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The Global Burden of Family Violence

Family Violence: A pervasive issue affecting all age groups.

- Child Abuse and Neglect (CAN): Over 50% of children globally experience
violence annually (Hillis et al., 2016).

- Intimate Partner Violence (IPV): 27% of women globally experience IPV In
their lifetime (Sardinha et al., 2022).

. Elder Abuse and Neglect (EAN): 1 in 6 older adults face abuse annually
(Yonetal., 2017).

These forms of violence often co-occur within families, compounding their
effects.



Family poly-victimization
Moving beyond child poly-victimization

— ‘ My study of
Traditional approach Finkelhor’s approach in Family Polyvictimization
Problem-based Child Polyvictimization .
Child-centered Family-
Pragmatic approach EE— cente red
studying CAN, [PV, elder More integrated using whole
abuse, in-law conflict, person experience, More integrated and more
sibling violence etc but still limited relevant to Chinese/Asian culture




The Need for a Family-Based Approach

Traditional approaches focus on individual problem-based measures:
. Example: IPV studies often examine only violence by a partner.
. This misses interconnected patterns of violence within families.
Family Polyvictimization (FPV):

. Introduced by Chan (2017) to recognize multiple forms of victimization
within a family.

- FPV shifts the lens from individual to family-wide dynamics.

. Co-occurrence of abuse creates compounding physical and mental health
effects.



First identify “Family polyvictimization” (FPV)
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Istribution of Families by Number of Types of Violence Experienced
(N = 7,466)

o ° Percentage (%)
Violence Lifetime Past-year
No violence 47.35 58.08
Any one type of violence 39.16 34.34
Child victimization only 30.36 27.776
Parental IPV? only 2.53 2.94
* Elder abuse only 6.27 3.65
Any two types of violence 10.96 6.49
Child victimization & parental IPV# 3.31 3.15
Child victimization & elder abuse 6.47 2.73
Parental IPV? & elder abuse 1.18 0.62
Three types of violence

(Child victimization, parental IPV & elder abuse) Pk 1.09

Note. [PV: Intimate partner violence.
2 Any type of IPV excluding psychological violence




Distribution

of Parental

Addictiv
Behavio
and Heal
Related
Factors

Note.

SD: standard deviation;

th-

QoL: quality of life.

Variable

Addictive behavior
Gambling
Smoking
Alcohol dependence
Substance dependence

Health-related factors

PTSD
Depression
Physical health

Mental health

Lifetime Experience

No violence Any one Any two types or more
(n=3,531) (n=2,927) (n=1,008)
14.64% 20.46% 28.70%
38.75% 49.08% 59.12%
19.06% 24.25% 35.16%
0.53% 0.42% 1.00%

(mean, SD)

16.70, 7.49 17.05, 7.04 17.92,6.46
1.98,4.18 3.47,5.47 5.47,6.72
50.64, 7.53 4942, 8.23 48.91, 8.18
52.58,7.82 51.64,8.12 49.11, 8.22



Associated FPV and cyberbullying:

FPV = Cyberbullying victimization

Child Abuse & Neglect 77 (2018) 180-187
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Major findings:

