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Foreword

Initiatives aimed at gender equality have often considered women as the key entry points and sometimes exclusively
focused on women’s empowerment. With the unrelenting influence of patriarchy as a force behind many of the
gender related manifestations such as son preference and violence, alternative pathways to achieve gender equality
have been much debated. Among these pathways, outreach and involvement of men and boys is increasingly being
acknowledged as most critical.

Recognizing the role men play in decision-making at all levels and the authority they exert owing to the gendered
identity ascribed to them, their participation in achieving gender equality is not only necessary but also inevitable.
The ICPD Programme of Action (International Conference on Population and Development, 1994) has elaborated on
this aspect in saying that men play a key role in most societies, they exercise preponderant power in every sphere of
life... to promote gender equality, it is necessary to encourage and enable men to take responsibility for their sexual
and reproductive behavior and their social and family roles.

UNFPA in India is supporting diverse initiatives to enable involvement of men and boys in furthering gender equality
and human rights. Efforts at imparting gender sensitive life skills education in and out of school are focused as
much on boys as girls. Similarly, support to on ground programmes has enabled outreach to men operating within
an institutional set-up such as the Panchayats or the health system. This has included imparting an understanding
of gender norms and the manner in which they influence the ability of men as well as women in exercising their
rights and even accessing services. In contributing to policy processes, another critical area of support has been
evidence building and research.

This study on Masculinity, Intimate Partner Violence and Son Preference was commissioned to the International
Center for Research on Women to contribute to an evolving body of work on attitudes of men and boys and how
these may impede or facilitate gender equality. The present study specifically endeavors to assess men’s attitudes
towards son preference in exploring triggers that might enable men to be change agents in tackling gender
discrimination. It also delineates the elements that contribute to the various shades of masculinity itself and how
these variations affect the making of boys and men. While men are commonly seen as perpetrators of violence, the
study attempts to grasp how violence is at times considered integral to the gendered definition of masculinity, and
in doing so, it tries to explore alternative expressions of masculinity.

It is hoped that the study has made a valuable contribution to research and policy and programmatic interventions
that will engage men and boys as co-travelers in the journey towards gender equality.

Fo=——

—"

Frederika Meijer
UNFPA India Representative
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Executive Summary
A

The past two decades have witnessed increasing interest in engaging men and boys to ensure their role in achieving
gender equality. Notably, the 1994 International Conference on Population and Development in Cairo and later,
the 1995 Fourth World Conference on Women in Beijing, marked turning points in the manner in which men and
masculinities were conceived and situated within the discourse of women’s empowerment and gender equality.
Previously, men and boys were often seen as part of the problem and obstacles to women’s struggle for equality;
they were rarely identified as an essential part of the solution.

Over the years, however, in-depth research on gender, power and masculinity and various programmatic efforts
to engage men made it abundantly clear that men and boys must be an integral part of efforts to promote gender
equality. This is especially relevant in India, where caste, class and linguistic ethnicity have tremendous influence
on how men construct their sense of masculinity and define what it means to be a “real man” or what is expected of
them. Recent research suggests that men’s attitudes and more broadly, masculinity, perpetuate son preference and
to some extent, intimate partner violence in India.

In the present study conducted by ICRW in collaboration with UNFPA, we further adapt the IMAGES methodology
to more deeply understand masculinity’s intrinsic relationship with son preference and intimate partner violence in
seven Indian states. Our primary objective was to assess the dimensions and determinants of men’s knowledge,
attitudes and behavior on issues related to gender equality, son preference and intimate partner violence.

Men and women’s behavior and attitudes were explored to offer a comparative understanding and insights for
gender differentiated policies and programs to address gender equity. How women internalize male dominance
and control in their lives and its effect on their own attitudes towards gender inequality and son preference were
important aspects of this study. The study also offers a better understanding of women'’s internalization of societal
norms of masculinity.

For our research, we surveyed a total of 9,205 men and 3,158 women, aged 18-49 in the following seven states
across India: Uttar Pradesh, Rajasthan, Punjab and Haryana (counted as one, since they are contiguous states with
cultural overlap), Odisha, Madhya Pradesh, and Maharashtra. These states were chosen because of their large
size in terms of population, diverse demographic compositions and their varying sex ratio trends — an indicator of
son preference.

Key Findings

Overall, we found that economically better off, educated men who grew up in families where they saw parents
making decisions jointly, were less likely to be violent and have a preference for sons.

The data that emerged from the study puts a spotlight on the high prevalence of intimate partner violence in India,
with 52% of the women surveyed reporting that they had experienced some form of violence during their lifetime;
and 60% of men said that they had acted violently against their wife/partner at some point in their lives. According
to the study, men who did exert control through violence were diverse in age, educational status, place of residence
and caste status. Educated men and women who were 35 years old or more were less likely to perpetrate or
experience violence.



Regardless of age, men who experience economic stress were more likely to have perpetrated violence ever or in
the past 12 months. This may be because of norms related to masculinity, which reinforce the expectation that men
are primary economic providers for their households. Economic stress can therefore threaten men’s belief in their
own abilities and may lead them to be more controlling of and violent towards their partners.

With increasing education and wealth status, we also found that men were less likely to exercise control over their
partners and more likely to respect equitable norms. Men who had graduated from higher secondary schooling or
above were two and a half times more likely to hold equitable traits, and men who fell in the highest wealth tertile
were twice as likely to be less rigid.

Education certainly provides a higher level of exposure to new gender norms, and educated men may be more
likely to have educated spouses. Education and economic status may also create less pressure for men to conform
to dominant societal expectations to behave in a rigidly masculine manner. If the spouse is educated then she may
likely have more autonomy and will be more resistant to her husbands control over her.

In terms of preference for sons over daughters, an overwhelming majority of men and women considered it very
important to have at least one son in their family. Of those who expressed a preference for more sons or daughters,
almost four times as many desired more sons than daughters. Men and women who wanted more sons were
typically older, less literate, poorer and more likely to live in a rural setting.

The research showed that economic status played a very significant role in determining men’s preference for sons,
as men with higher economic status were only half as likely to have a high preference compared to poorer men.
Men’s past experiences in childhood also had a significant impact on their adult “masculine” behavior, such as
preferring sons over daughters. Men with rigid masculinity and women experiencing rigid masculine control showed
a significantly greater desire for sons than those with more moderate or equitable masculinity.

Conclusions and Recommendations

The study findings emphasize that in India, masculinity, i.e., men’s controlling behavior and gender inequitable
attitudes, strongly determines men’s preference for sons over daughters as well as their proclivity for violence
towards an intimate partner — both of which are manifestations of gender inequality. Masculine control in women’s
lives affects their own experiences of intimate partner violence and preference for sons. To ultimately eliminate
son preference and intimate partner violence in India, it is critical to develop and implement national policies and
programs that involve men in promoting gender equity and diminishing socio-cultural and religious practices that
reinforce gender discrimination.

Within the policy framework, there is a need for new mandates to explicitly recognize gender equality as an integral
part of social justice and hold men accountable for engendering social change. At the programmatic level, we
must create initiatives that promote dialogue between men and women to challenge intimate partner violence as an
acceptable expression of masculinity.

Efforts must also be made to engage with men to participate in peer-to-peer learning, which can help reduce the
perpetration of various forms of traditional masculinity and resulting behaviors, such as violence against women.
Such interventions need to create a mass base of change agents at the community level that understand the
contextual realities of working with men and challenge deep-seated patriarchal attitudes and practices through a
process of reflective learning, dialogue and action.



The findings underscore that childhood experiences of discrimination have a strong bearing on adult men and
women'’s attitudes and behavior with regard to masculinity and control. Working on changing norms of gender
equality during childhood is critical. Our study results illustrated that education for both men and women appears
to reduce the prevalence of intimate partner violence. Therefore, enhancing access to quality education and school
completion should continue to be top national priorities. And within school settings, it is imperative to carry out
reflective learning programs on gender equality to reach young boys early in their lives. It is also important that
school curricula incorporate knowledge on larger societal issues, including relevant laws protecting the rights of
women and girls.

Creating national and state-specific public educational campaigns that focus on redefining men and women'’s roles
in the family also should be strongly considered. Campaign messages must recast norms around what it means to
be “a real man” and discourage intimate partner violence as well as attitudes that support gender inequality.

Finally, in every effort aimed at eliminating son preference and intimate partner violence, it is essential to bring men
and women together in a strategic manner, across different programs and sectors to create spaces where traditional
gender roles are confronted and challenged.






Introduction

1.1 Background

Global initiatives aimed at achieving positive reproductive health outcomes for women, reducing unintended
pregnancy and improving maternal health, increasingly recognize that such outcomes are affected by gender
relations, norms and roles commonly ascribed to women and men, and associated inequalities. In response,
governments and international donor agencies have increasingly included men in their strategies the development
of reproductive health policies and programs that support women’s empowerment and gender equality. At the same
time more agencies have recognized in the last decade that in order to advance this agenda rigorous data are
needed on men’s gender-related attitudes and behaviors.

Indeed, since the mid-90s, several studies have shown a significant association between inequitable gender
norms among men and the risk of being violent towards their partners or being less likely to use a condom
(Pulterwitz et al, 2010). While the mandate after the International Conference on Population and Development in
Cairo (1994) encouraged engaging men to improve reproductive and sexual health outcomes for women, over time,
research and advocacy began to highlight the importance of engaging men to improve their own reproductive and
sexual health needs. As efforts to involve men multiplied, the need to better understand their behavior emerged.

One ground breaking effort that provided credible evidence to fill this research gap on men’s attitudes about
gender equality and their association with violence was the 2011 International Men and Gender Equality Survey
(IMAGES), conducted by the International Center for Research on Women (ICRW) and Promundo. One of the
most comprehensive surveys ever carried out on the attitudes and behaviors of men aged 18-49 years, IMAGES
addressed issues related to gender equality, including sexual and reproductive health, maternal and child health,
gender-based violence and men’s participation in care-giving and family life (Barker et al, 2011). With studies
taking place in several countries, and most recently in Vietnam and Nepal, IMAGES findings reinforced the strong
relationship between masculinities and violence. These findings have also placed the evidence on men'’s attitudes
about gender equality at the center of all policy discourses on improving health outcomes for women. What has
been less explored, however, are the areas of son preference and intimate partner violence, and how each relates
to men’s attitudes and more broadly, to masculinities.

