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Abstract

Domestic violence is one of the crimes against women which is linked to their disadvantageous position in the society. Domestic violence refers to violence against women especially in matrimonial homes. Therefore domestic violence is recognized as the significant barriers of the empowerment of women, with consequences of women’s health, their health health-seeking behaviour and their adoption of small family norm. However an attempt has been made to study whether ever married women of reproductive age group in India view wife-beating as justified. In addition, the prevalence of beatings and physical mistreatment since age 15 and also in last one year are used as the dependent variables. The National Family Health Survey II data, 1998-99 which covered 90,303 ever married women is used in the analysis. Background characteristics such as education, age, marital duration, place of residence, caste, religion, sex of the head of the household, standard of living, work status of women, exposure to mass media and the autonomy of women with respect to decision making, freedom of movement and access to money are linked to domestic violence. An autonomy index is computed to understand the relationship of women’s autonomy with domestic violence. Bivariate analysis is used to examine the variation of domestic violence by background characteristics. Logistic regression is carried out to predict the domestic violence with the selected independent variables. The analysis shows that the women belonging to low socio-economic status are more likely to agree with each of the different reasons justifying wife-beating. Again domestic violence is more among lower autonomy and women belonging to low socio-economic status.
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Introduction and Context
Domestic violence that is any act of physical, sexual, or psychological abuse, or the threat of such abuse, inflicted against a woman by a person intimately connected to her through marriage, family relation, or acquaintanceship is universal and has its root in the socio-cultural set up of the society. The perpetrators of domestic violence have often been found to be the males and the victims, their sexual partners. Internationally, one in three women have been beaten, coerced into sex or abused in their lifetime by a member of her own family (Heise et al. 1999). Looking at the domestic front, staring from Vedic age to twenty first century, women in India perhaps have never experienced equal rights and freedom compared to their male counterparts. The concept of ‘Ardhangini’ [half of the body] seems to be restricted only in literatures and have never implemented in practical life. In addition to this, extracts from Ramcharitamanas of Tulsidas like ‘Dhol, Gauwnaar, Shudra, Pashu aur Nari; Sakal Tadan ka Adhikari’ [drums, uncivilized illiterates, lower castes, animals and women are all fit to be beaten] besides other indicators like Pardaha system [hiding the face in veils], Sati system [self immersion of the lady in husband’s pyre] that are subject to women only; is a reflection of the history of women’s subordinate status. In short, it is always the women who have to be in the tight rope, subject to inequality and looked down as an inferior sex.  Staring from childhood to the end of her life she has to be under the control of father or husband or the son. The subordinate status of women combined with socio cultural norms that are inclined towards patriarchy and masculinity can be considered as an important factor determining the domestic violence.

In view of the prevalence as well as the pervasiveness of domestic violence, many researchers in the past have attempted to assess the situation besides exploring its possible cause and subsequent consequences for society in general and women in particular. INCLEN (2000), found it as a problem that cuts across age, education, social class and religion in India. The same study is of the view that 40 percent women had experienced at least one form of physical violence in their married life. Murthy et al. (2004) is of the view that numbers of family members, type of marriage and husband’s education besides menstrual problems have significant influence on domestic violence. While many researchers come out with findings that lifestyle of men such as smoking, alcoholism and drugs promote men to commit domestic violence (Leonard, 1992; McKenry et al., 1995; Rao, 1997 and Bhatt, 1998), some are of the view that masculinity and domestic violence are closely interlinked (Duvvury and Nayak, 2003 and Hamberger et al., 1997). Again, persons with lower socialization and responsibility are found to be the enhancers of the problem (Barnett and Hamberger, 1992). Studies have also revealed that sons of violent parents (Straus et al., 1980 and Martin et al, 2002), men raised in patriarchal family structure that encourages traditional gender role (Fagot et al., 1998 and Malamuth et al., 1995) are more likely to abuse their intimate partners. Gendered socialization process is what mainly responsible for domestic violence (Sahu, 2003). Another study among Uttar Pradesh men by Gerstein (2000) is of the view that low educational level and poverty are important reasons for domestic violence. Further, marriage at a younger age makes women vulnerable to domestic violence (Mishra, 2000; Hindin, 2002 and Rao, 1997). Besides this, the role of inter spousal relationship, sex of the children, ownership of property, dowry, working status, autonomy, religion and caste of the person can’t be ignored (Sahu, 2003; Swain, 2002 and Jejeebhoy, 1998).

Many studies are of the view that violence by intimate partner most likely undermines the sexual and reproductive health of the women. This extensive violence has significant harmful effects like unwanted pregnancy (Khan et al., 1996), gynecological disorders (Golding and Taylor 1996) and physical injuries to private parts (Starck et al., 1979) besides large-scale mental health impacts (UNICEF, 2000). Again, many of the commonly associated disorders/problems are found to be inadequately addressed (Mitra, 1999; Visaria, 1999; Dave and Solanki, 2000 and Jaswal, 2000). Further, as Freedman has written, violence by husbands against wife should not be seen as a break down in the social order rather than an affirmation to patriarchal social order (Travers, 1997). Similarly, Jejeebhoy (1998) is of the view that not only wife beating is deeply entrenched, but also people justify it. Thus, domestic violence is simply not a personal abnormality but rather it roots in the cultural norms of the family and the society. Again, looking from another angle, it is found that many of the victims of domestic violence has either refused to name the perpetrator of the assault or attributed the injuries to other reasons (Daga et al., 1999). 

