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Abstract - Violence against women is a serious human rights
abuse and public health issue in India. The Intimate Partner
violence (IPV) cases among Indian couples are very high. This
article aims to find the determinant of Intimate Partner
Violence in India. The data are drawn from the fourth round
of National Family Health Survey (NFHS-1V). According to
Demographic Health Survey guidelines, IPV is measured using
13-item questions in women questionnaire. This section is
analysed to fulfil the objective of the study. Bivariate and
multivariate logistic regression is used to find out the
unadjusted and adjusted odds ratio. The analysis is carried out
using STATA version 14. The prevalence of IPV, emotional
violence (EV), physical violence (PV) and sexual violence (SV)
is 33.15, 13.23, 29.68 and 6.60 respectively. The likelihood of
IPV increases with the increase in marital duration. All kind of
violence is less likely to occur in rural areas (IPV: AOR=0.86,
p<0.01; EV: AOR=0.81, p<0.01; PV: AOR=0.85, p<0.01; &
SV: AOR=0.92, p=0.09). Hindu women are more likely to face
all kind of violence than women in other religion. Alcohol
consumption is one of the predominant factors for IPV in India
(AOR=3.08, Cl=2.96-3.21, p<0.01). From this study, we find
that marital duration, the age difference of spouses, number of
children, place of residence, caste, religion, and education of
couple, alcohol consumption and wealth index are some of the
important predictors of IPV in India.

Keywords: Violence against Women, Emotional Violence,
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I. INTRODUCTION

Intimate Partner Violence (IPV) is found in all the societies
around the world (Campbell, 2002; Ali et al., 2011;
Silverman et al., 2007; Raj & Silverman, 2002; Devries et
al., 2010, & Hyderet al.,, 2007). Many causes and
consequences are associated with the occurrence of IPV
(Jewkes, 2002; Campbell, 2002; Leonard, 2005; & Varma et
al., 2007). Despite a plethora of literature available to get
insight into the causes and consequences of Intimate Partner
Violence, the problem persists. Unveiling the different
aspects of IPV reveals that this issue in particular needs to
be understood in connection with the human rights
discourse. IPV is not only associated with health burdens
but also has intergenerational effects as well as
sociodemographic consequences of physical and sexual
abuse (Garcia & WHO, 2005, Panda & Agarwal, 2005, and
Agarwal & Panda, 2007). Women who experience violent
acts in their households, the environment that is supposed to

ARSS Vol.7 No.3 October-December 2018

132

be the safest place, not only suffer from health-related
issues but also carry the emotional and psychological
burden. Intimate partner violence can occur at any stage of
life and women may also suffer IPV during pregnancy
(Bloom et al., 2010; WHO, 2011; Devries, 2010; &
LaRusso, 2016). In this study, we have emphasized upon
various predictors that can affect the intimate partner
violence. Women often put up with men’s violence against
them because they see no alternatives.

A. Intimate Partner Violence in Indian Context

The patriarchal system in India secludes the women from
their families after marriage. After marriage, a woman is the
responsibility of her husband’s family. Moreover, in the
ideal setting of the rural family, a woman decidedly has no
control over the economic resources. Men are seen as the
providers and women as those upon whose is the
responsibility of maintaining the code and honour of the
family. Intimate Partner Violence not only include violence
against women but it also entrenched gender inequality,
constitutes an extreme form of discrimination against
women and has long-term consequences. Intimate Partner
Violence is a problem that occurs in all settings, albeit with
a different severity level varies across socio-cultural
characteristics (WHO, 2012; & Bamiwuye, 2014).
Understanding the cause of Intimate Partner Violence (IPV)
is substantially more difficult in India as women themselves
justify the violence against them (Jejeebhoy, 1998). Not
only in India, but women around the world also justify
violence against them (George & Rahangdale, 1999; Bui &
Morash, 1999; Perilla, 1999; Schuler et al., 1996; & Chin,
1994).