In this study on “Masculinity, Intimate Partner Violence and Son Preference in India,” ICRW further adapts the IMAGES
methodology to more deeply understand masculinity’s intrinsic relationship with son preference among Indian men
and with violence perpetrated by men against their partners or spouses in seven states of the country. Our primary
objectives were to assess the dimensions and determinants of men’s knowledge, behavior and attitudes on issues
related to gender equality, son preference and intimate partner violence. We also explored what type of societal
factors — such as childhood experiences, economic stress — might contribute to men’s behavior and attitudes.

Importantly, we also assessed women'’s experience of violence as well as their attitudes related to son preference.




Masculinity, Intimate Partner Violence and Son Preference in India: A Study

Son preference and daughter discrimination on the basis of gender are widespread in India, and they manifest
in varying degrees across the socio-cultural and geographic spread of the country. It is the most powerful and
fundamental manifestation of gender inequality in the Indian context. The preference for sons is deeply rooted in
the Indian socio-cultural context: male children in India hold a central identity in the familial structure, for they inherit
property, carry forward family lineage and perform specific family rituals. Meanwhile, daughters are seen as socio-
economic burdens owing to the cost of marriage including dowry during marriage, often followed by severing of
economic dependence with the natal family. This discrimination towards the girl child is demonstrated at the pre-
natal stage through gender biased sex selection in order to ensure daughters are not born. At the post-natal stage,
discrimination is palpable in terms of neglect of daughters and preferential treatment towards sons.

Indeed, the societal importance given to boys in India has translated into deep-rooted discriminatory practices
against girls and women, with devastating effects on their status, health and development and an enormous pressure
to produce sons. In the context of declining family size, restrictive policies on reproduction and limited access to
unregulated health services, this pressure can have severe consequences on women'’s psychological and physical
health. For men and boys, it has resulted in stereotypical perceptions about masculinity and socially sanctioned
impunity by some to practice violent behavior. The significant male surplus in some populations resulting from the
excess of male births since 1980 inevitably has had an impact on the context of both women’s and men’s entry
into partnership or marriage. There is evidence that the lack of women available for marriage has led to increased
violence against women, trafficking, abduction, forced marriages or brides being shared among brothers (Guilmoto,
2007). Thus the domains of masculinity, son preference and violence are intimately linked with each other, and at
their root lie gender norms and expectations as well as deeply rooted notions of power and patriarchy. Our study
brings these critical domains together in an effort to better understand masculinity as a core construct underlying
son preference and intimate partner violence.

Figure 1.1: Conceptual Framework
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1.2 The Context

Intimate Partner Violence (IPV)

India, like many countries, has high levels of violence against women. This has increasingly been recognized as
a grave human rights violation with consequences for women’s physical, mental, sexual and reproductive health
(Campbell, 2002). The National Family Health Survey (NFHS) in 2005-06 found that 40% of women claimed to have
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experienced some form of violence from their spouse and 55% perceived violence by spouses to be warranted in
several circumstances. The study also revealed that around 62% had experienced physical or sexual violence in
the first two years of marriage and 32% in the first five years. With reference to attitudes around intimate partner
violence the NFHS (2005-06) survey found that 41% women considered violence a justified act in the scenario of
non-confirmation of gender roles and expectations.

Indeed central to the problem of gender-based violence in India is that Indian men and women have been socialized
to believe that men’s dominance over women is normal and acts of violence against women are justified. The causes
of intimate partner violence against women are thus rooted in India’s social, cultural and economic context.

In the Indian tradition, women’s duties towards housework, procreation and care-giving for family members are
central to their gender roles and expectations. Men are entitled to exercise power and, if needed, be violent towards
women who do not adhere to these roles and expectations. Sometimes such behavior is rationalized to protect the
honor of the family and at other times to display their manhood. Women are therefore expected to endure some
violence from their spouse to keep the family relations normal.

Violence against women is a demonstration of male power juxtaposed with the lower status of women. In the context
of intimate relationships, violence is a similar manifestation of gender inequality, where given the unequal position
of women in the relationship, men perpetrate dominance over them through physical, sexual, verbal, emotional or
psychological coercion. In addition to the ideologies of male superiority, research has identified a complex framework
of external factors that exacerbate the perpetration of IPV. Alcohol or substance abuse, poverty, women’s power
and relationship-conflict are a few certain central factors that contribute to IPV (Jewkess, 2002). This framework of
factors directly affect men’s performance of gender roles and this magnifies the vulnerabilities men face related
to adhering to the social expectations of manhood. Gender expectations coupled with this framework of external
factors, contribute to conceptions of masculinity as well as men’s inability to uphold stereotypical perceptions of
masculinity — all of which culminates in the perpetration of violence.

In the past decade, a range of efforts have aimed to address IPV in India. Other than the ‘Protection of Women
from Domestic Violence Act 2004’ several campaigns have been launched to raise awareness to change people’s
mindset and attitudes towards girls. The Government of India has taken action in a number of ways, with varying
degrees of success, from which many lessons can be learnt.

Son Preference

Strong son preference in India is rooted in the patrilineal and patrilocal kinship system that tends to place strong
normative pressure on families to produce at least one son. Traditionally, sons are essential to carry on family lines
and names, to perform ancestor worship and to take care of parents in their old age. Sons are more desired because
having a son helps improve a woman’s status within the family and a man’s masculinity and reputation within the
community. Men and women without any sons often experience strong pressures from the extended family and
humiliation within the community.

The imbalance in the sex ratio at birth in India is seen as a demographic manifestation of gender inequality resulting
from extreme discrimination against women/girls before birth. In order to meet their strong preference of sons,
many couples use advanced technologies, like ultrasonography to determine the sex of the fetus (UNFPA, 2011).
Despite impressive social achievements in the improvement of women’s well-being during the past few decades,
son preference still persists in India and hinders the country’s efforts towards gender equality.
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The Government of India has made several measures in addressing these manifestations of gender inequality.
To curb pre-natal sex determination and eradicate son preference, the ‘Pre-Conception and Prenatal Diagnostic
Techniques (Prohibition of Sex Selection) Act’ enacted in 1994 and amended in 2003, regulates the use of pre-
natal diagnostic techniques. Additionally, measures such as direct subsidies at the time of a girl’s birth, scholarship
programs, gender-based school quotas or financial incentives, and pension programs for families who have only
daughters have also been implemented. Still, despite the presence of a legislative framework, the problem of son
preference persists in India.

Renewed and concerted efforts are underway to address deeply rooted gender discrimination against women and
girls, which lies at the heart of sex selection. ‘The conceptual framework for this study suggests that masculinity,
which comprises of relationship control and a stratification of gender inequitable attitudes of men and women, is
critical to understanding the reasons underlying the persistent preference for sons in India.’

Masculinities, IPV and Son Preference

There is no uniform or clear definition of masculinity but broadly it relates to a range of views that men hold about
manhood and the extent of control they wish to exercise to feel masculine. External factors such as education, work
stress, job security and poverty also contribute to men’s likelihood to hold rigid notions about masculinity, which can
result in their behavior that is harmful to women. Rigid masculinity is often expressed in the form of violence against
women and the practice of son preference. Our findings suggest that skewed perceptions about and expectations
of masculinity have a direct relationship to the perpetuation of these practices.

Thus addressing these requires challenging patriarchal norms that constitute men’s gender-related attitudes and
behaviors around son preference and IPV.

Our study aimed to collect rigorous data to contribute to the growing evidence base on men by adopting the
survey tools of the International Men and Gender Equality Survey (IMAGES) in Vietnam and Nepal. IMAGES is one
of the most comprehensive surveys ever carried out on the attitudes and behaviors of men aged 18-49 years on
issues related to gender equality including sexual and reproductive health, maternal and child health, gender based
violence and men’s participation in care-giving and family life (Barker et al, 2011). Our study used a modified version
of IMAGES to include a focus on son preference and intimate partner violence.

1.3 Research Objectives

The overall objective of this study was to understand the dimensions, nature and determinants of Indian men’s
attitudes about son preference and intimate partner violence. The specific objectives of the project were to:

a. Assess men’s current behavior and attitudes on a wide range of issues as they relate to gender equality
b. Assess men’s knowledge and attitudes towards son preference and intimate partner violence (IPV)

c. Explore contributing factors that can be attributed to men’s attitudes and behaviors related to IPV and
son preference

d. Explore factors that may explain variation in men’s behaviors in their family lives and intimate and sexual
relationships, including childhood experiences of violence, gender norms in family of origin, stress, migration,
and unemployment, among others.



Methodology

2.1 Geographical Coverage

In our effort to better understand how the notion of masculinity influences son preference and intimate partner
violence (IPV), we adapted the IMAGES tool to include contextual issues around IPV and son preference in India. We
gathered data from men and women across the country’s vast geographical spread. We chose the following states
to carry out our study due to their significant size and diverse sex ratio:

1. Uttar Pradesh
Rajasthan
Punjab & Haryana
Odisha
Madhya Pradesh

R

Maharashtra

In the study Punjab and Haryana were considered as one unit while drawing the sample as they represent contiguous
areas with cultural overlaps.

These are fairly large size states of the country in terms of their population and geographical spread. Trends of sex
ratio at birth (SRB) in these states are diverse and most of the states have a lower ratio as compared to the national
average (Table 2.1). Odisha and Madhya Pradesh were the only states which had a higher SRB as compared to
the national average. While over time there has been a decline in the SRB in Odisha, Madhya Pradesh has seen a
slight improvement. All other states in the study experienced an increase in SRB, but continue to be way below the

national average.

Table 2.1: Sex Ratio at Birth (Number of Girls per 1000 Boys)
Sex Ratio at Birth
2006-08
882 904 905

Uttar Pradesh 859 877 870

Source: Sample Registration System, Office of Registrar General in India

India and States

2002-04 2008-10
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2.2 Sample Size and Sampling Design

To achieve a representative sample of men and women at each state level, the target sample size was fixed at 1,500
men and 500 women, aged 18-49 years. The rationale behind the sample size for men and women is based on the
approach used in the IMAGES study. Considering a 10% non-response, the overall sample size for men and women
was inflated to 1,650 men and 550 women.

A multistage cluster sampling approach was adopted for the selection of the samples in each state. States were
divided into regions based on National Sample Survey (NSS) classification and the allocation of samples was done
in proportion to the population size of the region. From this, Primary Sampling Units (PSU) were selected which
overlap with census wards in urban areas and villages or group of villages (in case of small neighboring villages)
in rural areas. Once PSUs were selected for each state, the respondents were selected from each urban and rural
PSU. Samples of men and women were distributed in a 60 to 40 ratio on the basis of residence in rural and urban
areas, to ensure accurate demographic representation. Women'’s PSUs were first selected from the master sampling
frame, then removed, after which men’s PSUs were selected from the remaining PSUs. In each state the women’s
sample was drawn from 26 PSUs (16 rural and 10 urban) and men’s sample from 75 PSUs (44 rural and 31 urban).
The allocation of PSU within all states is presented in Table 2.2 and Figure 2.1.