In order to develop effective intervention programme and policy, it is vital to know the attitude and perception of the women towards the issue in-depth. Most of the studies conducted in the past are small in nature and reflects the regional picture that might not be a true picture of the whole country. In view of the above discussion, it seems essential to understand the women’s viewpoint besides the assessment of the problem and its correlates at national level. Further, in the present world, where gender equality and justice have become the buzz words, examining the domestic violence in the largest democracy of the world appears worthy for the betterment of half of its citizens.

In the present paper, an attempt has been made to study whether ever-married women of reproductive age group in India view wife beating justified on certain situations. In addition, emphasis is there to examine the prevalence of beatings or physical mistreatment since age 15 and in last one year, regionally and also by background characteristics. Specifically, the objectives of the present paper are as follows:

1. To study the regional variations of women’s view about wife beating as justified, with specific reasons.

2. To examine the differentials of women’s view about wife beating as justified with specific reasons by background characteristics.

3. To understand the regional variations of the prevalence of beatings or physical mistreatment since age 15 and the person who beat or physically mistreated and also the prevalence of beatings or physical mistreatment in the last one year (12 months) preceding the survey.

4. To examine the prevalence of beating or physical mistreatment since age 15 and also in the last one year by selected background characteristics.

5. To investigate the determinants of women’s view about wife beating as justified and also the determinants of prevalence of beatings or physical mistreatment since age 15 and in the last one year.

Data and Methods

Data from the National Family Health Survey (NFHS- II) conducted during 1998-99 has been used for the present analysis. The survey provides information on fertility, the practice of family planning, infant and child mortality, maternal and child health and utilization of health services provided to mothers and children. In addition, it provides indicators of the quality of health and family welfare services, reproductive health problems, status of women and domestic violence. The survey follows a multi-stage sampling design to select the eligible woman for the interview. The research findings of the present paper are based on a nationally representative sample of 90,303 ever-married women in the age group 15-49 years.

The data is analyzed using SPSS 11.5 and our analytical approach includes both bivariate and multivariate analysis. In view of the available literature and data a number of variables viz. age of woman, education of woman, work status of woman, age at first marriage, marital duration, sex of living children, exposure to mass media, women’s autonomy, sex of the head of household, religion of the head of household, caste of the head of household, standard of living of household and place of residence of household have been included both in the bivariate and multivariate analysis. The bivariate analysis examines the association between each independent variables and dependent variables. Multivariate analysis in the form of logistic regression has been carried out to assess the statistical significance of the association and because of the dichotomous nature of women’s view with at least one reason for justifying a husband beating his wife, beaten or physically mistreated since age 15 and beaten or physically mistreated in the last 12 months. 

Two composite indices namely ‘standard of living of the household’ and ‘women’s autonomy’ have been constructed as the important determinants of the domestic violence. The standard of living index (SLI) available in the data itself, has been constructed by taking into account the variables - ‘type of house’, ‘ ownership of house’, ‘source of lighting’, ‘source of drinking water’, ‘type of toilet’, ‘type of fuel’, ‘separate room for cooking’, ‘ownership of agricultural land', ‘ownership of irrigated land' ‘ownership of livestock’ and ‘ownership of durable goods’. The responses are given scores ranging between '0' and '4' according to the intensity in a five-point scale and then were summed up to get the total value of the index (See appendix 1). Similarly, the ‘women’s autonomy’ index has been constructed by taking into account variables like- women’s participation in household decision-making, freedom of movement and access to money that they could spend as they wish. While computing the autonomy index, specific scores have been assigned to different responses according to the intensity in a scale and then were summed up to get the total value of the index (See appendix 2). After obtaining the composite index for autonomy, it is divided into three groups of low, medium and high by using the formula: (maximum-minimum)/3. 

Results and Discussion

Regional variations of women’s view about wife beating as justified

Table 1 reveals the percentage of women who agree with specific reasons for justifying a husband beating his wife by states. Surprisingly, about three out of every five Indian women agrees with at least one reason of wife beating as justified. Among the women who agrees wife beating is justified, the main reason that come out is wife neglects house or children (40 percent) followed by wife goes out without telling husband (37 percent), wife shows disrespect for in-laws (34 percent) and husband suspects wife is unfaithful (33 percent). Only 7 percent women agree with natal family does not give money or other items as a reason justified for wife beating. 