Il. DATA AND METHODOLOGY
A. Data Source and Sample Selection

Data for this study were drawn from the fourth round of
National Family Health Survey 2015-16 (NFHS-1V). This
study is a result of a nationally representative probability
sample of all the women of reproductive ages (15-49) with a
nationwide sample of women selected from 104377
households. In women questionnaire of NFHS 1V, there is a
special section on Household relation section (module-11)
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which covers questions related to violence against women.
Couples having complete information on variables under
study were included in the study. In very few cases women
were older than their husbands, that cases were excluded
from study. The total sample of couples included after
filtering out was 60,918 in this study.

B. Variables

1. Independent Variables: The various independent
variables are used for the study. The background
characteristics of the women and partner’s characteristics
are the two main domains covering independent variables.
In background characteristics, place of residence, caste,
religion, wealth quintile, children ever born, spousal age
difference, women’s education status, and marital duration
were taken as independent variables. Husband’s education
level and husband’s alcohol consumption were taken as
independent variable also.

2. Dependent Variables: Our dependent variables are
physical, emotional and sexual violence. One more variable
is created by adding all these three types of violence named
“Intimate Partner Violence.” The NFHS IV collected
detailed information about different forms of violence. To
measure physical, sexual, and emotional violence, questions
included are: Does/did your husband ever did any of the
following things to you in the past 12 months.

3. Physical Violence: Push you, shake you, or throw
something at you, Twist your arm or pull your hair, Slap
you, Punch you with his fist or with something that could
hurt you, Kick you, drag you or beat you up, Try to choke
you or burn you on purpose, Threaten or attack you with a
knife, gun, or any other weapon. These questions are used to
create the index of physical violence

4. Sexual Violence: Physically force you to have sexual
intercourse with him even when you did not want to,
Physically force you to perform any other sexual acts you
did not want to, Force you with threats or in any other way
to perform sexual acts you did not want to. These questions
are used to create sexual violence

5. Emotional Violence: Say or do something to humiliate
you in front of others, Threaten to hurt you or someone
close to you, Insult you or make you feel bad about
yourself. These questions are combined to create emotional
violence.

C. Methodology

Mean age of husband and wife is calculated to get an insight
into the spousal age gap difference.

Regression is also used to understand the predictor of all
reasons for violence. To observe this, logistic regression is
used in which form of violence is categorized as a
dichotomous variable. The unadjusted as well as adjusted
odds have been applied for a better understanding of the
predictors of the violence against women.
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I1l. RESULTS

In Table I, the data show that the mean age of husbands is
higher than that of their wives across all the domains of
violence. The mean age of husbands and wives is 37.84 +
9.24 and 32.68 * 8.02 years respectively, while the mean
spousal age difference is 5.17 + 4.16 years. Mean age of
women who did not face intimate partner violence is little
higher (5.19 as compared to 5.11 years) than those women
who have faced intimate partner violence. For all the
domains of violence including intimate partner violence,
when women are suffering from violence, the mean of
spousal age gap difference is about five years.

TABLE | PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF COUPLES BY MEAN AGE OF THE
HusBAND, MEAN AGE OF THE WIFE, AND MEAN SPOUSAL AGE
DIFFERENCE ACCORDING TO DOMAINS OF VIOLENCE

Husband Women age Difference in
Violence age 9 age
Indicator Mnea sD Mnea sD Mean sD
IPV No 37.71 | 9.28 | 3252 | 8.06 5.19 4.18
Yes | 38.13 | 9.14 | 33.03 | 7.93 5.11 411
EV No 37.77 | 9.22 | 32.62 | 8.03 5.15 412
Yes | 3841 | 9.32 | 33.11 | 7.99 5.30 4.44
PV No 37.73 | 9.29 | 3253 | 8.07 5.20 4.20
Yes | 38.14 | 9.09 | 33.07 | 7.90 5.07 4.04
SV No 37.86 | 9.24 | 32.70 | 8.03 5.17 414
Yes | 37.60 | 9.28 | 3242 | 7.89 5.18 441
Total 37.84 | 9.24 | 32.68 | 8.02 5.17 4.16
40
& 30 -
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O PV
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SPOUSAL AGE DIFFERENCE

Fig. 1 Prevalence of different forms of Violence by Spousal Age
Difference, NHHS-IV India