The following steps were used for the selection of PSUs:

Selection of Rural PSUs

Step 1: Each state was first classified by NSS regions; PSUs were then allocated to these NSS regions in proportion
to the population size.

Step 2: Based on Census data (2001) each NSS region was classified as either of the two population strata
proportionate to which PSUs were allocated:

i. Stratum 1: Village with population <1,500 (<300 households)

ii. Stratum 2: Village with population >1,501 population (>301 households)

Step 3: From the population-based stratification, PSUs were first sampled for women respondents using the PPS
systematic random sampling method after which the selected PSUs were removed from the sampling
universe. Sampling for male respondents was done from the remaining PSUs.

Table 2.2: Distribution of PSUs in States

State-wise Coverage of PSUs
States Regions as per NSS* Men Women

Rural Urban Total Rural Urban Total

44 31 75 16 10 26
44 31 75 16 10 26
44 31 75 16 10 26
44 31 75 16 10 26
44 31 75 16 10 26
44 31 75 16 10 26

Total 29 264 186 450 96 60 156

Note: Within the states, higher number of PSUs was allocated to bigger regions; NSS: National Sample Survey
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Figure 2.1: Sampling at Glance

Each State (101 PSUs)

22 Men per PSU 22 Women per PSU

Step 4: Units which were above the chosen population size (1,500) were divided into segments of equal size after
which two segments were selected at random. Villages which did not match the population criteria by
being too small were linked with neighboring villages for the purpose of sample selection.

Through this process a total number of 44 male PSU and 16 female PSU were selected from rural areas.

Selection of Urban PSUs

Step 1: Each state was first classified by NSS regions; based on Census data (2001) each NSS region was
classified amongst three population strata proportionate to which wards/PSUs were allocated:

- Stratum |: Cities/towns with population <1 lakh population

- Stratum II: Cities/towns having

between 1and 5 lakh population Figure 2.2: Notional Map of Wards
- Stratum lII: Cities/towns with >5 lakh NORTH
population

Step 2: Within these strata, town wards were
arranged in  descending order of
population. The required number of
sample wards were selected using
systematic random sampling procedure.

WEST
EAST

Step 3: Given the large size and population
coverage of wards, wards were
segmented. Each selected ward was
divided into nine notional geographical
segments (Figure 2.2) to remove bias

in selection and efficiently cover the

SOUTH

selection of respondents.
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Step 4: Two of these segments were selected using systematic random sampling procedure.

Step 5: Each segment was further classified into clusters consisting of 150 households. If the selected segment
was a mix of slum and non-slum areas, the cluster was selected from the area (slum/non slum) that had
maximum population.

Through this process a total number of 31 male PSU and 10 female PSU were selected from urban areas.

Stage 6: Selection of Respondents: Within the chosen PSUs, a listing exercise was carried out to create a list of
target respondents — men and women between the ages of 18 and 49. These lists served as the sampling
frame through which individual respondents were selected using systematic random sampling method.

2.3 Study Tool

The tool is adapted from the International Men Attitude and Gender Equality Survey (IMAGES) and Partner for
Prevention (P4P) tools used in several multi-country studies on gender attitudes, violence and preference for sons.
The questionnaire was translated inter-regional languages (Hindi, Marathi and Oriya), tested in the field before
finalization. To maintain uniformity across the questionnaires for men and women, a uniform classification of questions
was used. The questionnaire took about 45 — 60 minutes to be fully administered in the field.

The questionnaire design follows the study’s focus areas i.e. men’s and women'’s attitudes towards gender equity, son
preference, reproductive health, violence (IPV and other forms), and existing policies. The following is an overview
of the areas in the questionnaire:

= Socio-demographic characteristics and employment: Current age, education, marital status, dowry practices,
caste/ethnicity, religion, type of family, sources of income, employment experience, unemployment and
underemployment, stress and reactions associated with unemployment.

= Childhood experiences: Childhood experiences of violence, childhood trauma, witnessing of gender-based
violence, gender-related attitudes perceived in family of origin.

= Attitudes about relations between men and women and son preference: Attitudes toward gender equality,
masculinity, son preference and women'’s reproductive rights.

= Intimate relationships: Decision-making on household matters, use of violence (physical, sexual, psychological)
against partner and men’s use of sexual violence against non-partners.

= Reproductive history of wife/partner and fatherhood: Date of last pregnancy, practices of ultrasound and outcomes
of last pregnancy.

= Preference of family size and composition: Sex preference, importance given to having son or daughter and
reasons behind this preference.

= Knowledge about abortion: Knowledge about legal conditions of abortion, place for safe abortion services and
previous experience of abortion if any.

= Health and well-being: Mental health issues (depression, suicidal ideation), lifestyle related questions (substance
or alcohol abuse).

= Awareness and aftitudes on various policies: Attitudes toward various gender equality policies in the country.

= Household assets and characteristics: Source of water, type of toilet facility, type of house, cooking fuel and
varying types of assets in households for calculating wealth index.
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= Other questions: Sexual experience and satisfaction with sexual life, sexual behavior, experience of any signs
and symptoms of STls and use of or victimization by violence in other contexts. This set of questions was only
included in the men’s questionnaire.

2.4 Survey Implementation, Data Collection, Processing and Quality
Monitoring

2.4.1 Survey Implementation

For the implementation of the survey a request for proposal was circulated among the reputed field research
agencies. AC Nielsen India Pvt. Ltd. was selected for the implementation of the study through a competitive
bidding process.

Training of Trainers and State-Level Training of Investigators

A five-day rigorous training of trainers (ToT) conducted by ICRW was held in New Delhi where the core team
members and field executives from all six study states attended. An extensive gender sensitization workshop by
ICRW experts and UNFPA representatives was organized during the training in addition to sessions on gender-
based violence, research ethics and field-related processes.

After the ToT, state-level training was conducted for field teams in Punjab and Haryana to prepare the teams for field
challenges, to anticipate and address similar situations in other selected states. After a three day listing training,
the listing exercise was launched in the field at least 10 days ahead of the main survey training, in order to have a
sampling frame ready by the time the main field teams were ready for fieldwork after their training. A six day main
survey training was organized for the field teams for each state separately following the launch of the first field study.
The data collection happened in phases to allow for the ICRW research and quality assurance team to be present
in the trainings.

The trainings comprised of classroom interactions, field practice and debriefing sessions. Steps were taken to make
the classroom sessions interactive by encouraging questions, using visual aids such as black/white boards, audio-
visual presentations as well as organizing mock/practice interviews. Investigators were selected based on minimum
educational requirements (Bachelor’'s degree) and further screened for the final data collection after the training and
observation of their work over the first few days of data collection.

2.4.2 Data Collection and Processing

In a selected PSU, a first step was to identify the area’s boundaries by verifying the space using State Census Office
maps and/or talking to knowledgeable members of the community. Listing teams were responsible for preparing a
layout map of PSUs. During household listing operation the information on the number of eligible men/women in the
structure, name of eligible men/women, address etc., was collected. Using this information the sampling frame was
prepared. The house listing exercise was pivotal for this type of a survey as it provided the sample frame from which
target respondents were to be chosen.

Towards the listing exercise for 756 male PSUs, 15 teams consisting of one lister and one mapper were deployed in
each state to complete the sampling activity in one month. In the case of the 26 female PSUs, 5 teams of one lister
and one mapper were deployed in states for the same length of time. For the main survey in male PSUs, 5 teams
consisting of four male interviews and one supervisor were deployed to each state. For the female PSUs, 4 teams
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Table 2.3: Sample Coverage by States

Target

States Men Women

Actual Inflated Response Rate Actual Inflated Response Rate
Uttar Pradesh 1500 1650 92.6 500 550 95.6
REIER(ET) 1500 1650 91.8 500 550 91.2
Punjab & Haryana 1500 1650 89.9 500 550 97.8
Odisha 1500 1650 97.6 500 550 94.3
Madhya Pradesh 1500 1650 90.9 500 550 91.1
Maharashtra 1500 1650 94.8 500 550 95.5
Total 9000 9900 92.9 3000 3300 95.6

were deployed with a small team size of two female interviewers and one supervisor. The teams worked under the
overall supervision of a field executive. The lead professionals from ICRW were present in the field during the initiation
of field work, to ensure that the initial problems were solved and the quality of data collection was maintained. The
quality assurance team member of ICRW was present in the field for the entire duration of data collection.

A total of 9,205 men and 3,158 women were covered in the study. The actual and inflated sample size and non-
response rate by state and overall is presented in Table 2.3.

During the data collection and fieldwork, core team members from ICRW regularly visited the study sites to ensure
interview quality and respondents’ safety. In a few cases respondents refused to be a part of the survey for reasons
like paucity of time or ill health.

A data-entry program with in-built consistency and range checks was prepared in Census Survey and Processing
System (CSPro) and was utilized for data entry. Data was double entered to ensure that it was free from data entry
errors. After the completion of data entry, data was cleaned; this process involved the identification of missing data,
range and distribution checks, and internal reliability and validity checks for important variables.

2.4.3 Quality Control and Monitoring Mechanism

Quallity control mechanisms were put in place in all phases of the study. The following measures were taken to
ensure the quality of the data:

= Interviewer manual: The interviewer manual contained details of the survey procedures, eligibility criteria,
interviewing techniques and provided clarifications on individual questions and codes. The interviewer manual
set the benchmark for different activities discussed above and was the reference document for fieldwork conduct
that included behavioral conduct for investigators and supervisors, professional conduct, communication and
reporting, respondent selection criteria, fieldwork monitoring protocols, instructions for recording responses and
coding for questions.

Scrutiny of questionnaires: All the filled in questionnaires were carefully scrutinized by field supervisors before
leaving the village/ward. The supervisor was responsible for the scrutiny with special emphasis on logical checks
and interrelations between responses to various questions in different sections. The interviewers were sent back
to the respondent for clarification, if required. Further, supervisors looking after the household survey made spot-
checks and back-checks in 20% of the schedules completed by the interviewers in their team.