Regional variation shows that ‘husband suspects wife is unfaithful’ is the reason varies from 55 percent in Andhra Pradesh to 10 percent in Arunachal Pradesh and West Bengal. Natal family does not give money or other items is a main reason in Andhra Pradesh while such problem is very marginal in most northern states like Punjab, Haryana, Himachal Pradesh and Delhi. In Nagaland (80 percent) and Manipur (77 percent), wife shows disrespect for in-laws is seems to be the main cause for wife beating while such reason is very low in Haryana (10 percent), Himachal Pradesh (9 percent) and Punjab (4 percent). Wife goes out without telling husband as the reason varies from 69 percent in Manipur to five percent in Punjab. Similarly north-eastern states like Manipur, Meghalaya, Mizoram, Nagaland wife neglects house or children is the main reason for wife beating while such variation is very low in the northern states like Punjab (5 percent), Himachal Pradesh (8 percent), Haryana (10 percent), New Delhi (12 percent). Wife does not cook food properly is the main reason in Maharashtra (47 percent), Madhya Pradesh (43 percent) and Jammu and Kashmir (43 percent) while such reason is negligible in northern states like Punjab, Himachal Pradesh and Haryana. The women who agree with at least one reason are highest in Nagaland (97 percent) followed by Manipur (91 percent) and lowest in New Delhi (21 percent).

Differentials of women’s view about wife beating as justified with specific reasons by background characteristics

Table 2 shows the percentage of ever-married women who agree with specific reasons for justifying a husband beating his wife by selected background characteristics. It is evident from the table that younger women and those married before 18 years of age are agreeing relatively more with at least one reason of wife beating than the women who doesn’t fall in those respective categories. Inter spousal age differences and lower age confounded with lack/poor awareness of the marital life may be the contributing factors for the same. Women engaged in agricultural activities are again found to be agreeing more towards the reasons for wife beating than those who are either not working or working in non-agricultural sector. Further, agreement with at least one reason and with each of the different reasons for wife beating declines sharply with the level of education. This may be due to the possible increase in awareness of their rights and duties with the higher level of education. Again, rural women, women belonging to low SLI households and women having low autonomy are having more acceptable attitude towards wife beating than their respective counterparts. More adherence to traditional gender norms in the rural areas as well as in the low SLI households and households where women are having lower autonomy may be the possible explanation.  

Regional variations in the prevalence of domestic violence

The reported prevalence of domestic violence since age 15 as well as in the last one-year preceding the survey is presented in table 3. It is evident from the table that one out of every five Indian women has reportedly experienced beating or physical mistreatment since they have turned 15. There is substantial state wise variation in the proportion of ever-married women who have been beaten or physically mistreated since age 15. Two-fifth of ever-married women in Tamil Nadu and at least one-quarter of ever-married women in Meghalaya, Orissa, Arunachal Pradesh and Bihar have been physically mistreated since age 15. Himachal Pradesh with only 6 percent women reporting it reflects a possible better position women cherished. 

About one-fifth of ever-married women in India are beaten or physically mistreated by their husbands and there are interstate variations too in the same. More than one-third of women in Tamil Nadu have reported their husbands as the perpetrator. Again, the more than 20 percent of the women in the states like Bihar, Orissa, Andhra Pradesh and Uttar Pradesh have reportedly been assaulted by their husbands as against of Meghalaya where a majority (29 percent) blame other persons for the mistreatment. Beating by persons other than the husband or in-laws constitutes a substantial proportion in most of the northeastern states as well as in Delhi, Jammu and Kashmir and Punjab. The percentages of women beaten in the 12 months preceding the survey varies from less than 5 percent in Himachal Pradesh and Kerala to more than 15 percent in Bihar, Arunachal Pradesh, Tamil Nadu and Nagaland. 

Differentials of domestic violence by background characteristics

Table 4 represents the percentage of ever-married women who have been beaten or physically mistreated since age 15 by background characteristics. Prevalence is also shown according to the persons who beat or physically mistreated them – their husband, their in-laws or other persons. The youngest age group (15-19) shows a lower proportion of being beaten since age 15 compared to older women. This is probably due to their less time to be exposed to the risk of being beaten since age 15. Educational level of women makes substantial difference of being beaten or physically mistreated. Illiterate women have found to experience violence more than three times compared to women who are educated higher secondary or above. Workingwomen are found to be more mistreated than non-working women since age 15. Higher the age at marriage leads to lower the proportion of women to be beaten since age 15. Women who have been married for less than five years are less likely to have been beaten than women who have longer marital duration. It is generally believed that not bearing children and not bearing a son are important reason for wife beating. However, the findings show that women with no living child are somewhat less experienced violence than women with living children. The prevalence of violence also varies by caste of women as 16 percent of women belonging to other caste have been beaten compared to 27 percent of women belonging to SC and 23 percent belonging to ST as well as OBC. This reflects that women belonging to higher caste have a lower chance of being mistreated since age 15. 

Again, the prevalence of domestic violence decreases substantially as the standard of living increases. This is reflected by the result that 29 percent of women with low standard of living have experienced violence compared with 20 percent of women with medium and 10 percent of women with high standard of living. Again, lower proportion of urban women (17 percent) has experienced violence since age 15 compared to rural women (23 percent). Further, their husbands beat majority of women who report beatings since age 15. This is so in case of almost all the socio demographic characteristics. The proportion of women beaten or physically mistreated by their in-laws or by other persons is too small to allow a meaningful discussion of differentials by women’s background characteristics.