Figure 1 presents the proportion of women who have
experienced Intimate Partner Violence, Emotional Violence,
Physical Violence and Sexual violence by the spousal age
difference. For emotional violence that had been
experienced by women, the proportion increases
consistently from 12.9% among couples with an age
difference of 0-4 years to 16.2% among those whose age
difference was 14 years and more. For Intimate Partner
Violence and Emotional violence, across marital duration,
the violence experienced ranged from 33.3% to 33.8% (p <
0.001) and 12.9 % -16.2% (p < 0.001) respectively. The
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figure shows that sexual violence is the least prevalent and
around 6.8 to 7 percent of women have faced sexual
violence in various spousal age difference categories. The
sexual violence goes underreported and non-reported due to
various reasons, and this can be one of the causes of the low
prevalence of sexual violence among women. The figure
presents a general perception that with an increase in

spousal age difference the prevalence of any type of
violence, including intimate partner violence, increases
except physical violence. The prevalence of physical
violence remains the same when the spousal age difference
is least (0-4 years) and highest (14+ years) with little
decline in intermediate spousal age difference group.

TABLE Il PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF WOMEN BY EXPERIENCED VIOLENCE TYPES, NATIONAL FAMILY HEALTH SURVEY-IV, INDIA

Eo 5 | 5@ s | §3 s | §3 s | §%
°g > S 23 > |2 =3 > S 23 > | 2 23
g5 = | 5| gz | v 5| 22 | & 5| 2% | 5| 23
g > =z §e =z 5 z §e z §e
Children Ever Born
0 21.22 | 1,092 1300 9.07 | 445 | 288.062 | 1753 | 898 1100 5.09 | 272 | 195.2909
1-2 29.78 | 8,507 | (<0.001) | 12.03 | 3,253 | (<0.001) | 26.43 | 7,468 | (<0.001) | 5.56 | 1,625 | (<0.001)
3-4 39.59 | 6,966 15.51 | 2,695 36.08 | 6,321 8.03 | 1,435
4+ 45.16 | 2,535 17.48 | 968 41.34 | 2,303 10.03 | 556
Spousal Age Difference
0-4 33.27 | 10,090 14.98 1291 | 3,752 | 4.4938 | 30.03 | 9,053 | 25.2508 | 6.79 | 2,072 | 5.1831
5-9 33.22 | 6,740 (0.002) | 13.29 | 2,661 | (0.213) | 29.66 | 5,954 | (<0.001) | 6.31 | 1,336 | (0.159)
10-14 3225 | 1,797 13.75 | 735 28.21 | 1,569 6.65 | 370
14 + 33.77 473 16.24 | 213 29.95 | 414 6.96 | 110
Marital Duration
0-5 2290 | 2,613 | 573.8847 | 9.21 | 1,004 | 184.225 | 19.66 | 2,207 610.98 495 | 582 | 55.4949
6-10 33.24 | 3,641 | (<0.001) | 12.82 | 1,376 | (<0.001) | 30.06 | 3,255 | (<0.001) | 6.76 | 734 | (<0.001)
11-15 35.00 | 4,011 13.77 | 1,522 31.72 | 3,612 7.47 | 869
15+ 36.78 | 8,560 14.91 | 3,342 33.04 | 7,676 6.83 | 1,645
Place of Residence
Urban 27.33 | 4,779 23894 | 11.46 | 1,933 | 35.8428 | 24.08 | 4,204 | 229.8038 | 4.94 | 898 75.662
Rural 36.31 | 14,321 | (<0.001) | 14.19 | 5,428 | (<0.001) | 32.72 | 12,786 | (<0.001) | 7.5 | 2,990 | (<0.001)
Caste
SC 40.39 | 4,196 773.19 | 16.44 | 1,650 | 287.7492 | 36.81 | 3,795 | 730.0543 | 8.60 | 943 | 188.4117
ST 37.02 | 3,423 | (<0.001) | 15.19 | 1,330 | (<0.001) | 33.31 | 3,014 | (<0.001) | 8.38 | 728 | (<0.001)
OBC 34.43 | 7,993 13.48 | 3,017 30.85 | 7,193 6.36 | 1,534
Other 24.44 | 2,797 9.48 | 1,018 21.56 | 2,458 4.65 | 536
Religion
Hindu 33.65 | 15,094 | 180.38 | 13.34 | 5,716 | 41.317 | 30.23 | 13,580 | 241.9588 | 6.56 | 3,041 | 14.836
Muslim 3219 | 2,238 | (<0.001) | 13.6 | 984 | (<0.001) | 28.13 | 1,909 | (<0.001) | 6.87 | 462 (0.001)
Other 2783 | 1,761 10.57 | 656 25.01 | 1,495 6.48 | 385
Wealth Index
Poorest 45.90 | 5,195 33.33 18.37 | 1,995 | 678.6787 | 42.38 | 4,810 2200 11.27 | 1,230 | 627.8855
Poorer 40.48 | 4,749 | (<0.001) | 16.14 | 1,837 | (<0.001) | 36.67 | 4,249 | (<0.001) | 7.93 | 962 | (<0.001)
Middle 35.06 | 3,947 14.03 | 1,563 31.38 | 3,454 6.66 | 785
Richer 28.99 | 3,163 11.06 | 1,193 25.73 | 2,763 492 | 570
Richest 18.63 2,046 7.89 773 1552 | 1,714 3.26 341
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Women Education Level