Refusals and non-response: To ensure quality field data collection the records of all non-response, refusals and
incomplete interviews were documented. Teams often had to revisit PSUs to ensure the desired sample size.
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Regular monitoring: The field executives monitored the performance of the supervisors who in-turn maintained
a performance sheet for the investigators on a daily basis. The field executive also visited the survey sites to
observe quality of data being gathered and work of the supervisors. Random checks on 10% of completed
interviews were conducted by field executives. Regular reports were sent to the project coordinator on the
progress of the fieldwork, problems faced and to seek clarifications, if any. Field executives also organized
debriefing and feedback sessions whenever required.

Involvement of researchers: The researchers were also involved during all phases of the fieldwork with regular
interactions with investigators, supervisors and the field executives to have a detailed account of how the quality
of data was being monitored. Regular feedback sessions with field teams were also conducted by researchers
to gather insights on the actual field situation, share experiences and problems in data collection and solutions
arrived at.

Quality monitors: In addition to the above, independent quality assurance monitors, reporting directly to ICRW,
were recruited for monitoring the data. The role of monitors was to accompany the teams and review the listing
and selection process, accompany the interviewers in some sections and review the filled in tools. They also
supported teams during the consent process and provided feedback to teams on a daily basis. These monitors
kept on rotating from one team to other throughout the survey.

2.5 Sample Weights

Appropriate weights were developed taking into account the sampling design and the sample allocations made to
different units at different levels of sampling. The study covered six states or state groups, and in each state both
rural and urban areas with a specific sampling design described above. As the study covered male and females

ages 18-49 years separately, weights were worked out separately for them at all the levels.

As an example, the steps involved in arriving at the weights for rural-male sample for a given state are presented

below:

Step 1: The formula used for developing initial weights is:

Wijk1 = Pij /pij * Sijk/sijk * Hijk/hijk
Where,
Wijk1 = The initial weight corresponding to all the HHs in ‘k'th PSU
Pij = Total rural population of the ‘j'th stratum (2001 Census) [j=1,2] of ‘i'th region [i=1,2,3,4,5]
pij = Population of the sampled PSUs of the ‘j'th stratum in the ‘i'th region (2001 Census)

Sijk = Total number of segments of approximately equal size made in the ‘k'th PSU of the ‘j'th stratum
of the ‘I'th region

sijk = Number of segments selected in the ‘k'th PSU of the ‘j'th stratum in the ‘i'th region
Hijk = Total number of males listed in the ‘k'th PSU of the ‘j'th stratum in the ‘i'th region

hijk = Number of achieved sample of males in the ‘k’th PSU of the ‘/'th stratum in the ‘i'th region

Step 2: The so obtained weights were normalized as follows:

Wijk = nij * Wijk1 /S nijk * Wijk1
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Where,
nij = Number of men with completed interviews in the ‘j'th stratum of the ‘i'th region

nijk = Sample achieved in the ‘k'th’ PSU of the ‘j'th’ stratum in the ‘i'th region

In the same manner, the weights for urban males and rural and urban females were developed.

Development of State Level Weights

To arrive at the state level weights, first rural-urban weights were calculated to take account of the disproportionate
sample distribution between rural and urban areas in any given state. Accordingly, state level weights (Ws) were
calculated using the following formula:

Ws = Wr*Sr/sr
Ws = Wu*Su/su

Where,
Sr = Percentage of HHs in rural areas according to Census 2001
sr = Percentage of HHs in rural areas as per the sample allocation
Su = Percentage of HHs in urban areas according to Census 2001

su = Percentage of HHs in urban areas as per the sample allocation

Weights for the Combined Estimate (of All the Six States Put Together — Pan Level)

For the combined estimate, the weights were calculated using the following formula:
Wsi*P'i(r/u)/S'i(r/u)
Where,
P'i(r/u) = Pi/>Pi*100 [i=1-6]
S'i(r/u) = Si/>Si*100
Pi = Total rural/urban population of the ‘i'th state

Si = Total rural/urban sample allocated to ‘i'th state

2.6 Ethical Considerations

The study protocol, sampling method, study tools were approved by ICRW’s Institutional Review Board (IRB). The study
teams including the researchers, field executives, interviewers and supervisors were made aware of the sensitivity
of the topic being explored under the study and were encouraged to minimize discomfort to study participants.
The ethical guidelines on studying sensitive issues were strictly followed throughout the data collection phase and
analysis. To protect the rights of the respondents, we obtained their verbal consent to participate in the interviews
after providing them important information regarding the purpose of the study, nature of information required,
benefits of the study, assuring them of anonymity and confidentiality. To ensure that respondents understood what
they were agreeing to, the consent form was prepared in vernacular language using simple and clear statements.
Further, the interviewers were encouraged to respond to questions, if any, asked by the respondents and provide
necessary clarifications.
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The consent form was read to the respondents and they were in turn asked to provide their verbal consent to
participate in the interview. For those respondents who gave their consent for the interview, the interviewer signed
and dated the consent form before the interview was started.

Furthermore, privacy during the interview process was safeguarded to the extent possible. Care was taken to
ensure that individual interviews took place in isolation whether inside the respondent’s house or outside to maintain
some level of privacy. This process was especially challenging in urban slum areas. However, interviewers and
supervisors worked with community and family members to ensure the privacy for respondents.

2.7 Challenges and Limitations

There were a range of challenges and limitations that emerged during the study. All necessary measures were taken
to overcome these for the successful completion of the study. The target group of men, in the age group of 18 to 49
years, were difficult to access as they often were working long hours or working in other towns. In some cases, field
teams had to conduct interviews late at night or early in the morning not to disturb the male respondent’'s work and
responsibilities. This was challenging for field teams who were stationed in areas with no infrastructure to support
visitors, for example, in villages far from commercial areas.

To maximize on the time and use of field investigators, the field team size was altered. Smaller but more teams were
reconfigured to visit a larger spread of PSUs in a given time frame, allowing the teams more flexibility to access
male respondents. After the initial survey experience, the presence of field monitors and supervisors was made less
apparent. It was observed that respondents became uncomfortable in the presence of a third person in the room
given the sensitive nature of the study and questions. Their presence also affected the confidentiality agreement
made with respondents.

2.8 Analysis, Variable and Index Construction

The study’s conceptual framework uses variables, whose relations, associations and impacts have been confirmed
by previous research (UNFPA, 2011; Barker et al, 2011; IMAGES). This report focuses mainly on descriptive statistics
and bi-variate analyses of the associations between age, educational levels, type of family, place of residence,
experiencing or witnessing discrimination or harassment during childhood, gender equitable attitudes and control
within relationship, son preference and so on. The Pearson chi-square test was used to measure the association and
relations of variables for which p<0.05 was considered statistically significant at 95% and p<0.001 was considered
as significant at 99%. In addition, multivariate logistic regression was carried out on key variables of interest in the
study. Some of the key variables that were constructed for the analysis are explained below and others are explained
in detail in following chapters.

Gender Equitable Attitude Scale: As a measure of men’s gender-related attitudes, this study applied the Gender-
Equitable Men (GEM) scale, originally developed by the Population Council and Promundo with young men aged
15-24 years (Barker et al, 2011) and later adopted by IMAGES for samples of adult men. Men and women were
assessed using attitudinal statements (numbering 27 and 26 respectively) on gender attitudes including sexuality,
violence, household tasks, homophobia, male/female roles. Their responses were captured on a four-point scale of
‘Strongly Agree’, ‘Agree’, ‘Strongly Disagree’ and ‘Disagree’. Using factor analysis and after assessing the reliability
of data (Cronbach alpha 0.70 for men and 0.67 for women) a composite index of respondent’'s gender attitudes was
constructed. The scaled results were trichomatized by their total scores and categorized as ‘Low Equity’, ‘Moderate
Equity’ and High Equity’.
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Economic Stress: This is a binary index created from responses to six statements related to stress or depression
as a result of work or income deficiencies. Responses were categorized into ‘strongly agree’, ‘agree’, ‘disagree’,
and ‘strongly disagree’, and then further clubbed into two categories of ‘disagree’ and ‘agree’, based on which a
composite variable for economic stress was created.

Witnessing/Experience of Discrimination/Harassment During Childhood: This index was created using 15 statements
related to respondents’ own experience or witnessing of discrimination/harassment during the childhood, i.e., when
he/she was growing up, before age 18. The responses were captured on four-point scale. An index was created
taking these statements and responses into consideration. The details of the statements and construction of the
index is explained in Chapter 3.

Son Preference Atftitudes: A son-preference attitude variable was created based on eight of the 12 attitudinal
statements about different dimensions of son-preference after factor analysis and assessing reliability of the data
(Cronbach alpha 0.68 for men and 0.74 for women). This variable was constructed using a process similar to that
applied to the GEM scale. Based on their scores, respondents were then categorized into ‘low’, ‘medium’ or ‘high’
levels of son preference. Detail of the statements and distribution is presented in Chapter 6.

Control within Relationship: A relationship control index was created from responses to nine statements which
were captured on a four-point scale similar to that of GEMs. The scores were trichomatized into ‘low’, ‘moderate’
and ‘high’.
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This chapter presents the profiles of the men and women who participated in the study. The first part of the chapter
focuses on the socio-demographic characteristics of the participants such as their age distribution, education level,
caste, religion, occupation, marital status, type of marriage, type of family they reside in, place of residence, etc.
This is followed by a discussion of their partner’s characteristics (for those who ever had partners) such as their
age, education level, income and decision making and sharing of household chores, etc. These characteristics are
analyzed and presented as they could have a differential impact on study variables. In addition to this, we have also
presented some of the key determinants of masculinity, such as economic stress and experience of discrimination
during childhood. The relationship of these variables with masculinity and other outcomes of violence and son
preference are addressed in later chapters of the report.

3.1 Demographic and Socio-Economic Profile

At the aggregate level the mean age of male respondents of the study was 31 years old while for women it was
30 years old. The distribution shows that an equal proportion (31%) of men were in the age group 18-24 years and
25-34 years, while a slightly higher proportion of men (37%) were in the older cohort of 34-49 years. The distribution
was also similar across age categories among women.

Table 3.1: Age Distribution of Men and Women

Age Category State/Aggregate 18-24 years 25-34 years 35-49 years Mean Age N

Men 31.2 31.5 B8 30.8 9205
Aggregate

Women 32.7 34.0 33.2 30.1 3158

Men 31.0 8.5 8.5 30.7 1529
Uttar Pradesh

Women 36.7 33.7 29.7 29.3 526

Men 33.9 31.6 34.5 29.8 1515
Rajasthan

Women 27.7 341 38.2 30.9 502

Men 34.7 30.1 35.2 30.4 1484
Punjab/Haryana

Women 34.9 34.6 30.5 29.4 538

Men 27.1 31.2 41.8 31.9 1611
Odisha

Women 33.0 35.0 32.0 30.2 566

Men 32.2 27.9 39.8 31.0 1501
Madhya Pradesh

Women 30.1 333 36.5 30.7 501

Men 29.8 33.9 36.2 30.8 1565
Maharashtra

Women 30.7 31.8 37,5 30.9 525
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The state-wise distribution by age shows that the proportion of men in older categories was higher in Odisha,
Madhya Pradesh, Maharashtra and Uttar Pradesh, while in Rajasthan and Punjab and Haryana the distribution is
same in all categories. Interestingly among women, only in Punjab and Haryana and Uttar Pradesh the proportion of
women in the ages 35-49 years was around 30% or less.