Looking at the prevalence of beating or physical mistreatment in the last 12 months preceding the survey, it is clear that one out of every 10 women have reportedly experienced it. Age of the women, education of the women, age at marriage of the women, autonomy of the women and standard of living of the household shows a inverse relationship with occurrence of beating as with increase in the above mentioned indicators shows a decreasing trend in the beating or physical mistreatment. Again, as expected, the prevalence is found less in female-headed households and women residing in urban areas than their respective counterparts.

Determinants of women’s view about wife beating as justified and also the determinants of domestic violence

Table 5 reveals the odds ratios of women’s view in justifying a husband beating his wife and women’s experience with beatings or physical mistreatment. After controlling the effect of other variables women in the older age group (40-49) are 9 percent less likely to agree with at least one reason for justifying a husband beating his wife compared to the youngest age group of 15-19 years. Higher the educational level leads to lower the probability for justifying at least one reason. This is amply clear from the result that women with higher secondary and above educational level are 45 percent less likely for justifying at least one reason compared to illiterate women. Therefore, educational level of women is one of the main determinants of justifying at least one reason for husband beating his wife. Women engaged in agricultural activities are more likely for justifying one or more reason of wife beating. Lower the age at first marriage, higher is the probability of justifying at least one reason. 

With regard to the sex composition of living children, those women having only daughter and both son and daughter are 13 and 15 percent more likely for justifying at least one reason of husband beating his wife compared to those who do not have any child. Further, controlling the effect of other variables, women who are not exposed to mass media are 22 percent more likely for justifying at least one reason. With respect to women’s autonomy, medium and higher category are 11 percent and 37 percent less likely to justify at least one reason compared to low category of women. Similarly, the result also consistent with respect to the ethnicity and religious categories of women. It is again found that women with higher standard of living are less likely to justify at least one reason for beating than those of low standard of living. Again, rural women are 16 percent more likely for justifying at least one reason than their urban counterparts. This may be due to the fact that urban women are more aware about their rights and duties compared to rural women. 

With respect to beaten or physically mistreated since age 15, it is clear that women marrying between 19-24 years are 6 percent less likely of being beaten or physically mistreated since age 15 compared to those who marrying below 18 years of age. Longer the marital duration leads to greater the probability of being mistreated. It is noticeable that women who are not currently married (divorced, separated, disserted or widowed) are more likely than currently married women to have been beaten since age 15. After controlling the effect of other variables, rural women are 10 percent less likely of being beaten since age 15 compared to urban women. Educational level of women seems to have a negative effect on domestic violence in India. Similarly, women from scheduled caste, Muslim community is more likely of being beaten than their respective counterparts. 

Women with lower autonomy are more likely of being beaten compared to women of higher autonomy. Those who are not exposed to mass media are 18 percent more likely of being beaten than those who have exposed. Households headed by female members are about 15 percent less likely of being beaten since age 15 compared to those household headed by male members. Workingwomen have a greater likelihood of being mistreated than the non-working women. Women from medium and high standard of living are about 34 percent and 60 percent respectively less likely of being beaten or physically mistreated compared to low standard of living. The similar trend also follows in case of women being beaten or physically mistreated in the last 12 months preceding the survey. 

Conclusions

The foregoing analysis reveals not only widespread prevalence of domestic violence (21 percent, since age 15) in India but also the acceptance of majority of ever-married women (57 percent) to at least one reason for justifying a husband beating his wife. There are again large-scale interstate differences in the prevalence as well as acceptance of violence among women. In addition to this, it is noteworthy to mention that a lot of variables like age, education of women, age at first marriage, ethnic and religious categories, women’s autonomy, exposure to mass media, work status of women and standard of living besides place of residence contribute significantly to the prevalence of domestic violence. Nevertheless, it is the husbands who are reportedly the perpetrators of violence showing one reason or another.

The experience of violence undermines the empowerment women and certainly is a barrier to the socio-economic and demographic development of the country. In view of the prevalence of the problem, it is suggested to have programmes that take into account involvement of the community and especially the males for effective as well as fruitful amelioration of the issue. It can again be suggested that education of the girls should be encouraged, which will undoubtedly work as deterrent to domestic violence. Again, though the present findings are silent about the legal side of the issue, stringent laws against the perpetrators of the violence, laws giving more rights to the women will always be beneficial to curb the issue. As it is found to be deep rooted in the socio cultural practices and both the perpetrator as well as victim take it granted, there is need of major transformation in the socio cultural milieu. In order to address the problem, social norms and values towards gender roles should be transformed to facilitate the implementation of appropriate and meaningful responses to domestic violence and ultimately to prevent it from happening altogether.
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Table 1: Percentage of ever married women who agree with specific reasons for justifying a husband beating his wife by states, 

India, 1998-99

	States
	Who agrees with specific reasons
	Who agree with at least one reason

	
	Husband suspects wife is unfaithful
	Natal family does not give money or other items
	Wife shows disrespect for in-laws
	Wife goes out without telling husband
	Wife neglects house or children
	Wife does not cook food properly
	