No Education 43.93 | 8,137 1900 17.79 | 3,170 | 603.5167 | 40.21 | 7,422 2000 9.13 | 1,719 | 402.1418
Primary 39.29 | 3,204 | (<0.001) | 15.00 | 1,195 | (<0.001) | 36.05 | 2,914 | (<0.001) | 7.93 | 670 | (<0.001)
Secondary 28.20 | 6,926 11.26 | 2,684 2453 | 5,970 5.38 | 1,366

Higher 14.10 833 576 | 312 11.88 | 684 2.51 133

Husband Education Level

No Education 45.15 | 4,759 1600 19.11 | 1,915 | 585.3054 | 41.45 | 4,345 1600 9.71 | 1,041 | 386.9045
Primary 40.72 | 3,501 | (<0.001) | 15.73 | 1,342 | (<0.001) | 37.01 | 3,199 | (<0.001) | 8.50 | 749 | (<0.001)
Secondary 30.87 | 9,320 12.27 | 3,564 27.39 | 8,174 5.89 | 1,850

Higher 17.98 | 1,472 6.47 | 520 15.06 | 1,226 3.11 236

Husband Drink Alcohol

No 2479 | 9,724 43000 8.93 | 3,413 2000 21.48 | 8,346 4400 401 | 1,631 1400
Yes 53.65 | 9,376 | (<0.001) | 23.77 | 3,948 | (<0.001) | 49.80 | 8,644 | (<0.001) | 12.96 | 2,257 | (<0.001)

The data presented in Table Il show the distribution of
women by the type of violence they had experienced from
their partners in the past. The violence against women is
highly associated with the number of children ever born to a
woman. 21 percent of women having no children have
suffered intimate partner violence as compared to 45
percent of women who had 4 or more children born to them.
It suggests that children ever born is a factor in determining
the violence against women, it is as such not the children
ever born to them but the length of marital duration they are
in that decides the violence against them. As the number of
children ever born increases, there is an increase in marital
duration also, and that inadvertently decides the onset of
violence against women. Marital duration is significantly
associated with all the domains of Violence. Women with 0-
5 years of marital duration, experienced less violence as
compared to women with higher marital duration. Physical
Violence across marital duration ranges from 19.7% in 0-5
years of marital duration to 33.0% in women who were in
more than 15 years of marital union (p<0.001).

The spousal age difference is found to be statistically
associated with the IPV and physical violence but not with
the emotional violence and sexual violence. A higher
percentage of women in rural areas face violence against
them as compared to their counterparts. Religion and caste
are significantly associated with all the domains of violence.
Further, data shows that all the domains of violence are
significantly associated with household wealth. Among all
the wealth quintile, richest women experience less violence.
The prevalence of IPV is 43.9%, 39.3%, 28.2% and 14.1%
among those with no education, primary, secondary and
higher education respectively. Education, women’s as well
as her husband’s, is a barrier to the onset of violence against
women as an increase in educational status significantly
decreases the chances of violence against women. The
percentage of women who reported that they had
experienced violence from their partner is strikingly higher
among spouses of men who consumed alcohol. The
husband’s alcohol consumption significantly raises the
chance of a high rate of violence against women. For all

the three domains of violence, the result shows that women
whose husband consumes alcohol are more prone to face
violence against them as their counterparts.