Nearly three-fourths of the surveyed men (73%) had attained education up to higher secondary or above, whereas
among women it was a little more than half (54%) (Figure 3.1). One-fourth of the sampled women were illiterate
and only one-fifth of them had attended school up to primary. Less than 10% of the surveyed men were illiterate
(Figure 3.1) and in totality men had on an average higher literacy than women in the sample.

Educational attainment among men and women showed that in all states, except for Uttar Pradesh and
Madhya Pradesh (where more than 10% of men in the sample were illiterate), the proportion of illiterate men was
very low, with the lowest in Maharashtra. Among women nearly two-fifths in Rajasthan (41%) were illiterate followed
by Uttar Pradesh (36%) and Madhya Pradesh (35%) (Annexure Table A3.1).

More than three-fourths of the women and three-fifths of the men in the sample were currently married and a very
small proportion of men and women reported to be in a relationship but not married (Figure 3.2).

State-wise results reveal that little less than one-third of the men reported having no relationship; the percentage of
such men was highest in Punjab and Haryana where 37% of men reported having no relationship. Among women,
Uttar Pradesh is the only state where nearly one-fourth (24%) of the women reported no relationship followed by
Maharashtra (22%) and Punjab and Haryana (21%). In all other states less than 20% of the women reported having
no relationship (Annexure Table A3.2).

Men and women were asked about the type of marriage they had. More than three-fourths of the men (78%) and
women (75%) reported that their marriage was arranged and they agreed to it willingly (Annexure Table A3.3). A
majority of men (85%) and women (76%) reported that their spouse is of the same caste and religion but from a
different village/town in the same state (Annexure Table A3.3). The trend was similar across the states such as
Uttar Pradesh and Maharashtra, where 12% and 13% respectively reported that they had chosen their partners
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and married with elders consent. Among women, interestingly 10% in Rajasthan reported that they had chosen
their partner and married without elders consent (Annexure Table A3.3). Women in Odisha (5.4%) and Maharashtra
(3.8%) reported having married outside their caste/religion while in all the other states the proportion of this is very
low (Annexure Table A3.3).

Men and women were asked about getting or giving dowry in the marriage respectively. A majority of them reported
getting or giving dowry in the marriage either in the form of cash or kind (Figure 3.3). Among the states it is notable
that in Maharashtra more than two-fifths (46%) of the women and slightly less than one-fourth of the men (24%)
reported no dowry in marriage. Following Maharashtra, little more than one-fifth of the men (22%) and women (22%)
in Odisha also reported no dowry in the marriage (Annexure Table A3.4).
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Table 3.2: Religion and Caste Distribution of Men and Women

Men Women

Religion

Hindu 82.2 79.1
Muslim 12.1 13.8
Sikh 2.9 2.9
Others 2.7 41
Caste

Scheduled Caste 19.6 19.2
Scheduled Tribe 8.6 8.5
Other Backward Classes 41.5 44.8
General 30.3 27.6
Total N 9205 3158

A majority of men (82%) and women (79%) in the sample were Hindu and a small sample of men (12%) and women
(14%) reported following Islam. Caste distribution shows that more than two-fifths of men (42%) and women (45%)
belong to other backward classes (Table 3.2). The proportion of men and women who belong to a scheduled tribe is
less than 10% at the aggregate level and a little more than one-fourth of the men (30%) and women (28%) reported
to be from the general category. Among the states the proportion of Muslims is slightly higher in Uttar Pradesh as
compared to others, in Punjab and Haryana the proportion of Sikhs is nearly one-fourth of the sample (Annexure
Table A3.5). Except for Punjab and Haryana, where 37% of men and 38% of women belong to a scheduled caste,
the proportion of scheduled castes in all other states of the sample is around 20% or less. In most states except for
Punjab and Haryana the proportion of men and women belonging to other backward classes is higher than 30% and
in Uttar Pradesh nearly half of the men (49%) and three-fifth of the women (59%) belong to this category.

The sample was distributed to have an appropriate representation of both urban and rural areas, and the sample
achieved this in-line with the expected distribution. Around three-fifths of both men (59%) and women (61%)
belonged to rural areas (Figure 3.4). Among men, a higher proportion (58%) reported to be living in a non-nuclear
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Table 3.3: Occupation of Men and Women

Occupation Men Women

Total N 9205 3158

family, whereas among sample women more than half (53%) reported to be living in a nuclear family. Across the
states, a little less than three-fourths of the men (71%) in Rajasthan and 68% in Maharashtra reported being in a
non-nuclear family. In Odisha lowest proportion of men reported to be (35%) living in a non-nuclear family. Among
women, 71% women in Odisha reported staying in a nuclear family, followed by half of the women (51%) in Uttar
Pradesh (Annexure Table A3.6).

At the aggregate level men’s occupation is uniformly distributed across different work associated categories. About
18% of the men reported to be in service, 16% in non-agricultural labor followed by 15% who were in trading or
ran a small business or petty shop. Around 14% of men in the sample were students and only 8% were involved
in agricultural labor (Table 3.3). Across states, occupational distribution among men showed that in Punjab and
Haryana more than one-fourth of the men reported to be in service compared to 20% in all other states. The men in
non-agricultural labor are highest in the Madhya Pradesh and men running businesses or petty shops are highest
in Uttar Pradesh (Annexure Table A3.7). Among women more than half (568%) reported to be house makers followed
by 12% who have never worked or are students. Only 5% of the women reported to be in service, except in Odisha
and Madhya Pradesh, where slightly more than 10% of women reported to be working in non-agricultural work. In all
other category of occupation the proportion of women across all states is less than 10%.

3.2 Partner Characteristics

A little more than one-fourth of the men (32%) reported that they have never had a partner. Among men who had
partners, more than two-fifths had partners who were less than 35 years of age and among the sample only 1%
of them reported not having a partner currently (Figure 3.5). In Madhya Pradesh, 35% men reported not having a
partner at the time of the study followed by Uttar Pradesh where 26% did not have current partner.

Among women, more than two-fifths (43%) reported currently having partners of age 35 years or above. Less than
one-fifth of the women (17%) reported that they had never partnered and 5% did not currently have a partner.
Among women, the proportion of those who did not have any partner currently was as high as 33% in Maharashtra
(Annexure Table A3.8).

Across the states, 21% of men in Rajasthan and a similar proportion of women in Uttar Pradesh reported having a
partner who was less than 24 years of age.
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Figure 3.5: Age of Partner
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We asked both men and women who have partners about the difference in their and their partner’s education and
income. More than three-fifths of the men (64%) reported that they earned more than their partner, while more
than half of the women (53%) reported that they did not have any income, which aligns with the reporting on their
occupation. Only 3% of men reported that they and their partner earn equally, while among women this proportion
was slightly higher at 6%. The difference in education was also clearly visible among men and women as compared
to their partners. Just over two-fifths of the men (41%) reported to be more educated as compared to their partners,
while only 10% of men reported that their partners are more educated than them. Among women, half reported that
their partners are more educated and one-fifth (20%) reported that they and their partner have the same level of
education (Table 3.4).

Across the states our study has revealed that around one-fourth of the women in Rajasthan (27%) and Maharashtra
(25%) reported the same level of income as compared to their partner while in all other states the proportion was
less than 20% (Annexure Table A3.9).

Men and women who have partners were asked a series of questions about their decision making around household
expenditure on clothing and food and their participation in childcare. Responses have indicated that more men in
comparison to women reported equitable decision making. More than half (51%) of the men reported that they and

Table 3.4: Difference in Income and Education between Men, Women and their Partners

Men Women

Income Difference

Same 3.4 5.8
Man earns more 64.7 29.6
No income 1.2 52.9
Education Difference

Same 17.2 20.2
Respondent more educated 41.4 12.9

Spouse/Partner more educated 9.8 50.2
Total N 6159 2627
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Figure 3.6: Decision Making and Child Care at Home
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their partner together made decisions while little less than half (45%) of the women reported that they and their
partner do so together (Figure 3.6). Among the states more than three-fifths of the men in Odisha (66%) and Punjab
and Haryana (62%) reported making decisions together with their partner. Whereas among women, except for the
states of Madhya Pradesh and Odisha where 61% and 50% agreed to actively making decisions with their partners
in all other states it was less than 45% (Annexure Table A3.10). Again, there is some discordance between men and
women’s report around the parameters of decision making.

On the question of child care, two-fifths (41%) of the men reported that they shared the responsibility with their
partner, while a little less than one-fourth (27%) of the women reported that they and their partner take care of the
children together. More than half (58%) of the men reported that their partners take care of the children and a little
less than three-fourths (72%) of the women reported that they take care of the children (Figure 3.6). Similar to the
case of decision making there was high dissonance between men and women’s reports on some parameters of
gender roles and responsibilities. Rajasthan is the only state where more than three-fourth of the men reported that
they along with their partner take care of the children, whereas in all the other states the proportion of men who
reported sharing the responsibility with their partner was less than 40% (Annexure Table A3.10). Except for the
state of Madhya Pradesh, where 5% of men reported that they take care of the children, in all the other states the
proportion of only men involved in child care was less than 2% (Annexure Table A3.10).

3.3 Key Indexes

Economic Stress

To explore characteristics that may affect men’s attitudes and behavior, we also asked men specific questions about
their work-related stress or depression. Given the prevailing social expectation to perform the role of a breadwinner
in the family, economic stress is identified as an indicator of men’s life experiences and a contributing factor to their
attitude towards gender equality and violent behavior.