	Andhra Pradesh
	55.4
	25.3
	53.6
	55.4
	69.0
	26.2
	79.9

	Arunachal Pradesh
	10.2
	4.8
	37.4
	30.4
	44.5
	26.2
	51.9

	Assam
	32.7
	8.2
	40.5
	39.4
	44.5
	12.8
	66.7

	Bihar
	28.4
	4.0
	21.2
	24.9
	25.2
	20.8
	47.1

	Goa
	35.9
	5.1
	27.6
	35.9
	46.5
	18.0
	57.5

	Gujarat
	27.3
	3.5
	15.2
	21.3
	22.5
	11.6
	36.7

	Haryana
	20.1
	0.2
	9.8
	12.4
	10.2
	7.0
	26.4

	Himachal Pradesh
	16.4
	0.2
	9.3
	8.8
	8.3
	3.3
	23.7

	Jammu
	45.6
	3.7
	53.9
	58.5
	61.8
	42.7
	75.3

	Karnataka
	16.2
	6.4
	35.0
	33.4
	40.3
	20.8
	51.1

	Kerala
	21.6
	3.1
	39.0
	37.8
	47.0
	25.4
	61.8

	Madhya Pradesh
	50.0
	10.2
	46.7
	48.5
	50.0
	43.0
	72.4

	Maharashtra
	32.2
	6.8
	54.4
	53.5
	65.6
	48.4
	75.2

	Manipur
	34.1
	3.5
	76.6
	69.1
	83.2
	15.3
	91.4

	Meghalaya
	44.3
	19.7
	48.0
	64.0
	78.3
	36.8
	86.4

	Mizoram
	33.4
	5.4
	52.2
	42.8
	68.2
	7.1
	83.4

	Nagaland
	92.7
	16.7
	79.6
	60.3
	85.0
	32.9
	97.0

	New Delhi
	13.7
	0.6
	12.6
	11.6
	10.3
	7.8
	21.0

	Orissa
	32.3
	6.9
	32.7
	32.1
	29.9
	18.9
	50.6

	Punjab
	16.3
	0.0
	4.4
	4.7
	5.1
	1.8
	22.1

	Rajasthan
	32.9
	4.0
	29.9
	30.8
	31.3
	21.2
	51.3

	Sikkim
	37.3
	3.6
	34.4
	32.1
	43.3
	11.6
	68.3

	Tamil Nadu
	17.2
	3.1
	40.5
	51.0
	59.8
	22.1
	72.6

	Tripura
	16.8
	5.8
	21.8
	19.1
	22.2
	14.9
	38.6

	Uttar Pradesh
	48.0
	5.3
	33.4
	39.1
	34.5
	29.2
	61.2

	West Bengal
	10.3
	2.5
	11.3
	14.3
	15.7
	6.7
	23.0

	India
	32.7
	6.8
	33.9
	36.5
	40.0
	24.6
	56.7


Table 2: Percentage of ever married women who agree with specific reasons for justifying a husband beating his wife by selected background characteristics, India, 1998-99

	Socio demographic Characteristics
	Who agrees with specific reasons
	Who agree with at least one reason

	
	Husband suspects wife is unfaithful
	Natal family does not give money or other items
	Wife shows disrespect for in-laws
	Wife goes out without telling husband
	Wife neglects house or children
	Wife does not cook food properly
	

	Age of woman
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	15-19
	37.1
	8.5
	38.7
	41.7
	43.1
	28.8
	61.6

	20-29
	37.1
	6.8
	33.9
	36.5
	40.4
	24.9
	56.8

	30-39
	32.7
	6.4
	33.5
	36.0
	39.9
	24.1
	56.7

	40-49
	31.0
	6.5
	32.0
	35.0
	37.9
	22.9
	54.5

	Education of woman
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Illiterate
	39.2
	9.1
	37.0
	41.1
	43.0
	29.0
	62.0

	Primary
	31.3
	5.8
	35.4
	38.5
	43.4
	25.2
	59.0

	Secondary
	24.4
	3.7
	30.6
	31.3
	36.9
	19.2
	51.1

	Higher
	14.6
	1.4
	17.9
	15.4
	20.4
	8.1
	31.9

	Work status of woman
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Not working
	30.2
	4.8
	29.7
	31.8
	34.2
	20.5
	51.6

	Agri. and HH activities
	40.1
	11.2
	43.6
	47.6
	53.0
	34.8
	69.2

	Non-agri. activities
	29.4
	7.2
	33.9
	35.9
	40.8
	23.1
	55.6

	Age at first marriage
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Up to 18
	36.1
	7.8
	36.5
	39.6
	42.8
	27.3
	60.3

	19-24
	23.2
	3.7
	26.5
	27.8
	32.1
	16.8
	46.9

	25 and above
	15.0
	2.4
	19.5
	20.1
	23.9
	9.9
	35.5

	Marital duration
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	0-4
	30.7
	6.2
	32.9
	35.1
	37.6
	22.7
	54.3

	5-9
	32.6
	6.5
	33.2
	35.5
	39.9
	24.5
	56.6

	10 and above
	33.6
	6.9
	34.2
	37.1
	40.6
	25.2
	57.7

	Not currently married
	30.9
	8.5
	35.0
	38.0
	41.9
	24.9
	55.6


Cont. Table 2.