Study name Comparison Statistics for each study Event rate and 85% CI
Event Lower Upper
rate limit limit Z-Value p-Value
1.Chan (2017) T1 F-poly 0.025 0.022 0.029 -49.422 0.000 n
2.Chan (2013) T1 C-poly 0.170 0.156 0.185 -30.183 0.000 L]
3.Chan (2014) T1 C-poly 0.140 0.135 0.145 -85.304 0.000 ]
4 Finkelhor et al (2007) T1 C-poly 0.150 0.113 0.196 -10.511 0.000 | ]
5.Le et al (2015) T1 C-poly 0.318 0.296 0.341 -14.239 0.000 i}
6.Turner et al (2010) T1 C-poly 0.202 0.161 0.251 -9.633 0.000 [ ]
7.Boechel et al (2014) T1 CAN&IPV 0.059 0.015 0.204 -3.860 0.000 =—
8.Chan (2011a) T1 CAN&IPV 0.038 0.031 0.047 -30.033 0.000
9.Chan (2015) T1 CAN&IPV 0.123 0.115 0.132 -49.307 0.000 =]
10.Chan et al (2011b) T1 CAN&IPV 0.102 0.090 0.116 -29.894 0.000 i
Overall C O - 0 C Currenc e rate J 11.Chang et al (2008) T1 CAN&IPV 0.135 0.082 0.213 -6.596 0.000 =
° 12.DeGued&Dilillo (2009) T1 CAN&IPV 0.087 0.070 0.108 -19.430 0.000 1
13.Devries et al (2016) T1 CAN&IPV 0.250 0.229 0.272 -18.861 0.000 B
14.Levesque et al (2007) T1 CAN&IPV 0.118 0.107 0.130 -36.409 0.000 | ]
1 8 3 (y 15.Shen (2009) T1 CAN&IPV 0.113 0.100 0.128 -28.613 0.000 m
° O 16.Tajima (2004) T1 CAN&IPV 0.014 0.010 0.019 -26.132 0.000 | ]
17 Tiyyagura et al (2018) T1 CAN&IPV 0.590 0.463 0.706 1.308 0.162 i
. 18.Chan et al (2009) T1 IPV&ILA 0.183 0.143 0.231 -9.953 0.000 i
3 8 Studle S = 19.Haarr (2007) T1 IPVEILA 0.003 0.001 0.018 -6.351 0.000
y 20.Raj et al (2011) T1 IPVE&ILA 0.167 0.146 0.191 -19.311 0.000 n
21.Silverman et al (2016) T1 IPVEILA 0.020 0.013 0.030 -17.748 0.000
= - 22 Segura et al (2016) T2 C-poly 0.083 0.080 0.113 -13.727 0.000 N
9 9 9 5 6 a rt I C I an tS . 23 Kemic et al (2003) T2C&linIPV 0144 0098 0206  -8087  0.000 =
) y 24 O-keefe (1995) T2C&linIPV  0.348 0.283 0.420 -4.057 0.000 -
25 Rumm et al (2000) T2C&linIPV  0.122 0.107 0.138 -26.983 0.000 ||
- - 26.Zolotor et al (2007) T2C&linIPV  0.553 0.525 0.581 3.714 0.000
U nt I I A r I I 2 O 1 8 27.Antle et al, 2007 T2 C&lin CAN 0.290 0.272 0309  -19.696 0.000 B
28.Beeman et al (2001) T2 C&lin CAN 0.552 0.477 0.625 1.361 0.173
29 Browne&H (1999) T2 C&linCAN 0.180 0.138 0.232 -9.303 0.000 B
30.Casanueva et al (2009) T2 C&lin CAN 0.320 0.282 0.361 -8.178 0.000 m
31.English et al (2009) T2 C&lin CAN 0.820 0.786 0.850 13.712 0.000 [
32.Hartley (2002) T2 C&lin CAN 0468 0.370 0.569 -0.620 0.535 -~
33.Hartley (2004) T2 C&lin CAN 0.226 0.168 0.297 -6.492 0.000
34.Hazen et al (2004) T2 C&lin CAN 0.570 0.532 0.607 3.601 0.000 | |
35,Hazen et al (2006) T2 C&linCAN 0.287 0.268 0.307 -18.501 0.000 n
36.Kellogg&Menard (2003) T2 C&lin CAN 0.190 0.139 0.255 -7.547 0.000 =
37 McGuigan&Pratt (2001) T2 C&lin CAN 0.380 0.307 0.459 -2.958 0.003 E o
38 Milaniak&Widom (2015) T2 C&lin CAN 0.425 0.388 0.463 -3.885 0.000 | |
Random effect 0.183 0.143 0.232 -9.839 0.000 3
-1.00 -0.50 0.00 0.50 1.00

Figure 2. Co-occurrence rates of family violence among the included studies. Heterogeneity: Q = 5,561.195, df = 37, p = .000, = 99.335.
CAN = child abuse and neglect; ILA = in-law abuse; IPV = intimate partner violence; T| = polyvictim among total sample; T2 = one type of
victim in the other sample.



Table 2. Event Rates of Different Types of Polyvictimization.

Heterogeneity
Group No. of Studies Event Rate (%) [95% Cl] Q p I
. Type | Family polyvictimization I 2.5%% [0.8, 7.4] 0.00 0 1.000 0.00
Co-occurrence rate: A - ek N D T s i
. . . CAN and IPV I 9.0k [6.5, I2.4] 579.11 10 <.001 98.27
IPV and ILA 4 6.8k [3.7, 12.3] 119.43 3 <.001 97.49
Different combinations ) i N N -

Type 2 Child polyvictimization among CAN I 8.3%F [2.1, 27.7] 0.00 0 1.000 0.00
CAN and IPY among CAN or IPV 16 38.6* [30.5, 47.4] 890.66 15 <.001 98.32
Total 17 36.0 [28.8, 43.9] 1,012.32 6 <.001 98.42

Note. CAN = child abuse and neglect; ILA = in-law abuse; IPV = intimate partner violence; Type | = polyvictim among total sample (community samples);
Type 2 = one type of victim in the other type of victim (clinical samples).
*p < .05.%p < .0l. *p < .001.