The data presented in Table Il show the results of a
bivariate logistic regression that examines the relationship
between IPV domains and socioeconomic characteristics.
For intimate partner violence, the odds reduce consistently,
as the spousal age difference increases.

The likelihood of emotional violence increases with the
increase in marital duration. The unadjusted odds of facing
any type of violence are higher among rural women than in
urban women, but adjusted odds are lower in rural women
than their counterparts. Without adjusting the other
characteristics, rural women are 1.4 times more likely to
face intimate partner violence but when adjusted for
education, wealth index, and other background
characteristics the odds (IPV: AOR=0.86, p<0.01; EV:
AOR=0.81, p<0.01; PV: AOR=0.85, p<0.01; & SV:
AOR=0.92) of facing violence significantly decreases for
rural women.

The adjusted odds ratio of facing any form of violence is
higher among Muslim women than in women belong to
Hindu religion. Muslim women are 1.1 times more likely to
face intimate partner violence than women in Hindu
religion. Similarly, Muslim women are 1.3 times, 1.1 times,
and 1.3 times are more likely to face emotional (AOR=1.32,
Cl=1.20-1.44, p<0.01), physical (AOR=1.10, CI=1.03-1.18,
p<0.01), and sexual violence (AOR=1.33, CI=1.17-1.50,
p<0.01) respectively as compared to women in Hindu
religion.

Wealth index is one of the most critical factors in
determining the violence against women. Both in adjusted
as well as unadjusted odds ratio, the women in poorest
wealth quintile are more likely to face any form of violence
than women in subsequent well off quintile. As a woman
progresses to a richer wealth quintile, she subsequently
decreases the likelihood of facing with any form of
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violence. Similarly as the higher wealth index, higher only women’s education but also the husband’s education
education also means that a woman faces less violence as matters when it comes to defining the violence against
compared to a woman who is having less education. Not women.

TABLE l1l UNADJUSTED AND ADJUSTED LOGISTIC REGRESSION MODEL OF EXPERIENCED VIOLENCE TYPES BY VARIOUS BACKGROUND
CHARACTERISTICS, NATIONAL FAMILY HEALTH SURVEY-1V, INDIA

