among women. Considering risk factors for injuries differ 
to some extent from risk factors for emotional wellbeing, 
policies focusing on minimizing the physical health impact 
from IPVA may require a different target population com-
pared to policies aiming to improve victim-survivors’ emo-
tional wellbeing. Victim-survivors of current spouses or 
partners are especially vulnerable for severe emotional and 
health impact. IPVA in different relationship types may also 
require different strategies to avoid repetition. Lastly, when 
victim-survivors report economic crimes by a (former) inti-
mate partner to the police or other authorities, this should be 
considered an important indicator of potential repetition or 
escalation and be handled differently from economic crimes 
committed by strangers or acquaintances. In general, policy 
and future research should take the diversity of the rela-
tionship situations in which violence and abuse occurs into 
account, where they do not do so as of yet, to better identify 
and support victim-survivors at high risk of intimate partner 
violence and abuse.
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hypothesized mechanisms of legal, physical, and emotional 
proximity work differently for men compared to women. 
Factors that exacerbate or mitigate the impacts of IPVA, 
including emotional intimacy, social support and isolation, 
economic dependence, and access to resources, could vary 
more for women depending on their relationship to the per-
petrator, while for men these might be more similar across 
different IPVA relationship contexts.

Whilst this paper has extended existing IPVA literature 
by differentiating intimate partner types and including a 
wide range of offence types, this study is not without limita-
tions. Firstly, union formation and dissolution are processes 
and hard borders between whether people are together or 
broken-up and boyfriend/girlfriend or partners could at 
times be unclear and may change, which is itself associated 
with IPVA (Halpern-Meekin et al., 2013; Halpern-Meekin 
& Turney, 2021). The measurement of intimate partner per-
petrator type in the CSEW does not capture these processes 
precisely. This bias would likely lead to smaller differences 
in impact by relationship category, and hence our findings 
are likely an underestimation of the difference in physical 
injury and emotional wellbeing impact by intimate partner 
perpetrator type. Future research would benefit from exam-
ining whether the victim-survivor lives with or has lived 
together with the perpetrator, legal partnership, and whether 
the couple was in an ongoing relationship at the time of the 
violence/abuse. Secondly, due to data limitations, we were 
unable to include some important forms of violence and 
abuse such as coercive control, economic abuse and stalk-
ing. Future research should investigate how the impact of 
these forms of abuse differs across intimate partner perpe-
trator types. Next, the CSEW is incident specific which may 
not reflect experiences of ongoing IPVA especially when 
people experience multiple forms of violence and abuse, 
and multiple types of IPVA may be conflated due to the 
CSEW structure, which could influence how respondents 
answer questions on the impacts of IPVA. Furthermore, 
we were only able to investigate respondents’ self-assessed 
emotional wellbeing impact based on a narrow set of out-
comes. Future research would benefit from a more validated 
(clinical) assessment of the mental health, including specific 
aspects of mental health, and wider health impact of dif-
ferent forms of IPVA by victim-survivors-perpetrator rela-
tionship type. The relatively short reference period (IPVA 
experienced in the past 12 months) is also too short for 
insight into long-term health and wellbeing effects of IPVA 
and further research would benefit from a more long-term 
view of the wellbeing and health consequences of IPVA by 
relationship type (Stubbs & Szoeke, 2022). Lastly, the type 
of relationship between victim-survivors and perpetrators is 
one of many factors affecting the extent of the harm IPVA 
has on people and future research may want to investigate 
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