Economic stress is an index created using six attitudinal statements on the status of employment. The statements
and responses are presented in Table 3.5. The first two statements were asked to those who are currently working
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Table 3.5: Statements of Economic Stress

Statements Percentage
| 'am frequently stressed or depressed because of not having enough work 43.9
| am frequently stressed or depressed because of not having enough income 511
| sometimes feel ashamed to face my family because | am out of work 43.7
| spend most of the time out of work or looking for work 5.5
| have considered leaving my family because | was out of work 9.8
| sometime drink or stay away from home when | can't find work 8.2

and the latter four were asked to those who are not currently working. More than half of the men reported that they
frequently feel stressed when they don’t earn enough and a little less than half reported that they were stressed due
to not having work. Around 10% of the men who are not working said that they left their family because they were
out of work. Little more than one-third of the men also reported that they spent most of the time looking for work
(Table 3.5). More than three-fourths (77%) of the men in Odisha reported being stressed due to not having enough
income followed by men in Rajasthan where three-fifth (60%) reported the same. In Madhya Pradesh, 13% of the
men reported that they drink sometimes or stay away from home when they can’t find work. The lowest proportion of
men who did not engage in such behavior was in Rajasthan (Annexure Table A3.11).

The index is presented in the Figure 3.7. At the aggregate level more than half of the men (55%) reported having
economic stress. Among the states three-fourth (75%) of the men reported economic stress in Odisha followed by
men in Rajasthan (60%) and Uttar Pradesh (59%). In Punjab and Haryana this was the lowest where only two-fifths
(41%) of the men reported they had economic stress.

Figure 3.7: Economic Stress Reported by Men

Aggregate 55
Uttar Pradesh 59
Rajasthan 60
Punjab/Haryana 41
Odisha 75
Madhya Pradesh 56

Maharashtra 47
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Witnessed/Experienced Discrimination/Harassment During Childhood

Many studies have identified early childhood experiences of gender inequality to be central in shaping people’s
views and behaviors in their later life. In the current study we identified a set of 15 statements that related to
respondents own experiences or the witnessing of discrimination/harassment during the childhood, i.e., when
he/she was growing up, before the age of 18 years. The responses were captured on a four-point scale. The index
was created taking these statements and responses into consideration. The detailed statements for both men and
women are presented in the Annexure Table A3.12.

Men and women who responded ‘Never’ to all statements were categorized into never category and those who
have experienced/witnessed any kind discrimination/harassment and have responded to little less than half of the
statement were situated in the ‘sometimes’ category and those who have reported often or sometime to most of
the statements were placed in the ‘Often’ category. The responses particularly on the statements like ‘I saw my
sisters/female cousins getting less freedom than myself and my brothers’, indicate that nearly half of the men (46%)
and little less than two-fifth of the women (37%) reported to have witnessed or observed it sometime or often.
Similarly on statements like ‘| saw the hardship my parents/relatives went through to pay dowry/bear marriage
expenses’ 46% of men and nearly half (48%) of women reported witnessing or experiencing it sometime or often
(Annexure Table A3.12).

This index of witnessing/experiencing childhood discrimination/harassment shows that three-fifth (60%) of the
women have often witnessed or experienced any form of discrimination or harassment in their childhood and
36% men reported witnessing or experiencing it sometime. A small proportion of men (14%) and women (12%)
reported that they have never witnessed or experienced any form of discrimination or harassment in their
childhood (Figure 3.8).

Figure 3.8: Witnessed/Experienced Discrimination/
Harassment During Childhood
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Masculinity and Gender Equality

The past two decades have witnessed increasing interest in engaging men and boys to ensure their role in
achieving gender equality. Notably, this interest gained greater momentum since the 1994 International Conference
on Population and Development (ICPD) in Cairo and the 1995 Fourth World Conference on Women in Beijing.
Both these conferences signified turning points, after which the area of men and masculinities got situated and
conceptualized within the discourse of women’s empowerment and gender equality.

In the 1990s, men and boys were often seen as part of the problem and as obstacles to women’s struggle for equality
and were rarely identified as an essential part of the solution (Connell, 2005). Over the years, in-depth research on
gender, power and masculinity and various programmatic efforts to engage men have made it evident that, moving
beyond symbolism, men and boys must be seen as integral to any transformational efforts to promote gender
equality. Research has also revealed that masculinity is not a monolithic concept; all men are not the same. Various
ideas of masculinity are constructed under differing social, economic and cultural contexts — and the construct
is evolving, multifaceted and dynamic (Hearn, 2010; Connell, 2000). This learning is completely relevant in India,
where caste, class and linguistic ethnicity have tremendous influence on how men construct their masculinities and
define what is a ‘real man’ or what is expected of them (Verma et al, 2006, Verma et al, 2008; IMAGES, 2012). To
achieve gender equality, it is important therefore to identify various diverse expressions of masculinities and power
due to the social expectations and pressures that men experience — and the implications of this for women and girls.

This chapter examines these issues in depth with the aim to answer the following questions:

= What are the various expressions of masculinities, and how are they manifested or expressed by men?

= How do women experience various forms of relationship controls in their lives? What are their own attitudes to
these controls and gender equality and why?

= Why do men express control? Who are the men that are equitable and supportive?

= What can programs to promote gender equality and women’s empowerment learn from men?

4.1 How are Masculinities Expressed by Men and Experienced by Women

Masculinity is a set of attributes, behaviors, and roles generally associated with boys and men. Masculinity is socially
constructed, but made up of both socially defined and biologically created factors. This makes it distinct from the
definition of the biological sex as both men and women can exhibit masculine traits and behaviors. Masculinity
varies depending on location and context, and is influenced by a variety of social and cultural factors. In this study,
two dimensions have been used to define masculinity, namely ‘relationship control’ as a behavioral dimension and
‘attitude towards gender norms’ as an underlying value.
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4.1.1 Relationship Control

Men most commonly express power over their partners by controlling various aspects of their partners’ life and their
behaviors. This may include controlling anything from what the partner wears, what she does in her leisure time,
who she spends time with, to something as intimate as who should have a say about when to have sex. Figure 4.1
presents various aspects of intimate relationships over which men have expressed their control and corresponding
percentages from women experiencing those relationship controls.

On norms related to sexual rights within marriage or relationships, over two-thirds of the men expected their ‘partners
to agree if they wanted to have sex’ and over half of the men ‘didn’t expect their partners to use contraceptives
without their permission’. Men’s control over women’s bodies and sexuality also extends to other subtle aspects of
decision making in their daily life: One in three men didn't allow their wife/partner to wear ‘certain’ dresses and in
fact one in five men agreed with the statement that ‘when my wife/partner wears things to make herself look beautiful
| think she may be trying to attract other men’. About 39% determined ‘whom their wife should meet with or talk to’
and one among two men wanted ‘to know all the time where his wife/partner was.’

Overall, on the issue of key decisions relevant to a couple, a substantial number of men (66%) agreed with the
statement that ‘| have more to say than she does on important decisions that affect us’ and only 15% said that ‘my
wife expects me to ask her approval for big decisions in the home’.

Women respondents endorsed the excessive control expressed by men in their relationships, albeit with some
interesting variations. A large proportion of women (62%) also agreed that men ‘expect wife/partner to agree when
they (men) want to have sex’ and that the ‘husbands/partners don’t approve wife/partner suggesting the use of
condoms’. A higher proportion of women than men (44% women versus 39% men) said that their ‘husbands/partners
tell them who all she can spend time with’ and ‘want to know where the wife/partner is all of the time’ (57% women

Figure 4.1: Women's Experiences and Men's Expressions of Relationship Control

My wife expects me to ask her approval for big decisions in the home/ h 12
My husband/partner ask for my approval before taking any big decision 15

I like to let her know she isn't the only wife/partner | could have/ [N 21

My partner lets me know | am not the only partner he could have 32
| want to know where my wife/partner is all of the time/ | 57
My husband/partner always wants to know where | am 50

When my wife/partner wears things to make herself look beautiful | think A- 11
she may be trying to attract other men/ When | wear things that make me look
beautiful my husband/partner thinks | may be trying to attract other men |

| tell my wife/partner who all she can spend time with/ [ 44

21

My husband/partner tells me who | can spend time with 39
| have more to say than she does on important decisions that affect us/ [ 67
My husband/partner has more to say than | do about important decisions that affect us 66

I won't let my wife/partner wear certain things/ [N 20
My husband/partner won'’t let me wear certain things 32

My wife/partner cannot use contraceptive without my permission/ [ 34
If | asked my husband/partner to use a condom, he would get angry 54

When | want sex | expect my partner to agree/ 62
When my husband/partner wants sex he expects me to agree 77

Men B Women
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Figure 4.2: Index of Relationship Control

a condom he would be angry.’

The summarized score over the nine items provides an average estimate of what proportion of men are extremely
controlling versus the rest. In our sample, 36.8 % of men expressed excessive control over their partner/wife, whereas
63.2% were less or moderately controlling (shown in Figure 4.2). Among women little more than one-fifth (23.3%)
reported experience high control by their partner whereas three-fourth had less or moderately controlling partners.

4.1.2 Attitudes Towards Gender Norms

We used 27 attitudinal items listed in Table 4.1 to assess perceptions and attitudes on some key gender norms. It is
evident from the distribution of men’s responses on several attitudinal items that they are quite similar with women'’s
attitude. However, there are certain domains on which men hold equitable attitudes compared with women. For
example, one-fifth of men believed that ‘It is a woman’s responsibility to avoid getting pregnant,” a statement with
which 31% of women agreed. This is interesting, as more men disagreed with this statement and thus endorsed
men’s role and responsibility in contraceptive use than women. On the issue of deciding who and when to marry,
52% to 59% of men believed that ‘daughters/sisters can select the person whom they want to marry’ and ‘when
they want to marry.” An overwhelming 82% of men agreed with the idea that ‘daughters/sisters can ask for a share
in the natal property.” On the other hand, 77% of the women respondents agreed with the idea that ‘daughters/
sisters should ask for share in the property.” These attitudes on the part of women are in part reflections of a deeply
ingrained sense of insecurity and lack of social support.

About 93% of men agreed with the statement that ‘to be a man, you need to be tough’ compared to a slightly lower
85% women who agreed with this. Validating the observation on relationship control particularly in the context of
sexual rights, more than half of the men said that ‘a woman cannot refuse to have sex with her husband.’