IPV EV PV Y
= = = =
2o ©g ©g ©g O©g
39 @ @ 8 < x x 8 < x x S < o o 8 <
= o Qo o o o] e o Q o] o @] o
g § =) X S ) X o8 ) b o8 =) X o2
[
o _ ) 4 o) a o) 4 )
Children Ever Born
0®
Kk Kk *k *k Kk *k
1- 1.45 1.35 1‘.12 164 1.21 1.11 11.10 1j_3 1.55 1.43 1(.)3 155 1.02 1.01* 0%8 1%1
2.15** 1.48** 13 16 1.75%* 1.23** 1.0 14 2.36** 1.59** 14 17 1.47** 0.9 1.3
3-4 * * 5 2 * * 9 0 * * 4 5 * 117 9 7
4+ 2.77** 1.62** 14 1.8 2.06** 1.25** 1.0 14 3.00** 1.71** 15 1.9 1.86** 1.29 1.0 15
* * 6 0 * * 8 4 * * 3 1 * ) 7 5
Spousal Age Difference
0-4®
5.9 0.96%* 0.95** Oi9 Oég 1.03 1.03 0%9 19.)0 0.9:1** 0.93** Oé8 069 0.93* 0.95 05}8 1é0
0.90** « | 08 | 10 " 09 | 11 | 0.88** | 0.91** | 0.8 | 09 09 | 11
10-14 - 0.94 8 1 1.03 1.09 9 9 - " 5 7 0.93 1.04 5 7
14 + 0.91* 0.91 0i8 1é0 1.15* 1.19** léo 1(')4 0.88** | 0.87** 0%7 0§9 1.06 1.10 Oés 163
Marital Duration
0-5®
6-10 1.54** 1.22** 11 1.3 1.39** 1.16** 1.0 12 1.62** 1.25** 11 1.3 1.26** 1.02 0.9 1.1
* * 4 0 * * 5 7 * * 7 5 * ' 0 6
11-15 1.73** 1.21** 1{.31 163 1.5f** 1.28** léO 1é3 1.8:1** 1.3;L** 122 1i4 1.43** 1.10 0%9 152
15 + 1.83** 1.2:1** 1(.31 1é3 1.65** 1.2f** lél 163 1.93** 1.25** 1%1 14.{3 1.35** 0.94 OéB 160
Place of Residence
Urban ®
Rural 1.36** | 0.86** | 0.8 | 0.9 | 1.18** | 0.81* | 0.7 | 0.8 | 1.36** | 0.85** | 0.8 | 0.9 | 1.40** 0.92% 08 | 1.0
* * 2 1 * * 6 7 * * 1 0 * ) 4 1
Caste
SC®
ST 0.74** | 0.66** | 06 | 0.7 | 0.79** | 0.74** | 06 | 0.8 | 0.72** | 0.65** | 06 | 0.6 | 0.76** | 0.66** | 05 | 0.7
* * 2 1 * * 8 1 * * 1 9 * * 9 3
0.79** 09 | 1.0 | 0.80* | 091 | 0.8 | 0.9 | 0.80** 09 | 10 | 0.72*~ | 0.86** | 0.7 | 09
OBC e 0.95** 0 0 T “x 5 8 e 0.96 1 1 . T 9 4
Other 0.46** | 0.68** | 0.6 | 0.7 | 0.50** | 0.69** | 0.6 | 0.7 | 0.46** | 0.70** | 06 | 0.7 | 047** | 0.72** | 06 | 0.8
* * 4 3 * * 3 5 * * 5 4 * * 4 1
Religion
Hindu ®
. 0.79** 1.11** 1.0 11 1.32** 1.2 14 0.74** 1.10** 1.0 11 0.86** 1.33** 11 15
Muslim - - 4 9 0.98 - 0 1 N - 3 8 N . 7 0
Other 0.72** 0.78** 0.7 0.8 0.76** 0.77** 0.7 0.8 0.68** | 0.74** 0.6 0.7 0.85** 093 0.8 1.0
* * 3 3 * * 0 5 * * 9 9 * ) 2 6
Wealth Index
Poorest
®
**k Kk *% *% *k Kk Kk
Poorer 0.7:1 0.89 0i8 0i9 0.83 0.92%* 058 099 0.73 0.83 Oé7 0é8 0.63 0.73 027 0%8
Middle 0.58** | 0.73** | 06 | 0.7 | 0.69** | 0.83** | 0.7 | 09 | 0.54** | 0.70** | 06 | 0.7 | 0.57** | 0.71** | 06 | 0.7
* * 8 7 * * 6 0 * * 6 4 * * 4 9
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Richer 0.45** 0.61** 0.5 0.6 0.53** 0.67** 0.6 0.7 0.43** 0.59** 0.5 0.6 0.42** 0.58** 0.5 0.6
* * 6 5 * * 1 4 * * 5 3 * * 1 6
Richest 0.28** 0.45** 0.4 0.4 0.36** 0.53** 0.4 0.5 0.26** 0.42** 0.3 0.4 0.26** 0.45** 0.3 0.5
* * 1 8 * * 7 g * * 9 6 * * 8 3
Women Education Level
No Education ®
. 0.83** 09 | 1.0 | 0.83** 08 | 1.0 | 0.83** 09 | 1.0 | 0.87** 09 | 11
Primary - 0.96 1 ) - 0.96 8 A . 0.97 1 3 . 1.00 1 1
0.52** | 0.82** | 0.7 | 0.8 | 0.60** « | 08 | 09 | 0.50** | 0.80** | 0.7 | 0.8 | 0.58** « | 08 | 10
Secondary x * 8 7 * 0.91 5 8 - - 5 4 - 0.91 5 0
Higher 0.25** 0.57** 0.5 0.6 0.31** 0.69** 0.5 0.8 0.23** 0.55** 0.4 0.6 0.25** 0.56** 0.4 0.7
g * * 1 3 * * g 1 * * 9 1 * * 5 1
Husband Education Level
No Education ®
. 0.86** 0.9 1.0 0.85** 0.8 1.0 0.87** 0.9 1.0 x 0.8 1.1
Primary . 0.99 3 6 - 0.96 9 5 N 1.00 4 7 0.88 0.99 9 0
Secondar 0.56** 0.88** 0.8 0.9 0.61** 0.88** 0.8 0.9 0.54** 0.88** 0.8 0.9 0.60** 0.90%* 0.8 0.9
Y= * 4 | 4 * * 2 5 * * 3 3 * ' 2 9
Hiaher 0.31** | 0.84** | 0.7 | 09 | 0.34** | 0.77** | 06 | 0.8 | 0.29** | 0.83** | 0.7 | 0.9 | 0.30** | 0.79** | 06 | 0.9
g * * 7 2 * * 7 7 * * 5 1 * * 6 4
Husband Drink Alcohol
No ®
Yes 3.29** | 3.08** | 29 | 3.2 | 3.00** | 291** | 2.7 | 3.0 | 3.42** | 3.18** | 3.0 | 3.3 | 3.37** | 3.15** | 29 | 3.3
* * 6 l * * 5 7 * * 5 1 * * 3 9