Table 3. Odds Ratios of the Associations Between Different Types of Violence Victimization.
Associated Victimization No. of Studies Random Effect Size [95% ClI] Q

Cross-sectional studies

CAN and PV 3917 307,55 19456 ; Effect sizes of associations

ILA and CAN 3.94%4% [2.31, 6.70] 3.20
IPV and ILA 5.02° [3.04, 8.47] 128.30

EA and child-poly 7.50% [1.33, 42.19] 0.00

Total 6.01¢[1.50, 21.50] 502.73
Longitudinal studies

IPV to CAN 3.647F% [2.75, 4.83] 1.09

Note. CAN = child abuse and neglect; EA = elder abuse; ILA = in-law abuse; IPV = intimate partner violence.
*p < .05. FFp < .0]. ¥*p < .001.




Recent update of meta-analysis
conducted by Chan’s team:

[ Mootswie | Coommmerae _
MA1 38 18.3%
(until 4/2018)

MAZ2 51 27.0%
(56/2018 — 3/2025




Why Focus on a Family-Based Perspective?

Family dynamics are interconnected:

- Violence against one family member increases the risk for others (Chan et al., 2021).

Early identification of one victim can help detect hidden victims:
- Violence against women (Refuges) or elder abuse = Potential child abuse
- Prevents escalation of abuse.

- Reduces long-term harm to children and families.

A family-based perspective aligns with a public health approach:
- Screening entire families.

- Designing interventions targeting systemic factors.



Challenges in Addressing Family Violence

Complexity of Risk Factors:
- Socioeconomic disparities (e.g., poverty, unemployment).
- Caregiver burden (e.g., disabilities, chronic illnesses).

- Cultural factors (e.g., male dominance, violence approval).

Underreporting:
- Family violence is often treated as a private issue, especially in collectivist cultures.

- Lack of clear legal and social guidelines = Mandatory reporting

Fragmented Interventions:

- Most interventions focus on individual victims (e.g., children) rather than addressing family-
wide patterns.



Scope of my recent study

Aim: To identify additional victims within families when the first victim is
recognized.

Objectives:

1. Compare prevalence using problem-based, individual-based, and family-
based approaches.

2. Examine family-based risk factors contributing to multiple forms of violence.

Setting: Territory-wide household survey in Hong Kong (August 2022—March
2023).

Sample: 1,400 families.



Co-Occurrence of Family Violence

Different forms of violence often occur together:
. Child abuse often coexists with IPV or elder abuse.

. Meta-analysis: Identifying one form of violence increases the risk of other
family violence



Prevalence of Family Victimization (Individual-based)

Violence against adult parents (N=2,696)2 Lifetime prevalence %
Intimate partner violence (IPV) 11.9

In-law violence (IL) 4.2

Adult child violence (ACV) 8.7
Parent abuse (PA) 4.9

Relative abuse (RA) 1.4

Any type 15.6

Violence against children (N=1,895) Key |nS|ght Tradltlonal

Child maltreatment (CM)

Grandchild maltreatment (GCM) . appmaCheS undereStimate
oioling abuse (55) | victimization by focusing on

Relatives child maltreatment (RCM) .
Any type specific perpetrators (e.g.,
Violence against elderly (N=1,316)
Elder maltreatment (EM) _ I PV) .
Elder intimate partner violence (EIPV)
Grandparent abuse (PA)
Relative elder maltreatment (EM)

Any type
Note. @ N=2,696, including 1,400 respondents and 1,296 partners.



Prevalence of Family Victimization & Polyvictimization
(Family—based, N=1400 families)

Lifetime prevalence %

Any type of violence against adult parents 22.2 N9 |n5|ght: The
chance of screening

positive the second
Any type of violence against elderly &1 Vvictim when the first
victim Is identified =
60%
[(7.6+9.6)/(11.6+7.6+9.6)

Any type of violence against children 17.7

No victimization
1 victim
2 victims

Polyvictims




Risk Factors for Family Polyvictimization

1. Socioeconomic status (SES):

- Low income, unemployment, reliance on social security.

2. Caregiver burden:

- Disabilities or chronic illnesses in children and elderly.

3. Family transitions:

- Divorce, separation, widowhood.

4. Family hierarchy:

- Male dominance, violence approval, intergenerational patterns.



Early Identification of Child Victims

Key Finding: Identifying one victim increases the likelihood of discovering
others.

Violence against women (Refuges) or elder abuse = Potential child abuse

15t child victim = 2" child victim

Implications for child protection:
. Family-based assessment: identify all potential victims within a family
- Proactive screening for family violence when one victim is identified.

Interventions: Address family-wide dynamics rather than individual cases.



Policy Recommendations

1. Promote family-based screening in healthcare and social services.

2. Effective child protection requires collaboration:

. Healthcare, social services, education, law enforcement.

3. Strengthen legal frameworks for reporting and addressing family violence.
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