	Sex of living children
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No child
	32.8
	7.4
	34.0
	36.1
	38.2
	24.1
	56.0

	Sons only
	30.9
	6.3
	33.5
	35.2
	38.9
	23.4
	54.9

	Daughters only
	30.7
	6.9
	32.7
	36.0
	40.1
	22.8
	55.5

	Both
	33.9
	6.8
	34.2
	37.2
	40.7
	25.6
	57.9

	Exposure to mass media
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Exposed
	38.7
	8.0
	35.4
	39.4
	40.5
	28.8
	60.2

	Not exposed
	28.7
	5.9
	32.8
	34.6
	39.6
	21.8
	54.4

	Women’s autonomy
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Low
	38.9
	8.5
	37.7
	41.5
	43.2
	30.4
	61.3

	Medium
	34.9
	7.1
	35.0
	38.3
	40.5
	25.8
	58.6

	High
	25.6
	5.1
	29.7
	30.6
	37.1
	19.0
	51.0

	Sex of the head of HH
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Male 
	33.0
	6.8
	34.0
	36.7
	40.0
	24.7
	56.9

	Female
	29.6
	6.2
	31.9
	34.9
	39.2
	22.9
	54.7

	Religion of the head of HH
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Hindu
	32.8
	7.0
	34.0
	36.6
	40.2
	25.2
	56.9

	Muslim
	34.7
	5.9
	33.6
	38.1
	38.7
	23.2
	57.0

	Others
	27.7
	5.8
	31.9
	31.4
	38.8
	19.3
	53.1

	Caste of the head of HH
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Scheduled caste
	34.5
	7.3
	34.6
	38.3
	41.1
	26.0
	58.3

	Scheduled tribe
	40.2
	11.2
	40.1
	41.3
	45.9
	28.7
	63.4

	Other backward caste
	34.0
	7.6
	36.7
	40.3
	44.7
	26.7
	62.2

	Others
	28.7
	4.9
	29.3
	31.0
	33.9
	20.8
	49.5

	Standard of living of HH
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Low
	36.8
	9.1
	38.1
	42.2
	45.0
	29.1
	62.7

	Medium
	34.4
	6.8
	35.4
	38.3
	41.9
	25.9
	59.2

	High
	22.3
	3.0
	23.3
	23.1
	27.3
	14.1
	41.2

	Place of residence of HH
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban
	24.7
	3.9
	28.2
	29.0
	34.0
	17.7
	47.4

	Rural
	35.6
	7.8
	35.9
	39.2
	42.1
	27.0
	60.0

	Total
	32.7
	6.8
	33.9
	36.5
	40.0
	24.6
	56.7


Table 3: Percentage of ever married women who have been beaten or physically mistreated since age 15 and percentage beaten or physically mistreated in the past 12 months, according to states, India, 1998-99

	States
	Beaten or physically mistreated since age 15
	Beaten or physically mistreated since age 15 by
	Beaten or physically mistreated in the past 12 months

	
	
	Husband
	In-laws
	Other persons
	

	Andhra Pradesh
	23.2
	21.2
	2.8
	2.1
	12.8

	Arunachal Pradesh
	26.4
	18.8
	1.6
	10.1
	16.2

	Assam
	15.5
	14.1
	0.8
	2.4
	8.6

	Bihar
	26.6
	24.9
	2.4
	3.1
	18.5

	Goa
	17.9
	13.9
	2.4
	4.0
	6.4

	Gujarat
	10.1
	8.6
	0.9
	1.6
	5.8

	Haryana
	13.2
	10.8
	2.3
	3.4
	5.1

	Himachal Pradesh
	5.8
	3.9
	1.2
	1.6
	2.1

	Jammu
	22.0
	15.4
	4.8
	7.2
	9.3

	Karnataka
	21.5
	19.7
	1.1
	2.4
	9.9

	Kerala
	10.2
	7.5
	0.2
	3.3
	3.5

	Madhya Pradesh
	21.2
	19.7
	1.9
	1.6
	11.8

	Maharashtra
	18.1
	16.7
	2.0
	2.2
	7.3

	Manipur
	19.7
	8.3
	3.7
	9.7
	5.6

	Meghalaya
	31.1
	2.8
	0.9
	28.9
	9.6

	Mizoram
	20.1
	11.5
	0.0
	9.6
	9.5

	Nagaland
	19.0
	12.8
	0.7
	7.9
	15.2

	New Delhi
	14.1
	9.8
	1.1
	5.1
	7.6

	Orissa
	28.9
	22.9
	3.0
	8.0
	13.6

	Punjab
	13.7
	11.7
	1.3
	4.4
	6.4

	Rajasthan
	10.9
	9.8
	1.5
	0.9
	5.4

	Sikkim
	11.4
	6.9
	0.5
	4.7
	7.6

	Tamil Nadu
	40.4
	36.0
	0.5
	9.0
	16.1

	Tripura
	13.6
	11.2
	0.9
	2.8
	8.3

	Uttar Pradesh
	22.4
	20.8
	1.9
	2.3
	13.5

	West Bengal
	17.6
	15.7
	1.7
	2.4
	8.7

	India
	21.0
	18.8
	1.8
	3.1
	11.0


Table 4: Percentage of ever married women who have been beaten or physically mistreated since age 15 and percentage beaten or physically mistreated in the past 12 months, according to selected background characteristics, India, 1998-99