A similar proportion of women and men (28% women compared to 25% men) believed that ‘when a woman is raped,
she is usually to blame for putting
herself in that situation.” Fewer women Figure 4.3: Index of Gender Equitable Attitudes
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Table 4.1: Men and Women’s Attitudes towards Gender Equitable Norms

Men (N=9205) Women (N=3158)
Agree

Attitudinal Statements

Disagree Agree Disagree

Women’s most important role is to take care of her home

and cook for her family 86.2 138 740 260
Men need sex more than women do 58.8 41.2 70.5 29.5
There are times when a woman deserves to be beaten 65.1 34.9 64.9 35.1
It is @ woman'’s responsibility to avoid getting pregnant 20.5 79.5 30.7 69.3
A woman shquld tolerate domestic violence in order to 51 1 48.9 573 4.7
keep her family together

| would be outraged if my wife/partner asked me to use 307 673 i i
a condom

|f someone insults me, | will defend my reputation, with 877 123 78.6 014
force if | have to

To be a man, you need to be tough 93.0 7.0 84.9 15.1
A woman'’s m‘ost mportant role is to produce a son for 279 79 1 353 647
her husband’s family

A man with only daughters is unfortunate 7.8 92.2 6.8 93.2
Not having a son reflects bad karma 10.0 90.0 6.5 93.5
It |s.acceptab|e fqr a parent to receive financial 509 49 1 126 574
assistance from his daughters

Living in a joint family increases pressure on a couple to 417 58.3 66.1 33.9
produce sons

People should be treated the same whether they are 937 63 96.4 36
male or female

A woman should obey her husband 93.6 6.4 91.1 8.9
| think that a man should have the final say in all family 76.5 035 696 30.4
matters

Men should share t.he Wprk around the house wnh 794 276 715 085
women such as doing dishes, cleaning and cooking

Once a V\’/oman. gets married, she belongs to her 819 18.1 775 008
husband’s family

A woman cannot refuse to have sex with her husband 7.5 425 48.8 51.2
If a w.lfe/partner.does something wrong her husband 76.9 531 78.7 013
has right to punish her

Whgn a woman. is rapgd, she is usually to blame for 047 753 082 718
putting herself in that situation

If a woman doesn’t physically fight back, it's not rape 74.6 25.4 65.1 34.9
It would be shameful to have a homosexual son 81.8 18.2 63.6 36.4
If daughter’s/sister's marriage breaks up she can come

back to father’s/brother’s house 918 8.2 92.0 8.0
Daughters/sisters can select the person whom they 516 48.4 66.6 334
want to marry

Daughters/sisters can decide when they want to marry 58.8 41.2 67.2 32.8

Daughters/sisters can ask for share in the natal property 82.4 17.6 77.4 22.6
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proportion of women compared to men (28% men versus 35% women) believed that a ‘woman’s most important role
is to produce a son for her husband’s family,” or the fact that more women agree that ‘living in a joint family increases
pressure on a couple to produce sons’ (66% women versus 41% men).

Summed scores over the 27 items (shown in Figure 4.3) on the aggregate, 28% men and 29% women held positive
and equitable attitudes towards gender equality and others were either moderately or highly negative.

4.1.3 Types of Masculinities

We combined the scores of ‘relationship control’ with that of ‘attitudes to gender equal norms’ to obtain three
categories of men. Most rigid are the men who not only exercised excessive control in their intimate relationships
but also believed that women and men are unequal and held negative attitudes about gender equal norms. These
men constituted 32% of our total sample. Thus ‘rigid masculinity’ was manifest and enacted by a third of the men
in the study. On the other hand, there were men who were less controlling in their intimate relations and believed in
gender equality. These most equitable men constituted 23% of the total male population surveyed. In between were
the men who were moderate in their attitudes and behavior, which constituted 45% of the population (Figure 4.4).

For women, it was about the type of relationship that they were living in and their own attitudes on gender norms.
In our sample, 21% of women were

living in a relationship dominated by Figure 4.4: Continuum of Masculinity — Rigid to Equitable
rigid’ men and had gender unequal

norms, whereas 27% were part of 23 27
a highly equitable relationship with
their husbands/partners and had
equitable attitudes. Meanwhile, 52%
of the women in our sample lived in

a relationship, which was neither very
rigid nor very equitable, in other words Men Women

moderate in terms of relationship
B Rigid ® Moderate Equitable

control and attitudes (Figure 4.4).

4.2 Determinants of Gender Equitable Attitudes and Behaviors among Men

From a program perspective, it is important to learn in greater detail about the gender inequitable and rigid men
and what can we learn from their different characteristics. For this purpose, we conducted an in-depth analysis of
equitable men and present our findings in Table 4.2.

4.2.1 Social and Economic Factors

Table 4.2 demonstrates the relationship of various socio-demographic, economic factors and other key factors —
such as type of residence, age, education and wealth level, childhood experiences, knowledge/awareness of laws
— as determinants of equitable attitudes among men. Overall, we found that age and type of residence do not make
much difference to men’s controlling behavior and equitability. Men across all ages and across urban and rural areas
can be equitable and rigid with respect to their attitudes and behaviors. There may be different exposures in these
locations, yet they do create similar distribution of masculinities.
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Men who have education at the level of graduation or above are 2.5 times more likely than men with less than the
primary education to be equitable and less rigid. As the level of education increases, so does the likelihood of being
more equitable and less rigid. Indeed, education provides a higher level of exposure to new gender norms, and
highly educated men may be more likely to have educated spouses. In such a social milieu, where men are more

Table 4.2: Odds Ratio for Determinants of Equitable Men
Determinants Odds for Men Confidence Interval

: Rural (Reference)
Type of residence
Urban 0.948 0.821 - 1.095
18-24 years (Reference)
Current age 25-34 years 0.989 0.784 - 1.247
35-49 years 0.850 0.675-1.071

Up to primary (0-5 class) (Reference)
Level of education Up to higher secondary (6-12 class) 1.762** 1.494 - 2.078
Graduate and above 2.627* 2.101 - 3.284

Nuclear (Reference)
Type of family
Non-nuclear 1.102 0.969 - 1.254
Low (Reference)
Wealth index Middle 1.380** 1.162 - 1.640
High 2.155** 1.766 - 2.629
: Yes (Reference)
Economic stress
No 1.445** 1.267 - 1.649
Father (Reference)
Decision making in family
Mother/Both equally 1.386* 1.217 -1.579
Witnessed male participation in REENEEE L)
HH chores No 0.478** 0.421 - 0.542

No Presence (Reference)

Mother’s presence at home

i et Rarely 1.45 0.69 - 3.05
Often 1.71 0.92-3.17
No presence (Reference)

Father’s presence at home

e UL Rarely 1.023 0.63 - 1.66
Often 0.74 0.46-1.18

: - Never (Reference)

Witnessed male participation in Sometimes 163 138-192

household chores
Often 2.76* 2.34 - 3.27

Witnessed/Experienced Yes (Reference)

discrimination/harassment
No 2.74* 2.32-3.25

during childhood

Awareness of law for divorce or RENGEEECE] )]
separation No 0.93* 0.61-1.13

Awareness of law of custody of RENEEEEE)
children No 0.72** 0.61-0.85

Awareness of law against Yes (Reference)
forced sex by spouse No 1.27* 1.09 - 1.48

Note: *Significant at 95%; **Significant at 99%
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educated, and women are educated there is likelihood that women are working outside the home. This might lead
to new family and social arrangements that are different than the traditional and gender stereotypical roles and
expectations for women and men. Educated men may read and be exposed to new roles and ways of thinking about
women and are more likely to provide greater autonomy to their partners and conversely women too will be more
resistant to their husbands exerting control over them.

Similarly, men belonging to the highest socio-economic strata are almost two times more likely than those from
the lowest strata, to be equitable and less rigid. Education and economic status may provide men more positive
exposure, and there may be less pressure to conform to societal expectations and behave in a certain way. At higher
socio-economic strata, we may be picking up men who have higher education and professional work. Men in these
strata are likely to be more equitable. This possibly occurs because education and exposure to work environments
with other women, does provide exposure to new ways of thinking and also possibly new and equitable roles for
women.

Most striking, however, is the finding that families in which mothers or both father and mother make decisions
jointly are more likely to produce men and boys who become equitable when they grow up. Our analysis shows
that men who were raised in families where parents shared decision making, were 1.4 times more likely to be less
rigid and more equitable than men who grew up in families where the male predominantly made family decisions.
Aligned with this finding and confirming previous observations, we also found that men who grew up in families
where their father did not participate in household chores were half times less likely to be equitable and less rigid.
These results strongly demonstrate that boys who witness their parents sharing household responsibilities — from
making decisions to cleaning dishes — have gender equitable attitudes and behavior when they become men. Men’s
observation of less gender stratified roles in a household in their childhood has a direct bearing on the creation
of positive masculinity for men. In the same vein, men who did not witness/experience discrimination/harassment
during their childhood were nearly three times more likely than the others to be equitable and less controlling.

In the same model, controlling for the background factors we also tested the hypothesis that masculine ideas are
situation specific and are likely to be triggered by context and time specific factors. We found that men who were
under no economic stress were 1.5 times more likely to have equitable attitudes and behaviors than those who were
either underemployed or unemployed. Men who were more likely to be aware of laws and policies that support
women were also more likely to be equitable compared to men who were unaware of these laws.

4.3 Determinants of Women with Equitable Gender Attitudes

We also examined why certain women are more equitable than others. Equitable women face low relationship
control and have gender equitable attitudes. Like in the case of men, education seems to have the most profound
impact on women experiencing less controlling behavior from their partners and having more equitable gender
attitudes themselves. Women with higher education, graduation and above, were four times more likely than their
less educated counterparts — less than primary — to be equitable. Women with an education tend to be more
empowered, have the ability to negotiate conflict and are less likely to tolerate inequity in their intimate relationships.
We found similar results for women belonging to higher strata of wealth (1.6 times more chances than those from
low wealth strata) and those who grew up in families where parents made decisions jointly (Table 4.3). Families that
model gender equitable behavior have been shown to influence the behaviors/attitudes of their children. We see a
profound effect of this on both men and women in terms of their own equitable attitudes and behavior. In the case of
women that had such exposure in their childhood, they may have both positive gender equitable attitudes and also
the confidence to negotiate and resist control as for them masculine control may not have been a norm growing up.
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Table 4.3: Odds Ratio for Determinants of Equitable Women
Select Background Characteristics Odds Ratio Confidence Interval

: Rural (Reference)
Type of residence
Urban 1.085 0.886 - 1.329

18-24 years (Reference)
Current age 25-34 years 1.204 0.936 - 1.548
35-49 years 0.972 0.742-1.273

Up to primary (0-5 class) (Reference)
Level of education Up to higher secondary (6-12 class) 1.403* 1.125-1.751
Graduate and above (13+ class) 4.343** 2.976 - 6.338

: Nuclear (Reference)

Type of family
Non-nuclear 1.226 1.009 - 1.491
Low (Reference)

Wealth index Middle 1.429* 1.109 - 1.841
High 1.645* 1.232-2.196

- - . Father (Reference)

Decision making in family
Mother/Both equally 1.796** 1.490 - 2.164

Witnessed male participation ~ RESNGEEECE)

in HH chores No 0.706* 0.577 - 0.864

Note: *Significant at 95%; **Significant at 99%

Significantly, women from joint families experienced much less control from their husbands than their counterparts
from nuclear families. This is interesting and seems to suggest that presence of other members of the family acts
as a buffer and maybe helps ease economic or other stress that causes men to exert control. Overall, the effect
of economic status and education may be due to a combination of factors, primarily the fact that women will have
higher confidence, communication and decision-making skills to negotiate and resist control from their partners/
husbands. Educated women also are more likely to be economically independent, which is also a determinant of
higher negotiation power in a relationship.