IV. DISCUSSION

There is a growing discussion on the high prevalence of
intimate partner violence against women across the world
which is resulting in reproductive and other health-related
consequences (Watts & Zimmerman, 2002; Campbell,
2002). There are studies suggesting that women are as
aggressive as men in committing the violence against their
partners (Archer, 2002; & Straus, 1990) but this study
relates to the violence against women inflicted by men. The
causes of intimate partner violence are complex. Intimate
partner violence cannot be attributed entirely to any one
prime cause as it is the result of many causes. However, a
few important factors and causes need to be focused.
Research related to gender-based violence suggests that
power relation between men and women is one of the
critical factors of intimate partner violence, and men inflict
violence against women to enforce their dominance and
control over the women to uphold the cultural codes
(Krishnaraj, 2007).

The key focus of this article is on studying the pattern,
severity, and predictors of intimate partner violence. In this
study, intimate partner violence describes emotional
violence, physical violence, and sexual violence. The study
found that with the increase in spousal age gap emotional
violence increases. Physical and sexual violence first
decreases with the increase in spousal age gap to an extent
and then it increases with the increase in the spousal age
gap. Sexual violence, emotional violence, and physical
violence are most when the spousal age gap is more than 14
years. Physical violence is the most common and about 30
percent of women, in the spousal age gap ranging 0-4 years,
have faced physical violence. In the same spousal age
difference, about 13 percent of women have faced
emotional violence, and 7 percent have faced sexual

violence. Although prevalence captures only one dimension
of the gender differences in the experience of spousal
violence, but in no way, this can be misleading.

Intimate partner violence increases against the women with
the increase in number of children ever born. This is
because of the increase in time duration. As the number of
children ever born increases, there is an increase in marital
duration, and hence the chances of violence against women
also increase. Straus et al., in their (2017) book based on the
sample size of 2143 families in the United States found that
the number of children is associated with the onset of
intimate partner violence.

The socioeconomic characteristics also are very important
in the discussion course of spousal violence against women.
A higher percentage of women in Scheduled Caste (SC) and
Scheduled Tribes (ST) face violence against them as
compared to women in other caste group. Few studies in
United States have found that women in minority ethnic
group are more prone to face intimate partner violence
(Dearwater et al., 1998 & Jones et al., 1999). However
backward classes in India and minority ethnic group in US
are different but women in these groups are thought to be
underprivileged. Similarly, a higher percentage of Hindu
women face intimate partner violence than women of other
religious group. Rural women as compared to urban women
are more prone to face intimate partner violence, however
there are studies that suggests that urban or rural residence
are not the critical factors in determining the violence
against women (Jewkes et al., 2002 & Martin et al., 1999).