	Socio demographic Characteristics
	Beaten or physically mistreated since age 15
	Beaten or physically mistreated since age 15 by
	Beaten or physically mistreated in the past 12 months

	
	
	Husband
	In-laws
	Other persons
	

	Age of woman
	
	
	
	
	

	15-19
	15.4
	12.8
	1.3
	3.1
	11.5

	20-29
	21.1
	18.8
	1.8
	3.3
	12.4

	30-39
	23.0
	20.9
	1.9
	3.0
	11.3

	40-49
	20.3
	18.3
	1.7
	2.9
	7.6

	Education of woman
	
	
	
	
	

	Illiterate
	25.0
	23.3
	2.1
	2.6
	14.0

	Primary
	23.3
	20.5
	1.9
	3.9
	10.7

	Secondary
	14.3
	11.5
	1.2
	3.6
	6.8

	Higher
	7.3
	4.6
	0.5
	3.2
	2.4

	Work status of woman
	
	
	
	
	

	Not working
	16.9
	14.8
	1.4
	2.9
	9.3

	Agri. and HH activities
	27.9
	25.9
	2.5
	3.0
	14.4

	Non-agri. activities
	26.1
	23.1
	2.0
	4.3
	12.2

	Age at first marriage
	
	
	
	
	

	Up to 18
	22.8
	20.9
	2.0
	2.7
	12.2

	19-24
	15.8
	12.8
	1.1
	4.2
	7.4

	25 and above
	11.6
	8.1
	0.6
	4.7
	4.8

	Marital duration
	
	
	
	
	

	0-4
	13.0
	10.1
	0.9
	3.8
	8.8

	5-9
	20.7
	18.5
	1.5
	3.3
	12.9

	10 and above
	23.0
	21.2
	1.9
	2.7
	11.6

	Not currently married
	27.4
	24.2
	4.2
	4.2
	6.8


Cont. Table 4.

	Sex of living children
	
	
	
	
	

	No child
	16.2
	12.9
	1.8
	4.2
	9.6

	Sons only
	20.5
	18.2
	1.6
	3.4
	11.3

	Daughters only
	20.3
	17.9
	1.6
	3.5
	11.0

	Both
	22.4
	20.6
	1.8
	2.7
	11.2

	Exposure to mass media
	
	
	
	
	

	Exposed
	24.0
	22.3
	2.0
	2.6
	13.9

	Not exposed
	19.0
	16.5
	1.6
	3.4
	9.0

	Women’s autonomy
	
	
	
	
	

	Low
	21.5
	19.7
	2.0
	2.6
	12.9

	Medium
	20.9
	18.7
	1.8
	2.9
	11.7

	High
	20.7
	18.2
	1.5
	3.8
	8.7

	Sex of the head of HH
	
	
	
	
	

	Male 
	20.9
	18.8
	1.7
	3.1
	11.3

	Female
	21.4
	18.5
	2.0
	3.7
	7.5

	Religion of the head of HH
	
	
	
	
	

	Hindu
	21.1
	19.1
	1.7
	3.0
	11.1

	Muslim
	21.2
	19.1
	2.1
	2.9
	11.4

	Others
	18.2
	14.5
	1.6
	5.2
	8.9

	Caste of the head of HH
	
	
	
	
	

	Scheduled caste
	27.4
	25.1
	2.2
	3.4
	15.4

	Scheduled tribe
	23.0
	20.7
	1.8
	3.1
	13.0

	Other backward caste
	23.0
	20.7
	1.7
	3.6
	11.6

	Others
	15.7
	13.6
	1.6
	2.6
	7.8

	Standard of living of HH
	
	
	
	
	

	Low
	29.1
	26.9
	2.2
	3.4
	16.6

	Medium
	20.1
	17.9
	1.8
	3.1
	10.1

	High
	10.1
	7.8
	1.0
	2.7
	4.0

	Place of residence of HH
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban
	16.8
	14.2
	1.5
	3.6
	7.7

	Rural
	22.5
	20.4
	1.8
	2.9
	12.1

	Total
	21.0
	18.8
	1.8
	3.1
	11.0


Table 5: Variations in justifying a husband beating his wife and women’s experience of beatings or physical mistreatment by background characteristics: Results of logistic regression analysis

	Predictor Variables
	Agree with at least one reason
	Beaten or physically mistreated

	
	
	Since age 15
	In the last 12 months

	
	Exp (B)
	Exp (B)
	Exp (B)

	Age of woman
	
	
	

	15-19 ®
	
	
	

	20-29
	0.94
	1.156***
	0.922

	30-39
	0.965
	1.009
	0.743***

	40-49
	0.91**
	0.849***
	0.496***

	Education of woman
	
	
	