The state-specific distribution of men who expressed controlling behavior and gender attitudes and the women who
experienced them, are presented in Table 4.4.

A high proportion of men from Uttar Pradesh, 54% expressed rigid masculinity, defined in part by controlling
behavior and highly negative gender attitudes. This was followed by men from Madhya Pradesh, Punjab/Haryana
and Odisha. Overall, 23% of men held highly equitable attitudes and behavior, but this proportion varied across
states. Uttar Pradesh had the least number of men (6.8%) in the equitable category. Rajasthan, Maharashtra, and
Punjab/Haryana had 36%, 34% and 32% highly equitable men, respectively.

In Uttar Pradesh, Madhya Pradesh, Punjab/Haryana — in that order — women experienced higher control from
their partners and they themselves held gender inequitable attitudes. In contrast, nearly two-fifth of the women in
Rajasthan had gender equitable attitudes and experienced less control from their partners followed by 30% of the
women in Maharashtra.

Findings from our multivariate analysis reveal that there is a great variation in highly equitable attitudes and low
controlling behavior among men and women by states, socio-economic levels and cultural settings. Table 4.5 shows
that men from urban areas were more likely to be gender equitable (odds ratio 1.6 in MP) compared to men residing
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Table 4.4: Masculinity Index (Gender Equitable Attitudes and Relationship Control)
by States for Men and Women

States Equitable Moderate
M |
Punjab/Haryana 31.6 36.2 32.1 948
Rajasthan 35.9 47.4 16.7 1034
Uttar Pradesh 6.8 39.5 53.8 1066
Odisha 21.5 55.1 23.5 1041
Madhya Pradesh 23.5 41.9 34.6 1003
Maharashtra 33.9 52.5 13.6 989
All 23.0 45.0 32.0 6081
Women

Punjab/Haryana 20.0 52.6 27.4 420
Rajasthan 39.2 50.1 10.8 424
Uttar Pradesh 28.4 397 31.8 396
QOdisha 15.1 75.2 9.7 448
Madhya Pradesh 20.4 52.5 271 413
Maharashtra 30.2 57.7 12.1 401
All 26.8 51.8 21.4 2502

Table 4.5: Odds of Equitable Men by States
Determinants PJ/HR RJ UP OD MP MH

: Rural (Reference)
Type of residence
Urban 0.98 1.14 1.23 1.44 1.56*  0.54*

18-24 years (Reference)
Current age 25-34 years 1.08 1.05 0.57* 1.38 0.91 0.99
35-49 years 1.34 0.85 0.41* 1.06 0.73 0.79

Up to primary (0-5 class) (Reference)
Laelei=slieeies - Up to higher secondary (6-12 class) 1.68 1.26 2.66** 1.48 2.85** 1.33*
Graduate and above 3.48* 2.50* 3.31** 438" 657 225"

: Nuclear (Reference)
Type of family
Non-nuclear 1.29 1.36 0.92 1.58 0.83 0.75
Low (Reference)
Wealth index Middle 0.75 1.13 1.59* 1.16 0.99 1.24
High 1.10 1.52 2.51% 1.28 1.49 2.31**
: Yes (Reference)
Economic stress
No 1.01 1.75* 0.82 1.89 5.30** 0.89
DECEIRNE LRl Father (Reference)
family Mother/Both Equally 1.55 0.73 0.69 1.58 105  1.84*

Witnessed male Yes (Reference)

participation in HH
chores

No 1.51 0.58** 1.09 0.46* 027  0.44*

Number of married men 583 708 1951 507 840 1610

Note: PJ/HR - Punjab/Haryana, RJ - Rajasthan, UP - Uttar Pradesh, OD - Odisha, MP - Madhya Pradesh, MH - Maharashtra
*Significant at 95%; **Significant at 99%
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in rural areas in most states except in Maharashtra where urban men were less likely to be equitable. The results on
whether older men are more inequitable is inconclusive as it is significant only in Uttar Pradesh. Level of education
and socio-economic strata are the only indicators that were positive and significant with masculinity, i.e., equitable
attitude and behaviors.

Men with secondary and higher levels of education were two to six times more likely to be equitable across different
states. Men from joint families were more likely to have equitable masculinity in Rajasthan and Odisha but less
likely to be equitable in Maharashtra, compared to their counterparts from nuclear families. Men who were under
no economic stress were five times more likely to be equitable in Madhya Pradesh followed by one to two times
more likely to be equitable in Rajasthan and Odisha than those who faced economic stress (were underemployed
or unemployed).

Finally, our analysis showed that men raised in families where both father and mother made joint decisions were
more likely to have equitable masculinity; this was particularly true in Punjab/Haryana, Odisha, Maharashtra (odds
ratio > 1.5 times). In Rajasthan, surprisingly, the results were to the contrary. Furthermore, men who grew up in
families where their father did not participate in household chores were less likely to be equitable and less rigid — this
was true in all the states except Punjab/Haryana where it was not significant.

Corresponding to the findings from men, Table 4.6 presents the notions and experience of masculinity (control from
spouse and their own gender equitable attitudes) among women. Where women lived was not an influential factor,
except in Maharashtra where women in urban areas were more likely to have less controlling partners/husbands and
hold equitable attitudes. Across all states, we found that women with higher education, at higher socio-economic
strata and those grew up in families where both parents made joint decisions were significantly more likely to
experience equitable masculinity and have gender equitable attitudes. Living in a nuclear or joint family did not have

Table 4.6: Odds of Equitable Women by States
Determinants PJ/HR RJ UP OD MP MH

. Rural (Reference)
Type of residence
Urban 1.24 0.62 0.84 0.41 1.09 1.69*

18-24 years (Reference)
Current age 25-34 years 0.90 0.78 0.79 1.89 1.82 2.29**
35-49 years 0.81 0.74 0.69 1.33 1.70 1.61

Up to primary (0-5 class) (Reference)
Laeleicblieeident - Up to higher secondary (6-12 class) 1.51 0.67 2.03* 0.98 3.88** 1.22
Graduate and above 3.21* 1.40 5.98** 4.56* 27.6** 3.89*

: Nuclear (Reference)
Type of family
Non-nuclear 1.31 0.99 1.00 0.37* 1.68 1.33
Low (Reference)
Wealth index Middle 0.58 2.04 1.32 3.70 2.55 1.08
High 0.94 3.78* 1.26 18.15* 2.52 1.29

IR NGkl Father (Reference)
et Mother/Both equally 117 178  206* 086 131 232~

Witnessed male Yes (Reference)
participation in HH
chores

Number of married women 302 292 734 228 8ES 613

Note: PJ/HR - Punjab/Haryana, RJ - Rajasthan, UP - Uttar Pradesh, OD - Odisha, MP - Madhya Pradesh, MH - Maharashtra
*Significant at 95%; **Significant at 99%

No 0.44 0373 0.86 0.36 0.48 2.40”
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an influence, unlike the case with men, except in Odisha where women in joint families experienced significantly
less equitable attitudes and high control than those in nuclear families. Furthermore, women who grew up in families
where men did not participate in household chores were less likely to experience equitable attitudes and more likely
to have a controlling partner. This was true in all states with the exception of Maharashtra (Table 4.6).

4.4 Conclusion

Two dimensions, ‘relationship control’ as a behavioral dimension and ‘attitude towards gender norms’ as a value
dimension have been used to characterize masculinity. Over one-third of the men in our study expressed excessive
relationship control over their partners/wives, whereas nearly two-thirds were less or moderately controlling. In terms
of gender equitable attitudes, 28% of men and 29% of women held positive and equitable attitudes. Others were
either moderately or highly negative.

The combined scores of ‘relationship control’ and ‘attitudes to gender norms’ divided into three categories reveal
that one-third of men were most rigid. They not only exercised excessive control in their intimate relationships but
also believed that women and men are unequal and held negative views about gender equal norms. On the other
hand, there were men who were less controlling in their intimate relations and believed in gender equality. These
most equitable men constituted 23% of the total male population surveyed. For women, it was about the type of
relationship that they are living in and their own attitudes on gender norms. Over one-fifth of women were living in
a relationship dominated by ‘rigid’ men and had gender unequal norms, whereas 27% lived in a highly equitable
relationship with their husbands/partners.

Socio-demographic factors like age, education and wealth status are significantly associated with men and women'’s
gender attitudes and their expression or experiences of controlling behavior respectively. Among the other key
factors men and women who grew up in families where they have witnessed male participation in household chores
and equality in decision making are more equitable. The findings also reveal that there is a significant variation
across the states irrespective of social and economic factors.

Overall there are various ideas of masculinity that exist and not all men are homogenous or manifest similar types
masculinity. Masculinity itself is constructed under differing social, economic and cultural contexts —and is evolving,
multifaceted and dynamic. The formation of masculinity starts in early years of childhood through the gendered
messages that society transmits reinforced by a gender unequal environment within one’s family. Men’s observation
of less gender stratified roles in a household in their childhood has a direct bearing on the creation of positive
masculinity for men. Masculinity is manifest differently for men and women but has a direct relationship through
the act of control within men and women’s intimate relationships. To what extent masculinity is a core determinant
of other social and gender inequities such as intimate partner violence and son preference is examined in the
subsequent analysis in this report.






Intimate Partner Violence and Masculinity

Across the world, women through their lifetime experience the highest violence from a spouse or intimate male
partner. Intimate partner violence (IPV), now well recognized as a human rights violation globally, includes acts
of physical aggression, psychological abuse, forced intercourse and other forms of sexual coercion, and various
controlling behaviors such as isolating a person from family and friends or restricting access to information and
assistance. Violence against women is one of the extreme manifestations of gender power inequalities and is
used by men to exert control and dominance over women. Such violence is largely perpetrated and reinforced by
socially prescribed gender norms. Gender norms often create rules so that the distribution of power between men
and women is unequal and in favor of men. Intimate partner violence is often used as a means of sustaining this
im