Poor women are more likely to face violence against them
as compared to rich women. As the wealth quintile of
household improves, the chances a female face violence
decreases significantly. Jeyaseelan et al., (2007) based on
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their research carried out in rural, urban and urban slums of
seven cities in India concluded that higher socioeconomic
status acts as a protective buffer against spousal physical
violence. The researchers are divided into two segment, the
one who think that poverty has an effect on likelihood of
violence against women (Martin et al., 1999; Raphael,
2001; Jewkes, 2002, Ratner, 1993 & Ellsberg et al., 1999)
and the other who think poverty as an insignificant factor in
the occurrence of violence although after controlling
variables like education and residence (Diop-Sidibe, 2001).

The above discussed two different ideologies of poverty and
violence against women may have occurred as a result of
large variability in defining household wealth, income, and
socioeconomic status. Some researchers have used income
(Rodgers, 1994), some have used information on assets
(Diop-Sidibe, 2001 & Martin et al., 1999), and others have
used composite measure of socioeconomic status (Ellsberg
et al., 1999) to define wealth.

Husband’s Characteristics: It is husband who inflicts
violence against his wife and so it is important to study
husband’s characteristics also. For the study, education level
and alcohol consumption of the husband has been recorded.
The study found that with the increase in the education level
of husband, the chances a woman will face violence against
her decreases significantly. The other studies also found that
husband education level acts as a protective factor and
women’s whose husbands are educated are less likely to
suffer from intimate partner violence (Naved & Persson,
2005).

Similarly, those women whose husband consume alcohol
are more prone to face intimate partner violence than those
women whose husband do not consume alcohol. Alcohol
consumption is associated with the increased risk of all
forms of interpersonal violence (Farrington, 1998), and
alcohol consumption by men is also found to be associated
with intimate partner violence in many settings (Hoffman,
Demo, & Edwards, 1994; & Kantor, 1993).

V. LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

Accurate and valid data on violence against women are not
easy to collect. In a country like India where male takes
privilege over the female in suppressing her identity, it is
not easy to fathom the intensity of violence. The data on
violence against women suffer from the bias as it is likely to
be underreported in Indian context. Moreover, sexual
violence has a very strong gender content and women may
not open up completely and thus data on sexual violence
suffer heavily from under-reporting. A study found that
reported Gender-based violence rate in India is among the
lowest in the world (Palermo et al., 2013).

VI. POLICY IMPLICATIONS

Violence against women is one of the most widespread
human rights and public health problem. Therefore, there is
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a need for a comprehensive response in order to curb the
menace of violence against women. Based on the findings
of this study, it is recommended that elimination of violence
against women should remain the highest priority. Keeping
in mind the under-reporting of data on violence, priority
must be given to continued data collection and monitoring
of violence against women. Comprehensive legislation on
sex equality, intimate partner violence, and sexual violence
should be advocated, per se, training and monitoring the
police system shall be at place to ensure that legislation is
satisfactorily enforced. Raising awareness through media
must be the priority with the support from community
actions and Non-Governmental Organisations.
Empowering women and their status in society is another
way to improve the statistics of violence cases against
women. Empowerment can be taken through various
channels like empowering women to control their fertility
through various contraceptive services, by promoting
gender equality in employment, by improving levels of
female education, and by improving female’s participation
at local and national politics. At the same time, there is also
need to address the men about the repercussions of violence
against their wives.

VII. CONCLUSION

The findings of this study draw attention to the
pervasiveness of violence against women. There are
numbers of reinforcing factors that increase the likelihood
or severity of men’s violence against women. Alcohol use
by the husband is one of the prime causes of violence
against women. The longer the marital duration, the higher
is violence against women. Women accept the violence as
their faith as they have no escape mechanism to it.
Prevention of violence against women is still a visionary
and transformative agenda. Identifying and addressing the
cause of violence against women needs sustained efforts
from individual as well as community-level along with
proper governmental interventions. Increasing women’s
agency and mobilising women to claim their rights will also
be helpful in combating the violence against them.
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