	Illiterate ®
	
	
	

	Primary
	1.037***
	1.057**
	0.925**

	Secondary
	0.889***
	0.798***
	0.732***

	Higher
	0.553***
	0.484***
	0.333***

	Work status of woman
	
	
	

	Not working ®
	
	
	

	Agri. and HH activities
	1.689***
	1.502***
	1.332***

	Non-agri. activities
	1.379***
	1.535***
	1.365***

	Age at first marriage
	
	
	

	Up to 18 ®
	
	
	

	19-24
	0.872***
	0.936***
	0.901***

	25 and above
	0.822***
	0.97
	0.972

	Marital duration
	
	
	

	0-4 ®
	
	
	

	5-9
	1.009
	1.468***
	1.472***

	10 and above
	0.981
	1.751***
	1.585***

	Not currently married
	0.903**
	2.247***
	1.044


Contd. Table 5.

	Sex of living children
	
	
	

	No child ®
	
	
	

	Sons only
	1.067**
	1.062
	1.134***

	Daughters only
	1.129***
	1.094**
	1.118**

	Both
	1.151***
	1.03
	1.049

	Exposure to mass media
	
	
	

	Exposed ®
	
	
	

	Not exposed
	1.218***
	1.188***
	1.043

	Women’s autonomy
	
	
	

	Low ®
	
	
	

	Medium
	0.892***
	0.934***
	0.92***

	High
	0.636***
	0.928***
	0.811***

	Sex of the head of HH
	
	
	

	Male  ®
	
	
	

	Female
	0.976
	0.846***
	0.747***

	Religion of the head of HH
	
	
	

	Hindu ®
	
	
	

	Muslim
	1.566***
	1.318***
	1.275***

	Others
	1.495***
	1.177***
	1.156***

	Caste of the head of HH
	
	
	

	Scheduled caste ®
	
	
	

	Scheduled tribe
	1.584***
	0.742***
	0.729***

	Other backward caste
	1.298***
	0.919***
	0.855***

	Others
	0.937***
	0.654***
	0.636***

	Standard of living of HH
	
	
	

	Low ®
	
	
	

	Medium
	0.909***
	0.657***
	0.636***

	High
	0.571***
	0.399***
	0.354***

	Place of residence of HH
	
	
	

	Urban ®
	
	
	

	Rural
	1.159***
	0.901***
	0.924**

	Constant
	1.079**
	0.24***
	0.208***


***P<=0.01, **P<=0.05

	Appendix 1:Standard of living Index

	Sl.No.
	Variable
	Categories
	Scores

	1
	Type of house
	Pucca

Semi-pucca

Kachha
	4

2

0

	2
	Ownership of house
	Yes

No
	2

0

	3
	Toilet facility
	Own flush toilet

Public/shared flush toilet

Own pit toilet

Public/shared pit toilet

No facility
	4

2

2

1

0

	4
	Source of lighting
	Electricity

Kerosene/gas/oil

Other source
	2

1

0

	5
	Source of drinking water
	Pipe/hand pump/well in residence

Public tap/ hand pump/well

Other source
	2

1

0

	6
	Separate room for cooking
	Yes

No
	1

0

	7
	Ownership of agricultural land
	5 acres or more

2-4.9 acres

Less than 2 acres/acreage not known

No agricultural land
	4

3

2

0

	8
	Ownership of irrigated land
	Some irrigated land

No irrigated land
	2

0

	9
	Ownership of livestock
	Yes

No
	2

0

	10
	Fuel for cooking
	Electricity

LPG/biogas

Coal/Charcoal/Kerosene

Other fuel
	2

2

1

0

	11
	Ownership of durable goods
	Car/tractor

Moped/scooter/motorcycle/telephone/refrigerator/colour television

Bicycle/electric fan/radio/transistor/sewing machine/Black and white television/water pump/bullock cart/thresher

Mattress/pressure cooker/chair/cot/bed/table/clock/watch
	4

3

2

1


	Appendix 2: Index of Women Autonomy

	Sl.No.
	Variable
	Categories
	Scores

	(A)

1

2

3

4

(B)

1

2

(C)

1
	Decision Making

What to Cook


On obtaining heath care

To purchase Jewelry 

Staying with family

Permission needed

To go to market

To visit relatives or friends

Access to money

Allowed to have money set aside
	1. Respondent

2. Husband

3. Jointly with husband

4. Others in household

       5.    Jointly with others in household

1. Respondent

2. Husband

3. Jointly with husband

4. Others in household

       5.    Jointly with others in household

1. Respondent

2. Husband

3. Jointly with husband

4. Others in household

       5.    Jointly with others in household

1. Respondent

2. Husband

3. Jointly with husband

4. Others in household

5. Jointly with others in household

0. No

1. Yes

2. Not allowed to go

0. No

1. Yes

2. Not allowed to go

0. No

1. Yes
	3

1

2

1

2

3

1

2

1

2

3

1

2

1

2

3

1

2

1

2

3

2

1

3

2

1

1

3
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